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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Metro 2040 is the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the Fargo-
Moorhead Council of Governments (Metro COG) Metropolitan Planning 
Area (MPA). This is a federally required plan that will guide how the 
region grows and invests transportation dollars over the next 25 years. 
 
The Plan is fiscally constrained based on forecasted available 
transportation funding and addresses transportation operations and 
maintenance, rehabilitation, and capital projects. This Plan also 
prioritizes projects and forecasts when in the 25-year plan horizon 
(2015-2040) the project would be completed. 
 
This first chapter presents the Fargo-Moorhead Council of Governments 
and their responsibility for adopting the Plan, a discussion of the Metro 
2040 Plan regarding what the Plan includes, and a Plan development 
section that describes how the Plan was developed. 
 
Subsequent chapters will discuss existing conditions, growth, public 
involvement, goals, needs, funding, and the fiscal constrained plan.  
 

Metro COG 
 
Metro COG is the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of 
Governments. It is a voluntary association of local governments in the 
greater Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area chartered in 1963. Metro 
COG performs planning and development work, especially to address 
problems that are regional in scope and cross jurisdictional boundaries. 
It has been designated by the governors of both North Dakota and 

Minnesota to function as the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the greater Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area. All urban areas 
with a population of more than 50,000 
have a designated MPO with a mission 
to provide a fair and impartial setting 
for making transportation decisions and administering Federal 
transportation funds.  
 
The study area for this Plan consists of the the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA). The MPA takes into account critical 
County, State and Federal roadways which serve to move goods and 
people into, out of, and within the metropolitan area. It accounts for 
the exurban growth areas, which have an impact on the overall 
metropolitan planning process. 
 
The most current expansion of the MPA was approved by the Metro 
COG Policy Board in November of 2012 and by the North Dakota 
Department of Transportation (NDDOT) and Minnesota and Department 
of Transportation (MnDOT) in 2013. 
 
The expanded MPA consists of 14 cities located in both Clay County, 
Minnesota and Cass County, North Dakota. Fargo is the largest of the 
cities with a 2010 population of 105,549. The Cities of West Fargo, 
Fargo, Moorhead, and Dilworth comprise the urban area. The urban 
area is studied more in this Plan than the remainder of the MPA.
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F IGURE 1-1:  FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA  
 

 

Source: Metro COG (2014) 
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The transportation system within the Metro COG MPA connects 
residents with their individual community, the region, and to areas 
beyond. A variety of travel choices gives people who have differing 
transportation needs access to jobs, health care, shopping, educational, 
and recreational opportunities and the everyday necessities of life. Our 
transportation assets also provide for movement of freight throughout 
the region, and connect us to markets around the globe. Clearly, an 
effective transportation system is vital to economic vitality, business 
attraction and expansion, trade, tourism, and quality of life. As a MPO, 
Metro COG is responsible for developing and maintaining a LRTP to 
guide the development of the transportation system and to assure that 
transportation needs are being met.  
 

Metro 2040 
 
Metro 2040 is the long-range transportation plan for the Metro COG 
area. Metro 2040 is designed to help realize Metro COG’s adopted 
outcomes to meet current and future transportation needs and to 
gauge the success of these efforts with established performance 
measures. Metro 2040 is designed to guide the development of 
multimodal transportation systems throughout the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area for the next 25 years. It will be used to prioritize the 
majority of transportation spending throughout this period, and as such, 
it is vitally important that the plan reflect the choices and desires of the 
majority of the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area’s residents, workers, 
and visitors.  
 
Since transportation has a broad impact on society, long-range 
transportation planning must take into account concerns, such as 
impact upon the environment, land use and economic development, in 
addition to traditional transportation-related issues, such as mobility 
and safety. 
 

In accordance with Federal law, Metro 2040 is updated every five years 
to accommodate the changing needs of the area and to reflect changes 
in the socio-economic composition of the area, as well as changes in 
local transportation policy. The last LRTP for the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area was adopted in 2009. While 2040 extends beyond 
what can be accurately predicted, a long-range plan’s value lies in 
comprehensively assessing the region’s current transportation system, 
and charting a course of action for coming years. It presents an 
opportunity to step back and take a big-picture look at where we stand, 
the challenges we face, and how to best address those problems. Metro 
2040 creates a vision that assists in guiding future decisions toward the 
goal of a safe and efficient transportation system to meet the area’s 
current and future needs. 
 
Metro 2040 must also consider all modes of transportation; streets and 
highways, transit, bicycle and pedestrian, air, rail and water, as well as 
freight movement within and through the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area. The Plan must be maintained current and valid 
before local jurisdictions can receive Federal funding for transportation 
improvements within the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 
 
Metro 2040 must present a reasonable expectation of revenue to fund 
the improvements identified to meet the transportation needs of the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area now and in the future. It must be a 
fiscally-constrained document. Fiscally-constrained, simply stated, is 
that the expense of accomplishing the projects identified in the Plan 
does not exceed what the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area can 
reasonably expect to receive in revenues.  
 
Metro 2040 includes both a short-range and long-range strategies that 
lead to the development of an integrated multimodal transportation 
system to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people and 
goods and addressing current and future transportation demand. 
Projects identified in the Metro 2040 are divided into three timeframe 
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bands; short- (2015-2020), mid- (2021-2030), and long-range (2031-
2040).  
 
The development of Metro 2040 was conducted with a pro-active public 
involvement process. Information was provided to the public via 
newsletters, direct mailings and public meetings and input was received 
from the public via public workshops held throughout the planning 
process. Metro COG staff also worked cooperatively with decision-
makers of its member jurisdictions, the FHWA, the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), the State departments of transportation in 
Minnesota and North Dakota, and the public. Metro COG’s goal is to 
execute a continuous, cooperative, and comprehensive planning 
process so as to develop the highest quality public investment plans for 
our changing society. 
 

Federal Requirements  
 
Metro 2040 is an integral 
part of the Metro COG’s 
“continuing, cooperative, 
and comprehensive” 
planning process as 
stipulated by Federal law. 
This process was established 
by the Federal government 
with the intent of fostering 
better management, 
operation, and development 
of the surface transportation 
system. This Plan is also 
compliant with the national 
goals set forth in Moving 
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), the current Federal 
transportation program. Metro 2040 adheres to all requirements 
stipulated in the MAP-21. 

MAP-21 was signed into law on July 6, 2012 and will expire on 
September 30, 2014. MAP-21 created a streamlined and performance-
based surface transportation program that was built on many of the 
highway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian programs established in 
previous legislation. MAP-21 authorizes the federal surface 
transportation programs for highways, highway safety, and transit. It 
provides the rules, regulations, and planning practices and guidance for 
metropolitan and statewide transportation planning. It also presents 
eight planning factors that need to be addressed in Metro 2040. The 
eight planning factors are: 
 

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, 
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and 
efficiency. 

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized 
and non-motorized users. 

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized 
and non-motorized users. 

4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight. 

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy 
conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote 
consistency between transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth and economic development patterns. 

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation 
system, across and between modes, people, and freight. 

7. Promote efficient system management and operation. 

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation 
system.  
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Elements of Metro 2040 will also adhere to the directives and 
regulations of the Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1990 (as amended), the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Code of 
Federal Regulations Title 23, 450.322 Development and Content of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, and local master and comprehensive 
plans, and local regulations and ordinances.  
 

Plan Adoption 
 
The Metro 2040 plan is adopted by the Metro COG Policy Board and is 
provided for information purposes to the Governors of Minnesota and 
North Dakota through each State's Department of Transportation. Once 
the Plan is approved, projects identified in the plan are eligible for 
federal and state funding. Projects included in the project lists will be 
scheduled for funding and construction within Metro COG’s 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). The TIP is a short-term, capital 
improvement program mandated by Federal law and is used to program 
Federal transportation funds for Federal aid-eligible and regionally-
significant projects. All projects programmed in the TIP must first be 
identified in Metro 2040. Though it is anticipated that projects identified 
in the Metro 2040 that are on the short-range project lists will be 
programmed first, it is likely that some of the projects from the mid-
range and long-range lists will also be programmed for funding and 
construction before this Plan is updated again in 2019. 
 

Plan Development Process 
 
The planning process for the development of Metro 2040 consisted of 
four phases:  
 

1. The first phase, “Issues and Needs,” assessed historic growth 
and development and included an analysis of the region’s 
transportation system. Issues included growth, travel patterns, 
automobile congestion, transit needs, and bicycling. 

 
2. The second phase of the Plan process developed and evaluated 

“Transportation Alternatives” to determine how well they 
meet regional goals.  

 
3. Based on technical analyses and public comments, the third 

phase was the development of the “Preferred Alternative” and 
determined methods to implement the Plan in terms of project 
priorities and costs.  

 

4. In the fourth phase, the final plan was submitted to the Metro 
COG Policy Board for review and “Plan Approval.” 

 
Each of the first three 
phases of the planning 
process included public 
meetings and website 
postings. A summary of 
the timing, format, and 
key questions addressed 
at each public meeting is 
included in Chapter 7, 
Public Involvement.  
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Chapter 2: Existing Transportation 
The transportation system in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area is 
multimodal. Streets and highways, transit and paratransit services, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, airports and rail facilities all provide for 
the movement of people and goods in the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area. How these systems complement one another and 
interact with each other present the complete transportation system. 
This system needs to be coordinated and maintained. The existing 
system is what we have now, and what we need to build on to provide 
transportation options for all residents and to facilitate freight within, 
to, from, and through the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 
 

Street and Highway 
 
A well laid-out and well designated roadway network is essential for 
safe and efficient surface transportation. Such a network can cut down 
travel times, reduce accidents on certain facilities, assist in emergency 
operations, and help in allocating roadway funding. State and local 
governments operate and maintain 3,245 miles of streets and highways 
for the Metro COG MPA. This equates to approximately 5.5 miles of 
roadway for every 1,000 persons (2012) and provides the platform on 
which more than 54 million miles are driven each year. These facilities 
also serve as the primary thoroughfares for freight and good movement 
that supply the regional and national economies.  
 

Federal Functional Classification 
 
The Federal Highway Administration groups roadways into classes 
according to the character of service they are intended to provide. In 
order to be eligible for federal transportation funding, a roadway must 
be identified as part of the functionally classified road network.  
 

There are three basic highway 
classifications: Arterial, Collector 
and Local. All streets and highways 
are grouped into one of these 
classes depending on the character 
of the traffic and the degree of land 
access that they allow (Table 2-1). It 
should be noted that Local Streets 
are not eligible for federal funding. 
 

 
TABLE 2-1:  GENERAL FEDERAL 

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATIONS  
 

Functional 
System 

Services Provided 

Arterial 

Provides the highest level of service at the greatest speed 
for the longest uninterrupted distance, with some degree 
of access control. Categories under the Arterial system 
include Principal Arterial-Interstate, Principal Arterial-
Freeway/Expressway, Principal Arterial-Other, and Minor 
Arterial. 

Collector 

Provides a less highly developed level of service at a lower 
speed for shorter distances by collecting traffic from local 
roads and connecting them with arterials. Categories 
under the Collector system include Major Collector and 
Minor Collector. 

Local 
Consists of all roads not defined as arterials or collectors; 
primarily provides access to land with little or no through 
movement. 

Source: Federal Highway Administration 
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The functionality of a street is related to traffic mobility and land access. 
Higher level facilities, such as freeways and expressways, have lower 
access which allows for higher speeds and capabilities. Conversely, 
lower level facilities, such as local streets and minor arterials, allow for 
greater access, but have reduced mobility due to lower speeds and 
capacities. The relationship can be seen in Figure 2-1. 
 

F IGURE 2-1:  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MOBILITY AND 

ACCESS ON ROADWAYS  
 

 

Source: Federal Highway Administration 

 
 
Typically, travelers will use a combination of arterial, collector, and local 
roads for their trips. Each type of road has a specific purpose or 
function. Some provide land access to serve each end of the trip. Others 
provide travel mobility at varying levels, which is needed en route. 
 

Figure 2-2 on the following page identifies the Federal Functional 
Classification (FFC) of roadways in the Metro COG MPA. It should be 
noted that FHWA has recently updated how roadways are evaluated for 
FFC designation. Figure 2-2 reflects the Metro COG proposed updated 
to the FFC. 
 
The total miles of Federally-classified arterials and collectors within the 
Metro COG MPA are 1,067.2. All but 97.5, those classified as Rural 
Minor Collector, are directly eligible for federal transportation funds. 
Rural Minor Collectors may be eligible for federal transportation funds if 
approved by the respective Department of Transportation in North 
Dakota and Minnesota, and approved by FHWA. Table 2-2 lists the 
number of miles for federal functional classification arterials and 
collectors in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. Also included are 
local streets. 
 

TABLE 2-2:  FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION M ILES  
 

Federal Functional Classification Lane Miles 

Arterials 561.1 
 Interstate  214.6 

 Other Principal Arterial  112.4 

 Minor Arterial  234.1 

Collectors 506.1 

 Urban Collector/Rural Major Collector  408.6 
 Rural Minor Collector  97.5 

Total Arterials & Collectors 1,067.2 

Local 2,178 

 Local  2,178 

Total All Roadways 3,245.2 

Source: Metro COG (2013) 
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F IGURE 2-2:  FEDERAL FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION FOR FACILIT IES IN THE FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN AREA  
 

 
Source: Metro COG – Proposed Metro COG update to the FFC 
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Pavement Condition 
 
Roadway surfaces in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area are mostly 
comprised of paved surface roadways. Of the paved surface roadways, 
pavements are either asphalt or concrete. Different jurisdictions have a 
higher percentage of asphalt or concrete roads from other jurisdictions. 
 
Pavement condition data is typically gathered every several years to 
gauge the conditions of area roadways. Each jurisdiction gathers their 
own pavement condition data and many different indices are used to 
gauge the pavements’ conditions. Table 2-3 identifies some of the 
indices used in the area. 
 

TABLE 2-3:  INDICES FOR PAVEMENT CONDITION IN THE 

FARGO-MOORHEAD AREA  
 

Source: Metro COG 

 

These rating systems should not be compared with each other as the 
different systems use different criteria for which to base the scores. 
When the indices are normalized by a specific category based on overall 
rating score; Excellent, Good, Fair and Poor, we can assess the general 
pavement condition of roadways in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area. Generally, 74.3% of the miles of roadway in the area rate as 
Excellent (28.7%) or Good (45.6%). Those that would be rated Fair 
represent 22.5%. Only 3.2% of the roadways would be rated as Poor.  
 

Congestion 
 
Congestion results when traffic demand approaches or exceeds the 
available capacity of the system. While this is a simple concept, it is not 
constant. Traffic demands vary significantly depending on the season of 
the year, the day of the week, and even the time of day. Also, the 
capacity, often mistaken as constant, can change because of weather, 
work zones, traffic incidents, or special events. 
 
Congestion can be classified as either recurring or non-recurring. 
Recurring congestion most often occurs when the volume of traffic on a 
facility becomes more than that facility can handle. Non-recurring 
congestion is usually short in duration and is caused by such things as 
weather, construction, or special events. One way to gauge the level of 
congestion is grading a facility on its level of service. 
 

Level of Service 
 
Level of Service (LOS) is a letter designation that describes a range of 
rating conditions on a particular type of facility. The Highway Capacity 
Manual defines levels of service as “qualitative measures that 
characterize operational conditions within a traffic stream and their 
perception by motorists and passengers.” Just like in school, an A is 
better than a B and an F is failing. Figure 2-3 shows the range of LOS. 
 

Operational 
Condition Index 

(OCI) 

OCI has been used by the cities of West Fargo and 
Moorhead to quantify their pavement’s condition. The 
index ranges from 0 to 100, with 0 describing the poorest 
and 100 the best condition. 

Pavement 
Condition Index 

(PCI) 

PCI is an index with values from 0 to 100. Zero is the 
poorest while 100 is the best pavement condition. 

Distress Index 

Distress Index is used by NDDOT and measures the 
distress of the roadway. Numbers are assigned to the 
index where the higher the number the better the 
pavement condition and the lower the number the poorer 
the condition. The highest possible value per NDDOT’s 
rating system is 99. 

Pavement Quality 
Index (PQI) 

PQI is used by MnDOT to determine the condition of the 
pavements. Ratings range from 4.5 (best) to 0 (poorest). 
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F IGURE 2-3:  LEVEL OF SERVICE  
 

 

Source: FHWA 

 
 
The LOS measurement of congestion is based on weekday Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) which is weighted for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  
Therefore, facilities identified being congested may operate at 
acceptable conditions during the non-peak periods. Congestion is just 
one measurement of the transportation system, but an important one 
in that it effects travel time, fuel consumption and air quality. 
 
Overall, the LOS in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area is pretty 
good. There are very few areas in which the LOS becomes congested. As 
identified on Figure 2-4 on the following page, the green areas are LOS 
A to C which makes up a majority of the street and highway network. 
There are very few areas that are becoming congested (LOS D), but 
there are several locations that are currently congested experiencing a 
LOS of E or F. LOS D is considered an acceptable level of congestion 
within the Fargo-Moorhead planning area. Congestion exists, but not to 
the point that the street system will fail. 
 

Access Management & Network 
Connectivity 
 
Access management aims to preserve traffic flow while providing 
adequate access to development. It has benefits for the transportation 
system in terms of safety, capacity, and speed. Access management 
balances the needs of motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists using a 
roadway with the needs of adjacent property owners dependent upon 
access to the roadway. In an environment with limited funds for 
transportation projects and competing agendas, good access 
management significantly improves the health of the entire 
transportation network. 
 
Poor access management directly affects the livability and economic 
vitality of commercial corridors, ultimately discouraging potential 
customers from entering the area. A corridor with poor access 
management lengthens commute times, lowers fuel efficiency, and 
increases vehicle emissions. Corridors with poor access management 
will see increased crashes between motorists, pedestrians, and 
bicyclists; congestion growth that outpaces traffic growth; spillover cut-
through traffic on adjacent residential streets; and reduced property 
values on adjacent commercial development. 
 
Access management has wide-ranging benefits to a variety of users. 
Improvements through reduced travel time and delays and greater 
safety help motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians, as well as those 
delivering goods and services. Business owners see stabilization in 
property values and additional customer traffic, and improved corridor 
aesthetics. Government agencies enjoy a lower cost method to achieve 
transportation goals, while protecting the jurisdiction’s investment in 
infrastructure that reduces the need for constant construction projects, 
such as road widening.
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F IGURE 2-4:  2010  MODELED AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC &  LEVEL OF SERVICE  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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In August of 2000, Metro COG established regional access management 
guidelines as outlined in Table 2-4. 
 

TABLE 2-4:  FARGO-MOORHEAD METRO AREA ACCESS 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES  
 

Facility Type 
Desired Spacing 
between Access 

Points (feet) 

Minimum Spacing 
between Access 

Points (feet) 

Functionally Classified 
Roadways in Less 
Developed Areas 

1,320 660 

Urban Arterials 660 330 

Urban Collectors 300 150 

Source: Metro COG (2000) 
 
 

The guidelines were created after staff compiled standards from each 
jurisdiction’s ordinances, and therefore, represent a range of local 
standards. Further, since the local data was predominately taken from 
City regulatory practices, the guidelines themselves tend to be oriented 
to City streets within the urbanized areas. 
 
In 2002, the Minnesota Department of Transportation developed Access 
Management Guidelines which are not entirely consistent with the 
Metro Area Guidelines. They take a different approach to the matter of 
intersections and driveways. In the coming years, the MPO may wish to 
explore the possibility of updating and expanding upon the local 
guidelines, working toward a single standard within the metro area.  
 

Bridges 
 
There are 534 bridges within the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 
These bridges can include structures ranging in size from a river bridge 
spanning the Red River to a culvert under a roadway.  
 
Area bridges are inspected on a regular basis by the respective State 
Departments of Transportation. Following an inspection, a sufficiency 
rating is given to each bridge. The sufficiency rating is a means of 
quantifying a bridge’s ability to remain in service. Sufficiency rates are 
conducted biannually and are used to determine eligibility of a bridge 
for Federal funding. The rating scale is 0 to 100, with 100 considered an 
entirely sufficient bridge and 0 an entirely deficient bridge. The formula 
includes factors for structural condition, bridge geometry, and traffic 
considerations. Prior to MAP-21, a bridge with a sufficiency rating of 80 
or less was eligible for Federal Bridge Rehabilitation funding. A bridge 
with a sufficiency rating of 50 or less is eligible for Federal Bridge 
replacement funding. Under MAP-21, Federal Bridge Funds were 
combined into the Surface Transportation Program (STP). Guidelines for 
using STP for bridge rehabilitation and replacement are yet to be 
determined.  
 
As part of the inspection, it is also noted if bridges are found to be 
functionally obsolete or structurally deficient. Bridges that are 
functionally obsolete may be in good condition, but do not meet current 
engineering design standards. Such bridges may be two-lane while the 
roadway on either side is four-lanes. A bridge identified as structurally 
deficient if one or more load carrying elements is found to be deficient. 
The fact that a bridge is classified under the Federal definition of 
“structurally deficient” does not imply that it is unsafe. A structurally 
deficient bridge, when left open to traffic, typically requires regular 
maintenance and repair in service and may eventually require 
rehabilitation or replacement to address the deficiencies. To remain in 
service, structurally deficient bridges are often posted with weight limits 
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to restrict the gross weight of vehicles using the bridges to less than the 
maximum weight allowed by statute.  
 
Figure 2-5 on the following page shows the sufficiency ratings and 
locations of the bridges in the MPA. Of the 542 bridges in the area, 445 
have sufficiency ratings greater than 80, 75 have sufficiency ratings 
between 80 and 50, and 22 have sufficiency ratings less than 50.  
 

Transit  
 
The Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area provides numerous public 
transportation opportunities for its residents and visitors. These public 
transportation opportunities include fixed-route transit, intercity transit, 
paratransit, senior transit, rural transit, and private transit services.  
 

Fixed-Route and Paratransit Services 
 
Transit, paratransit, and private provider services are characterized as 
being either a fixed-route or demand response system. The Community 
Transit Association of America (CTAA) defines fixed-route service to 
include any transit service in which vehicles run along an established 
path at preset times. Demand response service is any non-fixed-route 
system of transporting individuals that requires advanced scheduling by 
the customer including services provided by public entities, non-profits, 
and private providers. 
 

Metro Area Transit Fixed-Route (MATBUS) 
 
Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) operates 21 fixed-routes 
within the metro area. MATBUS is comprised of two 
separate, but coordinated municipal transit 
departments. The City of Fargo operates fourteen fixed-
routes within Fargo and West Fargo while the City of 

Moorhead operates seven fixed-routes within Moorhead and Dilworth. 

Four of Fargo’s routes are North Dakota State University (NDSU) circular 
routes which provide bus routes specifically to NDSU and the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
MATBUS has seven transfer points in Fargo and Moorhead allowing 
riders to transfer between the fixed-routes to reach their destinations. 
The main transfer point is known as the Ground Transportation Center 
(GTC) which is located in downtown Fargo where thirteen bus routes 
converge. MATBUS routes, shelters, and transfer points are shown in 
Figure 2-6 on page 2-10. A three-quarter mile buffer is also shown with 
the routes. By regulation, MATBUS must provide paratransit services 
within an area three-quarter of a mile on either side of the route. 
 

Transit Operations 
 
Overall, MATBUS transit ridership increased over the past several years. 
Figure 2-7 on page 2-11 shows the change in MATBUS ridership since 
2006. There was a 63% increase in total MATBUS ridership between 
2006 and 2012 with much of the increase seen by the Fargo and NDSU 
fixed-routes. 
 

Metro Area Transit (MATBUS) Paratransit 
 
Paratransit provides pre-arranged transportation services for individuals 
who are functionally unable to ride the MATBUS fixed-route system. 
The lift-equipped service is door-to-door, however, it is a “shared ride 
service” meaning other passengers stops are accommodated as 
necessary in route to a destination. MATBUS Paratransit provides 
service in the Cities of West Fargo, Fargo, Moorhead, and Dilworth with 
service available seven days a week. MATBUS is required to provide 
paratransit service to areas that are three-quarter of a mile on either 
side of an existing transit fixed-route. 



CHAPTER 2 – EXISTING TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

9 

 
2-9 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

F IGURE 2-5:  2012  BRIDGE SUFFICIENCY RATING MAP  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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F IGURE 2-6:  2012  MATBUS  ROUTE MAP  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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F IGURE 2-7:  H ISTORIC MATBUS  R IDERSHIP  
 

 

Source: MATBUS, Metro COG (2014) 

 
 
Figure 2-8 shows the change in paratransit, rural transit, and senior 
transit ridership since 2006. MAT Paratransit and Valley Senior Services 
ridership remained relatively steady while Handi-Wheels and Transit 
Alternatives saw a decrease in ridership since 2006.  
 
More detailed information regarding transit operations within the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area can be found in the 2012–2016 
Transit Development Plan (TDP).  
 

Other Paratransit Providers 
 
Other paratransit providers in the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area 
include Valley Senior Services, Handi-
Wheels, and Transit Alternatives. Each 
provides door-to-door or curb-to-curb 
services for the disabled, elderly or other special needs clientele. 
Services provided by each agency are identified in Table 2-5 on the 
following page. 
 

F IGURE 2-8:  H ISTORIC PARA/RURAL/SENIOR  
TRANSIT R IDERSHIP  

 

 

Source: MATBUS, Valley Senior Services, Handi-Wheels, Productive 
Alternatives Inc., Metro COG (2014) 
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TABLE 2-5:  PARATRANSIT OPERATORS IN THE FARGO-
MOORHEAD AREA  

 

Valley Senior 
Services (VSS) 

Provides shared-ride weekday transportation in West 
Fargo, Fargo, Moorhead and Dilworth for individuals 
age 60 and older. VSS also provides weekday 
transportation to the general public to/from/within, 
Trail, Steele, Richland, Ransom, rural Cass, and rural 
Grand Forks Counties. 

Handi-Wheels 
Provides pre-arranged weekday transportation services 
for the disabled, elderly, or individuals within the 
poverty limits.  

Transit 
Alternatives 

Provides pre-arranged shared ride service to parts of 
Otter Tail and Clay Counties, provides a commuter 
service to/from Detroit Lakes and Fargo, and operates 
a fixed-route every Sunday for destinations in 
Moorhead. 

Source: Metro COG 

 
 

Intercity Bus Service 
 
Intercity bus service connects the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area to 
other cities within North Dakota and Minnesota, as well as cities in 
other states. Unlike local bus service, these providers stop only in 
designated cities along their route and not at various locations in one 
city. Jefferson Lines offers daily service to cities throughout 13 U.S. 
states, including service from Fargo-Moorhead to Sioux Falls, Detroit 
Lakes, St. Cloud, Minneapolis, Grand Forks, Minot, Williston, and 
Glendive, MT.  
 

Private Transit 
 
Metro 2040 considers private transit to be transit that is reserved for a 
select portion of the population at a time, such as taxis, shuttles, 
company/agency/organization buses, or resident-center buses. Private 
transit is often owned and operated by a private party. Private transit 
sometimes runs on set schedules, but most often run on an as-needed 
or on-call basis.  
 

Transit Development Plan and Coordinated Public Transit Human 
Services Plan 
 
Metro COG produces two transit-related documents, the TDP and the 
Coordinated Public Transit Human Services Plan (CPTHSP) which help to 
guide transit and paratransit activities in the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area.  
 
The TDP serves as the strategic guide for public transportation in the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area over the next 10 years. 
Development of the TDP includes a number of activities, including 
documentation and analysis of the demographic conditions in the 
MATBUS service area, as well as an evaluation of existing transit 
services. It also provides analysis of transit systems operating in Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area and identifies potential future paratransit 
projects. It includes analysis of immediate and longer term transit 
services and capital project needs.  
 
The Fargo-Moorhead Public Transit Human Services Plan identifies the 
transportation needs of individuals with disabilities, older adults and 
people with low income. It provides strategies for meeting those needs 
and prioritizing transportation services for funding and implementation.  
 
Copies of both the Transit Development Plan and Coordinated Public 
Transit Human Services are available from Metro COG. 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Network 
 
The Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area has hundreds of miles of bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities which include sidewalks, shared use paths, bike 
lanes, shared lane markings, sign shared roadways, and some wide four-
foot plus shoulders. Each type of facility has certain characteristics and 
offer varying levels of safety, perceived or otherwise. The key to 
successful bicycle and pedestrian facilities is connectivity. You need to 
be able to seamlessly travel on the bicycle/pedestrian network and get 
to where you need to go. You also have to feel secure and safe when 
using the facilities. Your experience in riding a bike and your perception 
of safety is effected by how bicycle and pedestrian facilities are 
connected. Types of bicycle and pedestrian facilities are identified in 
Table 2-6. Table 2-7 shows the Mileage of Bicycle Facilities in the Urban 
Portion of the Metro COG MPO. 
 

TABLE 2-6:  TYPES OF B ICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

IN THE FARGO-MOORHEAD AREA  
 

Type of 
Facility 

Description 

Sidewalks 

Sidewalks are paved walkways designed to accommodate 
pedestrians, wheel chairs, and other modes of non-motorized 
traffic. Bicyclists are allowed to use most sidewalks, but are 
encouraged to use an adjacent roadway if practical. Sidewalks 
are typically between 3 and 6 feet in width and usually parallel 
the adjacent roadway(s). 

Shared 
Use Paths 

Shared use paths are paved paths designed to accommodate 
pedestrians, bicyclists, wheelchairs, and any other mode of 
non-motorized traffic. Shared use paths are often installed in 
parks, along water features or parallel to roadways. The paths 
are typically between 8 and 12 feet in width. 

Dedicated 
Bike 
Lanes 

Bike lanes are on-road bicycle facilities delineated by a single or 
double solid white line and bicycle symbol meaning the lane is 
for cyclists only. Bike lanes are directional specific, meaning 
they can only be traveled in the direction specified. Bike lanes 
vary in width, but should have a minimum width of 4 feet. 

Type of 
Facility 

Description 

Shared 
Lanes 

Shared lanes are marked on roadways with sharrows that 
designate that a lane of traffic is to be shared by both bicycles 
and vehicles. Shared lane markings are designated by 
pavement markings showing the direction that will be traveled 
by the bicyclist. 

Sign 
Shared 
Roadways 

Sign shared roadways are roadways designated as bicycle 
routes. Sign shared roadways do not contain pavement 
marking, but are designated by signs only. 

Paved 
Shoulders 

Roadway paved shoulders are found on roadways without curb 
and gutter and are typically found in rural areas. Shoulders 
provide a pathway for bicyclists to travel that is outside of the 
vehicular travel-way. 

Source: Metro COG Bicycle Plan 
 
 

TABLE 2-7:  M ILEAGE OF B ICYCLE FACILITIES IN THE URBAN 

PORTION OF THE METRO COG  MPO 
 

Facility 
Mileage 

2008 2011 

Bike Lanes 0.4 12.2 

Shared Lanes 0 8 

Paved Shoulders 13.3 24.9 

Signed Shared Roadways 23.3 19.7 

Shared Use Path 147.1 179.7 

Sidewalk 1,341.6 1,451.2 

Source: Metro COG GIS database 

 
A map of the 2011/2012 pedestrian facilities is shown on Figure 2-9 and 
the 2012 bicycle facilities is shown in Figure 2-10 (on the following 
pages). The figures also show the locations of bridges and underpasses 
dedicated for use only by non-motorized traffic. 
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F IGURE 2-9:  2011/2012  PEDESTRIAN NETWORK (2011  –  S IDEWALKS ,  2012  –  SHARED USE PATHS) 
 

 
Source: 2011 Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan  
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F IGURE 2-10:  2012  B ICYCLE NETWORK  
 

 
Source: 2011 Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 



CHAPTER 2 – EXISTING TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

16 

 
2-16 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

Types of Bicyclists 
 
It is generally recognized that there are two types of bicyclists: Group A: 
Advanced Bicyclists and Group B: Basic Bicyclists. There is also a group 
C: Children, whose needs are similar to the basic bicyclists and thus the 
two are often classified together as Group B/C. 
 

 Group A: Advanced - Composed of experienced riders who can 
operate a bicycle under most traffic conditions. This includes 
bicycle commuters, bike club riders, and other bicyclists 
currently following the rules of the road and riding on area 
streets and roadways with no special accommodations for 
bicyclists. In most communities, Group A comprises a small 
segment of the population, but logs in the majority of bicycle 
miles ridden. 

 

 Group B: Basic - Casual or new adult and teenage riders who 
are less confident of their ability to operate in traffic without 
special provisions for bicycles. Some will develop greater skills 
and progress to the advanced level, but nationally there will 
always be millions of basic bicyclists who prefer comfortable 
access to destinations and well‐defined separation of bicycles 
and motor vehicles.  

 

 Group C: Children - Pre‐teen bicyclists who typically ride close 
to home under close parental supervision. 

 
Group A bicyclists are best served by making every street bicycle‐
friendly by removing hazards and maintaining smooth pavement 
surfaces. Group B/C riders are best served by providing designated 
bicycle facilities in key corridors, such as signed and striped bicycle lanes 
on selected roadways, and off‐road trails following waterways and other 
linear open space corridors. 
 

TABLE 2-8:  R IDER GROUP MATRIX  
 

Rider Group Preferences 
Transportation 
Improvements 

A 
Advanced Bicyclists 

 
Experienced riders who 

can operate under 
most traffic conditions. 

 Direct access to 
destinations. 

 Operate at a maximum 
speed with minimum 
delays. 

 Sufficient Roadway 
space or shoulder so 
that bicyclist and 
motorists can pass 
without altering their 
timeline. 

 Implement traffic 
calming. 

 Provide wide outside 
lanes (urban). 

 Provide usable 
shoulders (rural). 

B 
Basic Bicyclists 

 
Casual or new adult 
and teenage riders 

who are less confident 
of their ability to 
operate in traffic 
without special 

provisions for bicycles. 

 Comfortable access to 
destinations. 

 Direct route, but on 
low-speed, low volume 
streets or designated 
bicycle facilities. 

 Well defined separation 
of bicycle and motor 
vehicles or separate 
bike paths. 

 Traffic calming. 

 Provide network of 
designated bicycle 
facilities (lanes, bike 
paths, bike 
boulevards). 

 Usable roadway 
shoulders. 

C 
Children 

 
Pre-teen riders whose 
roadway use is initially 
monitored by parents. 

 Access to schools, 
recreation facilities, 
shopping or other 
residential areas. 

 Residential streets with 
lower motor vehicle 
speed limits and 
volumes. 

 Well defined separation 
of bicycle and motor 
vehicles or separate 
bike paths. 

 Ensure low speeds 
on neighborhood 
streets. 

 Traffic calming. 

 Provide network of 
designated bicycle 
facilities (lanes, bike 
paths, bike 
boulevards). 

 Useable roadway 
shoulders. 

Source: Federal Highway Administration 
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While sidewalks may be the best choice for the youngest riders, they 
are not typically considered bicycle facilities in bicycle planning. It is 
important to recognize that sidewalks are pedestrian spaces, and their 
presence is not meant to substitute or preclude bicyclist use of streets 
and roadways. Rider Groups, their preferences and transportation 
improvements related to those preferences, are identified in Table 2-8. 
 
Ideally, all parts of the region should be accessible to all bicyclists, 
regardless of skill or comfort level. However, throughout the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area, existing development patterns have 
created places with varying levels of bicycle‐friendliness due to the trip 
distances required to travel between destinations and the automobile 
orientation of physical infrastructure provided. 
 
Certain place types (downtowns and school sites, for example) serve as 
community destinations and should be designed to higher standards to 
accommodate and encourage access by the broad cross‐section of the 
community represented in the B/C bicycling group. 
 
Other places (rural countryside and suburban strip developments) offer 
intimidating bicycling conditions to all but the most experienced Group 
A riders.  
 

Connectivity 
 
Completing individual pathway projects does not create a bicycle 
system that works for either Group A or Group B/C bicyclists. A well 
connected and safe bicycle and pedestrian system can improve the 
livability of an area. It increases the transportation choices for citizens 
and encourages active lifestyles. Discontinuities in routes (missing links) 
and barriers to travel (major street crossings, railroad crossings, river 
crossings, etc.) need to be addressed. Metro COG produces the Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2011) that 

identifies existing facilities and areas in which the bike/pedestrian 
network could be expanded or improved. 
 

Complete Streets 
 
There has been an increase in bicycling, walking, and running in the 
Fargo-Moorhead area in recent years. Accommodating motorized and 
non-motorized users of the area’s streets has been challenging, but not 
impossible. Member units of government have recognized that there is 
a need to accommodate portions of society and have begun to provide 
accommodation of these lifestyles as part of a project planning and 
design. Development of Complete Streets ties directly into the 
promotion of active lifestyles in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area.  
 
The term Complete Streets means the process of planning designing, 
building and operating streets so they routinely and safely 
accommodate all modes of local and regional travel. Metro COG in 
conjunction with member local units of government, other interested 
stakeholders and the public at large developed and approved the Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Complete Streets Policy Statement 
(2010). 
 
The Complete Streets process will apply to street projects, including 
construction, reconstruction, and maintenance. Because Complete 
Streets are context sensitive, a Complete Street in one neighborhood 
may look very different from a Complete Street in another 
neighborhood, but both are designed to balance the safety and 
convenience for everyone using the public right-of-way. Successful 
achievement of this vision will result in the creation of a complete 
transportation network for all modes of travel (as opposed to trying to 
make each street perfect for every traveler), and may result in fewer 
crashes, lower severity crashes, improved public health, less air, water, 
and noise pollution, as well as lower overall transportation costs for the 
public and for their governing bodies.
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By approving a Complete Streets policy, Metro COG and its member local units of government, as well as the MnDOT and the NDDOT have dedicated 
themselves to planning, designing, constructing, and/or operating the transportation network to a higher/more inclusive set of planning goals. 
Exceptions to this standard should be rare. Metro COG encourages its member local units of government to adopt an official Complete Streets exception 
process that involves enhanced public input and to officially document exceptions when they occur. 
 

Aviation 
 
There are five airports within the Fargo-Moorhead Study Area. All offer general aviation facilities, but only Hector International provides scheduled 
commercial service. A map of the airport locations is seen in Figure 2-11 on page 2-19 and Table 2-9 shows Airport Inventory. 
 

TABLE 2-9:  A IRPORT INVENTORY  
 

* REIL - Runway End Identifier Lights 

Source: Federal Aviation Administration 
 
 

  

Airport Runway 
Runway 

Dimensions 
(Feet) 

Runway Surface / 
Condition 

Maximum Runway 
Load (Tons) 

Control 
Tower 

Runway 
Edge Lights 

REIL* 
Total Daily 
Operations 

Public 

Casselton 
Regional  

13/31 3,900 x 75 Concrete/Good Single Wheel: 12.5 No 
Medium 
Intensity 

Yes 53 Yes 

Hawley Municipal 16/34 3,404 x 75 Asphalt/Good Single Wheel: 12.3 No 
Medium 
Intensity 

No 24 Yes 

Hector 
International  

18/36 9,001 x 150 Concrete/Good 
Dual Double 

Tandem: AUW-846 

Yes 

High 
Intensity 

Yes 214 Yes 9/26 6,301 x 100 Concrete/Good Double Wheel: 100 
Medium 
Intensity 

13/31 3,801 x 75 Concrete/Good Double Wheel: 35 
Medium 
Intensity 

Moorhead 
Municipal 

12/30 4,300 x 75 Asphalt/Good Single Wheel: 12.5 No 
Medium 
Intensity 

Yes 25 Yes 

West Fargo 
Municipal 

18/36 3,300 x 50 Asphalt/Good Single Wheel: 12.5 No 
Medium 
Intensity 

No 35 Yes 
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F IGURE 2-11:  A IRPORT LOCATION MAP  
 

 

Source: Metro COG 
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Fargo Hector International Airport 
 
Fargo Hector International Airport is a joint civil-military airport located 
in north Fargo. The airport was established in 1937 and has continued 
to grow over the years in terms of operations, acreage, and facilities. 
The airport is owned by the City of Fargo Municipal Airport Authority 
and contains a control tower, fire and rescue, international customs, 
security, and is attended around-the-clock. The airport has operations 
ranging from military to cargo to commercial to private operations. 
Numerous military divisions are located at the airport such as the US 
Army reserve, the ND Army National Guard, and the ND Air National 
Guard. 
 
The airport is currently served by five commercial passenger airline 
companies which provide direct connections to nine cities. The airport 
also contains the Fargo Jet Center which provides fueling, maintenance, 
hanger facilities, and other services for private and charter jets and 
passengers arriving and departing Hector International Airport. The Jet 
Center also is a U.S. Port of Entry with on-site customs for 
internationally-arriving jets.  
 
A report conducted regularly by the Fargo Airport Authority shows the 
final origins/destinations of domestic passengers flying to/from Hector 
International Airport. Table 2-10 shows the 15 most popular origins/ 
destinations for passengers using Hector International Airport. 
 

TABLE 2-10:  2012  HECTOR INTERNATIONAL A IRPORTS 

DOMESTIC PASSENGER ORIGIN &  DESTINATIONS  
 

Rank Origin / Destination 
Passengers Per Day 

Each Way 

1 Phoenix / Mesa 96 

2 Las Vegas 79 

3 Orlando / Sanford 49 
4 Los Angeles 44 

5 Chicago 43 

6 Denver 40 

7 Seattle / Tacoma 22 

8 New York / Newark 22 

9 Dallas / Fort Worth 22 
10 Washington DC 20 

11 Minneapolis 17 

12 Atlanta 15 

13 San Francisco 14 

14 Portland, OR 14 
15 San Diego 13 

Source: Fargo Airport Authority (2012) 

 
 
Hector International Airport has seen a sizable increase in commercial 
passenger activity over the past decade. Figure 2-12 on the following 
page shows that commercial passenger activity has increased from 
465,636 enplanements/deplanements in 2000 to 728,799 in 2012, a 
57% increase. 
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F IGURE 2-12:  HECTOR INTERNATIONAL A IRPORT 

PASSENGER ACTIVITY 2000  –  2012 
 

 
Source: Fargo Airport Authority 

 
 

On-Time Arrival Performance 
 
The average on-time arrival performance of all airlines between 2004 
and 2013 at Hector International Airport (Figure 2-13) is 76.5%. This is 
slightly less than the national average of 77.8% for all airports in the U.S. 
for the same timeframe. On-time performance in 2013 for Hector 
International exceeded the national average of 78.3% with an on-time 
arrival performance of 80.7%. Air carrier delay (8.45%) and aircraft 
arriving late (7.1%) are the leading issues causing arrival delays at 
Hector. Airline on-time statistics and causes for delays are identified in 
Table 2-11. 
 

F IGURE 2-13:  HECTOR INTERNATIONAL A IRPORT ON-T IME 

PERFORMANCE 2004  –  2013 
 

Source: Research and Innovative Technology Administration (RITA) 

 

TABLE 2-11:  A IRLINE ON-T IME STATISTICS AND DELAY 

CAUSES 2004-2013 
 

 
Number of 
Operations 

% of Total 
Operations 

Delayed  
Minutes 

% of Total 
Delayed 
Minutes 

On Time 38,257 76.50% N/A N/A 

Air Carrier Delay 4,223 8.45% 212,574 37.85% 

Weather Delay 433 0.87% 35,125 6.25% 

National Aviation System Delay 2,302 4.60% 88,783 15.81% 

Security Delay 8 0.02% 304 0.05% 

Aircraft Arriving Late 3,552 7.10% 224,829 40.03% 

Cancelled 1,144 2.29% N/A N/A 

Diverted 89 0.18% N/A N/A 

Total Operations 50,009 100.00% 561,615 100.00% 

Source: Research and Innovative Technology Administration (RITA) 
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Local Freight Movement by Air 
 
Hector International Airport handles various air freight operations. 
Figure 2-14 shows air freight activity over the years. It is important to 
note that the landed weight is not the weight of the freight but rather 
the weight of the entire plane. The freight weight is not recorded. It can 
be seen in the figure that air freight landed weight has decreased 
significantly over the past several years. This is a nationwide trend 
which is attributed to increased fuel prices and a weak economy.  
  

F IGURE 2-14:  HECTOR INTERNATIONAL A IRPORT A IR-
FREIGHT ACTIVITY 2003  –  2012 

 

Source: Fargo Airport Authority 
 
 

Rail 
 
The Fargo-Moorhead MSA is served by four rail lines, the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), Canadian Pacific Railroad (CPR), Otter Valley 
Railroad (OTVR) and the Red River Valley & Western Railroad (RRVW). 
The Association of American Railroads (AAR) has a classification system 

that considers both annual revenue and miles of railroad. The AAR 
classifies railroads as Class I, Regional Railroad and Local Railroad. The 
BNSF and CPR are classified as a Class I railroad, while the OTVR and 
RRVW are classified as a Regional Railroads. Although railroads are 
private corporations, the interaction between rail and other modes of 
transportation does affect the transportation system. Motorized 
vehicles and pedestrians, as well as freight movement are affected by 
being stopped by trains at at-grade crossings. The number of trains per 
day for each railroad, as well as grade-separated and at-grade crossings 
for each is identified in Table 2-12. 
 

TABLE 2-12:  RAILROADS IN THE FARGO-MOORHEAD 

METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA  
 

Railroad 
Trains Per 

Day 
Miles of 

Track 
At-Grade 
Crossings 

Grade 
Separations 

BNSF  59 - 67 173 634 39 
CPRS 3 - 4 0.4 9 1 
OTVR 2 - 3 28.2 60 3 
RRVW 2 - 3 21.6 161 3 

Source: Federal Railroad Administration 
 
 

Railroad Crossings 
 
There are 404 railroad crossings within the Fargo-Moorhead MPA 
boundary. Most are at-grade crossings, 95%; at the same level as the 
street. Some are grade-separated; the street or highway passes over or 
under the railroad. At-grade crossings can cause temporary congestion 
on city streets as motor vehicles, pedestrian, and other forms of 
transportation must wait for a train to clear. Grade-separated facilities 
do not have this problem as there is no conflict between rail traffic and 
other traffic. Figure 2-15 on the following page shows the rail lines that 
serve the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area, along with all the at-
grade rail crossings (crossings without an overpass or underpass 
provided for vehicles). 
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F IGURE 2-15:  RAIL NETWORK IN THE FARGO-MOORHEAD AREA  
 

 
Source: Metro COG
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Passenger Rail 
 
Passenger rail service is provided by Amtrak’s Empire Builder route 
which runs from Seattle/Portland to Chicago. Fargo Amtrak yearly 
ridership information can be found below in Figure 2-16. 
 

F IGURE 2-16:  AMTRAK PASSENGER ACTIVITY 2000  –  2012 
 

 

Source: Amtrak Government Affairs 

 
 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 
Network 
 
Most transportation professionals agree that we cannot simply build 
our way out of urban congestion problems. ITS can provide the 
technology to enable people to make smart travel choices. Advances in 
communication and computer technology can be used to reduce 
congestion and improve transportation. ITS deployments can improve 

the safety, efficiency, dependability, and cost effectiveness of our 
transportation system. 
 
ITS generally refers to any program or tool that gathers real-time 
information regarding the state of the transportation network, and then 
provides that information to the user. For instance, in-pavement 
sensors can be used to measure free-flow speeds on a section of 
highway. When speeds drop below a threshold, a dynamic message sign 
can be triggered to warn approaching motorists of congestion ahead, 
and the sign can even suggest alternative routes. Closed circuit, pan-tilt-
zoom (PTZ) cameras are used to monitor traffic operations, weather, 
and safety conditions.  
 
ITS is a relatively new aspect of our transportation infrastructure and 
has been growing in use around the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
areas over the years. The North Dakota and Minnesota Departments of 
Transportation and local jurisdictions have invested in ITS technology in 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. Figure 2-17 on the following 
page shows the ITS deployments in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area. 

 

National and Regional ITS Architectures 
 
The structures of ITS is defined by the National ITS Architecture. The 
National ITS Architecture provides a common framework for planning, 
defining and integrating intelligent transportation systems. It defines 
the functions, physical entities or subsystems where these function 
reside and the information and data flows that connect these functions 
and physical subsystems together into an integrated system. 
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F IGURE 2-17:  2012  ITS  NETWORK  
 

 
Source: Metro COG ITS Architecture 
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Metro COG, as well as other MPOs, state DOTs, and other cognizant 
agencies and organizations in the United States use the National 
Architecture as a guide to creating and maintaining regional ITS 
Architectures. Metro COG partners with the Advanced Traffic Analysis 
Center (ATAC) of the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute at 
North Dakota State University to maintain the Regional ITS Architecture 
used in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area.  
 
The Architecture is used to support local and statewide transportation 
planning. It provides a means by which peer agencies can jointly define 
their vision for ITS development based on regional goals and objectives. 
The Regional ITS Architectures can be used to plan for technology 
application and integration to support more effective planning for 
operations. By using the ITS Architecture, the steps taken by each 
project will be on the path to fulfilling the larger objectives set forth in 
Metro 2040. 
 

Freight 
 
Freight in the Fargo-Moorhead area arrives, departs and is distributed 
locally via truck, rail, air or other modes. Over $450 billion in domestic 
freight in 2011 was moved within, from and to Minnesota; over $108 
million in North Dakota. The value of this freight is expected to more 
than double by 2040 ($977 billion in MN, $278 million in ND). The total 
domestic tonnage of shipments within, from and to Minnesota in 2011 
was over 561,000 tons; 258,000 tons in North Dakota. It is projected 
that this will increase to over 886,000 tons in Minnesota and over 
780,000 tons in North Dakota by 2040. 
 

Most of the domestic freight moved within each state is transported by 
truck, while shipment of domestic freight from, and to, each state 
varies. In Minnesota over 86% of domestic freight within the state is 
transported by truck. This is expected to increase to over 90% by 2040. 
In North Dakota domestic freight shipments within the state carried by 
truck account for over 70% of all freight moved. This is anticipated to 
increase to over 82% by 2040. 
 
In Minnesota, 33% of domestic freight shipped from that state is done 
by truck and 32% is shipped by rail. This is expected to change by 2040 
with over 43% of domestic freight shipments within the state made by 
truck and 32% by rail. A majority of domestic freight shipments leaving 
North Dakota are done by rail (41%) and by pipeline (44%). These 
modes will continue to serve as the largest modes transporting 
domestic freight from the state. By 2040 it is anticipated that over 56% 
will be by rail while 21% will be by pipeline. 
 
Shipments of domestic freight into both states are dominated by truck, 
49% in Minnesota and 64% in North Dakota. Domestic freight shipped 
into each state by rail account for 29% in Minnesota and 26% in North 
Dakota. The mode split by 2040 for domestic freight shipped into 
Minnesota and North Dakota remain similar to those in 2011. Domestic 
freight shipments into Minnesota by truck are expected to drop to 42% 
and increase 38% by rail. Domestic freight shipped by truck and rail into 
North Dakota in 2012 remain about the same, with the percentage of 
truck shipments increasing to 67%, while rail shipments decrease to 
25%. Table 2-13 on the following pages identifies shipment s of freight 
within, from and to Minnesota and North Dakota. 
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TABLE 2-13:  SHIPMENTS W ITHIN ,  FROM,  AND TO M INNESOTA AND NORTH DAKOTA -  PERCENT OF TONNAGE BY MODE:   
2011  AND 2040 

 

State Trade Mode 
Within From To 

2011 2040 2011 2040 2011 2040 

MN 

Domestic 

Truck 86.25% 90.60% 32.79% 43.79% 49.26% 41.47% 

Rail 5.86% 4.70% 32.16% 32.28% 29.04% 37.51% 

Water 0.00% 0.00% 7.48% 4.78% 2.43% 4.22% 

Air (include truck-air) 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.04% 0.02% 0.03% 

Multiple Modes & Mail 2.23% 1.22% 19.09% 13.54% 7.67% 10.56% 

Pipeline 4.83% 2.55% 7.96% 5.06% 11.18% 5.78% 

Other and Unknown 0.83% 0.94% 0.50% 0.50% 0.40% 0.43% 

Total Domestic 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Imports 

Truck 0.86% 0.99% 2.77% 3.47% 47.15% 56.01% 

Rail 3.72% 3.18% 97.12% 96.29% 36.75% 31.09% 

Air (include truck-air) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.03% 

Multiple Modes & Mail 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.06% 4.20% 5.65% 

Pipeline 95.22% 95.63% 0.00% 0.00% 11.65% 6.92% 

Other and Unknown 0.21% 0.20% 0.08% 0.17% 0.23% 0.29% 

Total Imports 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Exports 

Truck 38.78% 28.59% 25.08% 34.63% 6.97% 10.87% 

Rail 23.43% 20.38% 27.18% 17.96% 89.90% 88.33% 

Water 0.27% 0.43% 33.48% 36.83% 0.00% 0.00% 

Air (include truck-air) 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.03% 0.09% 0.11% 

Multiple Modes & Mail 2.91% 2.54% 13.28% 9.73% 2.79% 0.45% 

Pipeline 1.01% 1.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Other and Unknown 33.61% 46.61% 0.96% 0.82% 0.25% 0.24% 

Total Exports 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
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State Trade Mode 
Within From To 

2011 2040 2011 2040 2011 2040 

ND 

Domestic 

Truck 70.38% 82.13% 13.79% 21.12% 63.87% 67.26% 

Rail 2.03% 1.92% 41.06% 56.36% 26.25% 25.02% 

Air (include truck-air) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 0.07% 

Multiple Modes & Mail 0.01% 0.02% 1.56% 1.21% 1.90% 3.44% 

Pipeline 2.35% 2.23% 43.51% 21.25% 7.49% 3.72% 

Other and Unknown 25.23% 13.71% 0.08% 0.06% 0.46% 0.49% 

Total Domestic 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Imports 

Truck 8.17% 6.65% 36.50% 41.96% 52.05% 69.43% 

Rail 8.03% 7.05% 47.02% 46.77% 4.17% 6.20% 

Air (include truck-air) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.04% 

Multiple Modes & Mail 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.01% 0.96% 1.23% 

Pipeline 83.80% 86.30% 16.47% 11.27% 42.27% 22.30% 

Other and Unknown 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.53% 0.81% 

Total Imports 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Exports 

Truck 66.89% 70.86% 4.35% 3.47% 41.31% 41.39% 

Rail 30.20% 26.84% 95.27% 96.26% 52.30% 53.05% 

Air (include truck-air) 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.01% 0.03% 0.03% 

Multiple Modes & Mail 0.00% 0.00% 0.32% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 

Pipeline 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 0.06% 

Other and Unknown 2.91% 2.30% 0.06% 0.02% 6.28% 5.47% 

Total Exports 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 Source: Freight Analysis Framework Version 3.4 
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Local Freight Movement by Truck 
 
The FHWA maintains a Freight Analysis Framework (FAF) that integrates 
data from a variety of sources to create a comprehensive picture of 
freight movement among states and major metropolitan areas by all 
modes of transportation. With data from the 2007 Commodity Flow 
Survey and additional sources, the FAF provides estimates for tonnage, 
value, and domestic ton-miles by region of origin and destination, 
commodity type, and mode for 2007, the most recent year, and 
forecasts through 2040. 
 
For the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area, over 1.6 million kilotons of 
freight in 2007 were moved by truck on the FAF network. It is projected 
that over 5.8 million kilotons of freight will be moved by truck through 
the region by 2040. Figure 2-18 on the following page identifies the 
tonnage shipped by truck in 2007 on the FAF network through the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. Figure 2-19 on page 2-32 provides 
similar data for 2040. 
 

Freight Generators 
 
Locally, there are several freight generators in the Fargo-Moorhead 
area. Figure 2-20 on page 2-33 shows 2010 freight generators and land 
use related to freight generators. Freight generators are sites that 
generate or receive regular loads of freight. These can include factories, 
distributors, or large retailers. 
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F IGURE 2-18:  2007  FREIGHT NETWORK 
 

 
Source: Freight Analysis Framework Version 3.4 
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F IGURE 2-19:  2040  FREIGHT NETWORK 
 

 
Source: Freight Analysis Framework Version 3.4  
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F IGURE 2-20:  2010  FREIGHT NETWORK 
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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Chapter 3: Environmental 
When developing transportation projects, project sponsors must assess 
the potential impacts of those projects. Projects funded with federal 
funds are required to comply with the requirements of the NEPA of 
1969. NEPA establishes a mandate for federal agencies to consider the 
potential environmental consequences of a proposed project, 
document the analysis and make this information available to the public 
for comment prior to implementation.  
 

The NEPA Process 
 
The NEPA process consists of an evaluation of the environmental effects 
of a federal undertaking, including its alternatives. There are three 
levels of analysis depending on whether or not an undertaking could 
significantly affect the environment. These levels include: 
 

 Categorical Exclusion (CE); 

 Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact 
(EA/FONSI); and 

 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
 

At the first level, a project may be categorically excluded from a detailed 
environmental analysis if it meets certain criteria which a Federal 
agency has previously determined as having no significant 
environmental impact. A number of agencies have developed lists of 
actions which are normally categorically excluded from environmental 
evaluation under their NEPA regulations. 
 

At the second level of analysis, an 
agency prepares a written EA to 
determine whether or not a 
project would significantly affect 
the environment. If the answer is 
no, the agency issues a FONSI, 
which may address measures that 
the agency will take to reduce or 
mitigate potentially significant 
impacts. If the EA determines that 
the environmental consequences 
of a proposed project may be 
significant, an EIS is prepared. An 
EIS is a more detailed evaluation 
of the proposed action and 
alternatives. If an agency anticipates that an undertaking may 
significantly impact the environment, or if a project is environmentally 
controversial, the agency may choose to prepare an EIS without first 
preparing an EA. 
 
Agencies are required to study and obtain comments on the potential 
effects of their proposed actions through the environmental 
documentation process. Environmental analyses are based on the need 
to: 
 

 Describe existing conditions; 

 Describe anticipated changes to existing conditions resulting 
from a project; 
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 Predict and discuss beneficial and adverse impacts due to the 
changes; 

 Estimate the significant impacts; 

 Ensure that no group of people is disproportionately adversely 
impacted as a result of the changes without adequate 
mitigation; 

 Evaluate and implement measures to minimize harm or 
enhance benefits; 

 Consider alternatives to the proposed action; and 

 Solicit input from and reflect the concerns of all affected 
stakeholders in choosing a preferred alternative. 
 

The detail necessary to respond to these issues depends on the scope 
and complexity of a proposed action. Actions that meet the criteria for a 
Programmatic Environmental Report, such as highway or bridge projects 
that require little or no land acquisition (e.g., resurfacing or 
rehabilitation), need not prepare an environmental document. 
However, if through the environmental process a proposed action is 
found to have one or more adverse impacts, then the mitigation of 
impacts must be considered. 
 

Avoiding, Minimizing, and Mitigating 
Environmental Impacts 
 
The NEPA process includes an ordered approach to mitigation and 
involves understanding the affected environment and assessing 
transportation effects throughout project development. Effective 
mitigation starts at the beginning of the NEPA process and continues 
through as an integral part of the alternatives development and analysis 
process. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines mitigation 
in order of process sequencing as: 

1. Avoiding the impact altogether; 

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 
action and it implementation; 

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring 
the affected environment; 

4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation 
and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and 

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing 
substitute resources or environments. 

 

NEPA and the Planning Process 
 
The transportation planning process identified in Metro 2040 and the 
environmental analysis required during project development by NEPA 
should work in tandem, with the results of the transportation planning 
process informing the NEPA process. This planning-level information, 
and the accompanying analysis and public involvement, establishes the 
foundation for subsequent analysis and decision-making during project 
development. 
 
Metro COG, state and local jurisdictions can achieve significant benefits 
by incorporating community and environmental values into 
transportation decisions early in planning and carrying these 
considerations through project development and delivery. Waiting until 
the project development stage of transportation decision-making to 
deal with community and environmental issues can result in significant 
delays in project completion. Considering community and 
environmental issues in identifying, defining, and prioritizing projects in 
the long range transportation planning process can lead to better 
results.  
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Work from the planning process must, by Federal regulation, be 
documented in a form that can be appended to the NEPA document or 
incorporated by reference. Documents may be incorporated by 
reference if they are readily available so as to not impede agency or 
public review of the action. Any document incorporated by reference 
must be “reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested 
persons within the time allowed for comment.” Incorporated materials 
must be cited in the NEPA document and their contents briefly 
described, so that the reader understands why the document is cited 
and knows where to look for further information. 
 
For purposes of transportation planning alone, a planning-level analysis 
does not need to rise to the level of detail required in the NEPA process. 
It does, however, need to be accurate and up-to-date, and should 
adequately support the outcome of Metro 2040, in accordance with 
FHWA/FTA statutory and regulatory requirements on the content and 
products of statewide and metropolitan transportation planning 
processes. To the extent the information incorporated from the 
transportation planning process, standing alone, does not contain all of 
the information or analysis required by NEPA, then it will need to be 
supplemented by other information contained in an EIS or EA that 
would, in conjunction with the information from the plan, collectively 
meet the requirements of NEPA.  
 
The NEPA process is different between the MnDOT and NDDOT. 
Projects identified for each state will follow procedures established by 
the respective state’s DOT for project development and documentation.  
 

Endangered and Threatened Species 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provide three categories to 
identify species at risk. Endangered is any species which is in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 
Threatened is any species which is likely to become an endangered 

species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. A third category, Candidate, is a species under 
consideration for official listing as endangered or threatened. The 
USFWS identifies 20 threatened, endangered, and candidate plant and 
wildlife species in Minnesota. The state of North Dakota has identified 
nine. Closer to home, the Whooping Crane is designated as an 
endangered species in Cass County. The Pwoeshiek Skipperling is 
identified as a candidate species in both Cass and Clay counties. 
Additionally, the Dakota Skipper and Sprague’s Pipit are identified as 
candidate species in Clay County. The Western Prairie Fringed Orchid in 
Clay County is designated as a threatened species. 
 
States too may establish endangered and threatened species lists that 
are at greatest risk of disappearing from the state, even though they 
may not be on the national endangered or threatened list. North Dakota 
does not maintain a state endangered or threatened species list. 
Minnesota identifies a myriad of endangered and threatened species 
statewide. The Northern Long-Eared Bat is being considered as 
endangered, while the Canada Lynx is considered a threatened species 
in Minnesota. 
 
The abundance of prime farmland within the Metro COG planning area 
appears to have limited the amount of natural habitat available for 
specific species. It should be noted that there is always the possibility 
that a threatened or endangered species could turn up almost 
anywhere. 
 

Historical and Cultural Resources 
 
Cultural resources refer to historic, archaeological, and tribal resources. 
Such resources may be a building on the National or State Historic 
Register. It may be the unearthed remains of a primitive society or the 
fossilized remains of extinct animals like dinosaurs. Whatever the 
source, such elements of the environment need to be preserved and 
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efforts to build or expand transportation systems need to take into 
consideration how to deal with such resources if, and when, they are 
affected. 
 

Parklands, Recreational Areas and Wildlife/ 
Waterfowl Refuges 
 
Federal regulations state that transportation agencies using federal 
funds are prohibited from using such lands unless there is no feasible or 
prudent alternative available. All effort should be made to minimize the 
harm to the protected resource. Any land planned, developed, or 
improved using Conservation Fund Act funds cannot be converted to 
use other that an outdoor recreational use unless replacement land of 
at least equal fair market value and reasonably equivalent usefulness is 
provided. Anytime a transportation project will cause such a conversion, 
regardless of funding source, replacement land must be provided. 
 

Air Quality 
 
The Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990, requires the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for pollutants deemed harmful to humans and the 
environment. The EPA lists seven pollutants as harmful to public health 
and the environment (Table 3-1 on the following page). The Clean Air 
Act identifies two types of national ambient air quality standards. 
Primary standards provide public health protection, including the health 
of “sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children and the elderly. 
Secondary standards provide public welfare protection, including 
protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, 
vegetation, and buildings.  
 

The EPA has set National Ambient Air Quality Standards for six principal 
pollutants, which are called "criteria" pollutants and are listed in Table 
3-1. Units of measure for the standards are parts per million (ppm) by 
volume, parts per billion (ppb) by volume, and micrograms per cubic 
meter of air (µg/m3). 
 
Air quality for the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area is monitored 
from a station in northwest Fargo. The Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area, as well as both the states of North Dakota and Minnesota, is in 
compliance with all NAAQS. It should be noted that the EPA is reviewing 
the primary and secondary standards and the status of air quality in the 
future may be changed due to changes in the acceptable emissions. 
 
Metro 2040 includes various improvements to the transportation 
system. Each has to be reviewed through the NEPA process to 
determine its effect on the environment. 
 

Green House Gases and Climate Change 
 
Earths’ climate is changing in ways that affect our weather, oceans, 
snow, ice, ecosystems and society. Natural causes alone cannot explain 
all of these changes. Human activities are contributing to climate 
change, primarily by releasing tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other 
heat trapping gasses into the atmosphere every year. The more 
greenhouse gases we emit, the larger future climate changes will be. 
Changes in the climate system affect our heath, environment and 
economy. Efforts should be taken in our transportation planning efforts 
to reduce the amount of CO2 that is released into the air by 
transportation-related sources. 
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TABLE 3-1:  NATIONAL AMBIENT A IR QUALITY STANDARDS (NAAQS) 
 

Pollutant 
Primary/ 

Secondary 
Averaging Time Level Form 

Carbon Monoxide  Primary 
8-Hour 9 ppm 

Not to be exceeded more than once per year 
1-Hour 35 ppm 

Lead  

Primary and 
Secondary 

Rolling 3 Month 
Average 

0.15 μg/m3  Not to be exceeded 

Nitrogen Dioxide  

Primary 1-Hour 100 ppb 98th percentile, averaged over 3 years 

Primary and 
Secondary 

Annual 53 ppb  Annual Mean 

Ozone  

Primary and 
Secondary 

8-Hour 0.075 ppm  

Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour 
concentration, averaged over 3 years 

Particle Pollution  

PM2.5 
Primary Annual 12 μg/m

3
 Annual Mean, averaged over 3 years 

Secondary Annual 15 μg/m
3
 Annual Mean, averaged over 3 years 

PM10 Secondary 24-Hour 150 μg/m
3
 

Not to be exceeded more than once per year on 
average over 3 years 

Sulfur Dioxide  

Primary 1-Hour 75 ppb 
99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum 

concentrations, averaged over 3 years 

Secondary 3-Hour 0.5 ppm Not to be exceeded more than once per year 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

  

http://www.epa.gov/airquality/carbonmonoxide/
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/lead/
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html#1
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/nitrogenoxides/
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html#2
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/ozonepollution/
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html#3
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/particlepollution/
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/sulfurdioxide/
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Noise 
 
Noise is defined as unwanted or excessive sound. Noise consists of any 
sound that may produce physiological or psychological damage or 
interfere with communications, work, rest, recreation and sleep. 
Primary noise sources in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area are 
associated with transportation, including vehicular traffic, airplanes, 
construction, and railroad traffic. 
 
As with all environmental issues, noise generated by transportation 
sources may need to be reduced, minimized or mitigated. Actions 
required to reduce the effect of noise will be identified during the NEPA 
review process. 
 

Potential Impacts 
 
Figure 3-1 on the following page identifies the various ecological 
sensitive areas and overlays the proposed transportation 
improvements. Those improvements that are in close approximation to 
these areas will be “flagged” for a closer review of their impact on the 
environment. 
 
 
 

Environmental Justice 
 
In 1994, Federal Executive Order 12898 
directed every Federal agency to make 
environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing the effects of all 
programs, policies, and activities on “minority 
populations and low-income populations.” 
The order reads: “Each Federal agency shall make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, 
as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations.” 
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F IGURE 3-1:  ENVIRONMENTAL AND PROJECT MAP  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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The order reinforces Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which reads: 
“No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color or 
national origin be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits 
of, or be subjected to discrimination under any programs or activity 
receiving federal financial assistance.” The executive order requires all 
government agencies receiving federal funds to address discrimination 
as well as the consequences of all their decisions or actions that might 
result in disproportionately high and adverse environmental and health 
impacts on minority and low-income communities. 
 
In 1997, the United States Department of Transportation (DOT) issued 
its Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations (DOT Order). The DOT Order addresses the 
requirements of Executive Order 12898 and sets forth DOT's policy to 
promote the principles of environmental justice in all programs, policies 
and activities under its jurisdiction. Since the DOT Order was issued, the 
FHWA and FTA have been working with their state and local 
transportation partners to make sure that the principles of 
environmental justice are integrated into every aspect of their mission.  
 

The three fundamental environmental justice principles include: 
 

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

 
2. To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially 

affected communities in the transportation decision-making 
process. 

 
3. To prevent the denial of, reduction of, or significant delay in the 

receipt of benefits by minority and low-income populations. 
 
Metro COG has identified locations in the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area that may have environmental justice implications. 
These areas are identified on Figure 3-2 on the following page. 
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F IGURE 3-2:  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AREAS IN THE FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN AREA  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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Chapter 4: Safety 
Strategic Highway Safety Plans 
 
Under SAFETEA-LU, state Departments of Transportation were required 
to develop a Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). Development and 
maintenance of the SHSP continues in MAP-21. MAP-21 ensures 
ongoing progress toward achieving safety targets by requiring regular 
plan updates and defining a clear linkage between behavioral safety 
programs and the SHSP. The SHSP is a major part of the core Highway 
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). It provides a statewide-
coordinated safety plan that provides a comprehensive framework for 
reducing highway fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. Both 
North Dakota and Minnesota develop and maintain statewide SHSP. 
 
To effectively develop and implement the strategies in the state SHSPs, 
it is important to understand the link to other safety plans and 
programs. Statewide transportation plans, metropolitan transportation 
plans, including Metro 2040, State, and MPO Transportation 
Improvements Plans, as well as other state and local plans are all critical 
to the success of an SHSP and vise-versa, as is the developmental 
process. 
 
Safety efforts guided by Metro 2040 will be a coordinated effort 
between the MPO, the SHSP, and all involved. Generally speaking, 
Metro COG, through Metro 2040, will consider in its planning efforts the 
five “E”s of safety: 
 

 Evaluation (e.g., crash analysis); 

 Engineering (e.g., highway design, traffic maintenance, 
operations, planning); 

 Enforcement (e.g., state and 
local law enforcement 
agencies); 

 Education (e.g., driver 
education, citizen advocacy 
groups, educators, prevention 
specialists); and 

 Emergency Response (e.g., first responders, paramedics, fire 
and rescue). 
 

Vehicular Crash Data 
 
To assist Metro COG in incorporating safety into the planning process, it 
collects various data related to safety. Vehicular crash data was 
obtained for the cities of West Fargo, Fargo, Moorhead, and Dilworth, 
as well as for the Metro COG MPA. The data was acquired from NDDOT 
and MnDOT. Both NDDOT and MnDOT record all reported crashes 
which occurred their respective state. In the Metro COG MPA between 
2011 and 2013, there were 14 crashes resulting in 15 fatalities. Similarly, 
there were 106 crashes that resulted in 106 incapacitating injuries. 
Figure 4-1 identifies the locations of these crashes.  
 
As a potential safety performance measure, total crashes and fatal and 
serious injury crashes were normalized to the number of annual vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) for jurisdiction in the Metro COG MPA. Figure 4-2 
on page 4-3 shows the yearly crashes per 1,000,000 annual vehicle miles 
traveled. It can be seen that Dilworth consistently had the lowest ratio 
of crashes while Fargo had the highest. It is encouraging to see there is a 
decreasing trend of crashes per vehicle miles traveled since 2008.
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F IGURE 4-1:  LOCATION OF FATAL AND SERIOUS INJURY CRASHES (2011-2013) 
 

 
Source: Metro COG
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F IGURE 4-2:  CRASHES PER 1,000,000  VEHICLE M ILES 

TRAVELED  
 

 

Sources: 2012 Metro Profile, NDDOT, MnDOT 

 
 
Table 4-1 shows the yearly fatal and serious injury crashes per 100 
million vehicle miles traveled.  
 

TABLE 4-1:  FATAL &  SERIOUS INJURY CRASHES PER 100  

M ILL ION VEHICLE M ILES TRAVELED  
 

Year 
West 
Fargo 

Fargo Moorhead Dilworth 
Urban 
Area 

2010 2.16 1.14 1.98 0 1.40 

2011 1.42 1.66 1.93 0 1.65 

2012 3.52 3.45 0.95 0 2.95 

Sources: 2012 Metro Profile, NDDOT, MnDOT 

 

Table 4-2 on the following page displays the societal cost associated 
with all the accidents for each year. This information is displayed in 
million vehicle miles traveled within each jurisdiction. Crash costs were 
obtained from the National Safety Council and were developed by 
assigning a cost for the various types of crashes.  
 

TABLE 4-2:  COST OF CRASHES PER M ILL ION VEHICLE M ILES 

TRAVELED  
 

Year 
West 
Fargo 

Fargo Moorhead Dilworth 
Urban 
Area 

2008  $28,561   $30,863   $24,862   $23,035   $29,481  

2009  $22,738   $30,890   $25,669   $12,521   $28,684  

2010  $22,385   $33,819   $30,417   $15,548   $31,558  

2011  $21,249   $31,827   $29,592   $13,101   $29,853  

2012  $21,274   $31,922   $15,977 $15,059 $27,444 

Sources: 2012 Metro Profile, NDDOT, MnDOT, National Safety Council 
Note: Inflation not factored-in. 

 
 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data 
 
Bicycle and pedestrian crash data was also obtained for the cities of 
West Fargo, Fargo, Moorhead, and Dilworth which was acquired from 
NDDOT and MnDOT.  
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Figure 4-4 on the following page shows the crash locations and 
associated crash severity, which occurred from the beginning of 2008 
through the end of 2012. The figure includes both bicycle and 
pedestrian crashes. It can be seen how there were a higher number of 
crashes in the cities’ core, while there were fewer crashes in the newly 
developed areas. There were also a high number of crashes at the 
busier corridors, such as 8th Street in Moorhead or University Drive in 
Fargo. Many factors can contribute to the location of a given crash, such 
as sight distance, bicycle and pedestrian activity, population density, 
roadway designs, traffic volumes, and more. Also, it can be seen that 
most of the fatal accidents involving a bicyclist or pedestrian occurred 
on high volume roadways with relatively high speeds with seven of the 
eight fatalities occurring on roadways with speed limits of 35 mph or 
greater. 
 
Figure 4-3 shows the number of yearly bicycle and pedestrian crashes 
that occurred in each jurisdiction. Crashes are shown per 1,000 
residents. Fargo had the highest number of crashes, while Moorhead, 
Dilworth, and West Fargo had noticeably lower crashes. Figure 4-3 
shows a slight downward trend in the ratio of crashes. 
 

F IGURE 4-3:  B ICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASHES PER 

1,000  RESIDENTS  
 

 

Sources: US Census, NDDOT, MnDOT 

 
 

Summary of Crashes 
 
In summary, the urban cities experienced the following number of 
crashes each year. These crashes (Table 4-3 on page 4-5) include both 
vehicle crashes and bicycle/pedestrian crashes. 
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F IGURE 4-4:  B ICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN CRASH SEVERITY  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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TABLE 4-3:  VEHICLE &  B ICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN CRASHES PER YEAR  
 

Year 
West Fargo Fargo Moorhead Dilworth 

All 
Crashes 

Fatal 
Crashes 

All 
Crashes 

Fatal 
Crashes 

All 
Crashes 

Fatal 
Crashes 

All 
Crashes 

Fatal 
Crashes 

2008 323 0 2,482 3 555 0 41 0 

2009 342 0 2,547 1 575 0 25 0 

2010 333 0 2,556 4 523 2 31 0 

2011 329 0 2,332 6 523 1 26 0 

2012 314 1 2,385 3 372 0 29 0 

Sources: NDDOT, MnDOT 
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Chapter 5: Security 
Providing a secure transportation system involves the planning and 
implementation of programs that protect people, freight, and the 
transportation infrastructure from both natural and manmade disasters. 
Nationally, the Federal government has instituted several programs to 
help secure the transportation assets across the country, as well as 
guide and coordinate emergency management activities. Locally, 
emergency management programs at both the state and local levels aim 
to prevent, prepare for, respond to, and recover from disasters that 
may compromise the transportation infrastructure and hazard the 
people who use them.  
 
Metro COG, through Metro 2040, recognizes that security implemented 
here can potentially affect the transportation infrastructure and looks to 
these national and local sources to provide protections for the 
infrastructure and continued service along transportation facilities in 
times of trouble. It will take a coordinated effort of all involved.  
 

National Scope 
 
In order to prepare the nation to combat the threat of attack, the 
federal government has set the National Preparedness Goal to “engage 
Federal, State, Territorial, tribal and local entities, their private and non-
governmental partners, and the public to achieve and sustain risk-based 
target levels of capacity to prevent, protect against, respond to and 
recover from major events…”  
 
The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) established the National 
Infrastructure Protection Program (NIPP). It outlines how government 
and private sector participants in the critical infrastructure community 

can work together to manage risk 
and achieve security and resilience 
outcomes to provide a clear call to 
action to leverage partnerships, 
innovate for risk management, and 
focus on outcomes. It guides 
national efforts, drives progress, and 
engages the broader community 
about the importance of critical infrastructure security and resilience. 
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maintains two 
programs The National Incident Management System (NIMS) and the 
National Response Framework (NRF). NIMS identifies concepts and 
principles that answer how to 
manage emergencies from 
preparedness to recovery 
regardless of their cause, size, 
location, or complexity. It 
provides a consistent, nationwide 
approach and vocabulary for 
multiple agencies or jurisdictions 
to work together to build, 
sustain, and deliver the core 
capabilities needed to achieve a 
secure and resilient nation. 
 
The NRF provides the context for 
how the whole community can 
work together and how response 
efforts relate to other parts of 
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national preparedness. It is one of five documents in a suite of National 
Planning Frameworks. Each Framework covers one preparedness 
mission area: Prevention, Protection, Mitigation, Response, or Recovery.  
 

Local Emergency Management  
 
Emergency Management activities in the Cass County portion of the 
MPA are directed by the Cass County Emergency Management Agency. 
The agency was established to help coordinate local response to 
disasters. Emergency Management activities in the Clay County portion 
of the MPA are directed by the Clay County Emergency Management 
coordinator located in the Clay County Sheriff’s Department.  
 
As the largest City in the state, Fargo has a city-level emergency 
management office which is responsible for emergency preparedness 
operations primarily in the City, but also for the City of West Fargo, the 
largest suburb in the greater Fargo metropolitan area. The City of Fargo 
Emergency Preparedness Office is the primary organization responsible 
for implementing plans during emergency situations in the City. The 
office is responsible for coordinating efforts with County, State, and 
Federal agencies during those times. The primary responsibility of the 
Fargo Emergency Preparedness division is to implement emergency 
response programs and efforts, but the office also provides training for 
emergency professionals in the area. 
 

Cass County Emergency Operations Plan  
 
The Cass County Emergency Management Agency developed an 
Emergency Operations Plan (updated 10/2012) to direct activities 
during a major event. The purpose of the Plan is: 
 

 To define the responsibilities of departments of Cass County 
Government and appropriate private entities;  
 

 To ensure a coordinated effort using the Incident Command 
System (ICS) by local, state, and federal government, as well as 
private response forces, to save lives and to protect property 
and the environment in the event of an emergency or disaster; 
and  
 

 To facilitate short-term and long-term recovery activities.  
 

Cass County Emergency Operations Center (EOC) 
 
Cass County maintains a dedicated emergency operations facility at 
4630 15th Avenue North in Fargo. The Center may be activated by any 
department to coordinate emergency response in situations when 
necessary to coordinate unified activities involving more than one 
agency. The EOC will be activated for all incidents requiring a significant 
dedication of resources and extraordinary interagency coordination 
outside of the realm of normal day-to-day emergency situations 
responded to by law enforcement, fire, and EMS agencies. 
 
When activated, the EOC houses members of the Emergency Response 
Task Force, Functional Coordinators, and other deemed necessary 
based on the incident. Task specific operations centers will be set up as 
needed to manage emergency activities. Not all disasters will require 
full activation. In those instances, partial EOC activations will be ordered 
and only relevant agencies and functional coordinators will be activated. 
 

State and National Emergency 
Management 
 
The states of North Dakota and Minnesota each have separate 
emergency management agencies. In North Dakota, the North Dakota 
Department of Emergency Services (NDDES) is the lead agency. In 
Minnesota, the Minnesota Department of Public Safety Division of 
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Homeland Security and Emergency Management takes the lead. The 
FEMA offers disaster assistance and education from the national 
perspective. All three agencies help the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area prevent, prepare for, respond to, and recover from disasters. 
 

Local Assets, Systems, and Networks 
 

National Highway System 
 
The National Highway System (NHS) is comprised of approximately 
160,000 miles of roadway important to the Nation’s economy, defense, 
and mobility, including the Interstate Highway System. It was developed 
by the United States Department of Transportation in cooperation with 
the Department of Defense (DoD), the States, local officials, and MPOs. 
The NHS includes: 
 

 Eisenhower Interstate Highway System of highways retains a 
separate identity within the NHS. 
 

 Other Principal Arterials in rural and urban areas provide access 
between an arterial and a major port, airport, public 
transportation facility, and/or other intermodal transportation 
facility. 
 

 Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) is a network of 
highways which are important to the strategic defense policy of 
the United States and which provide defense access, continuity, 
and emergency capabilities for defense purposes. 
 

 Major Strategic Highway Network Connectors are highways 
that provide access between major military installations and 
highways that are part of the STRAHNET. 
 

 Intermodal Connectors are highways that provide access 
between major intermodal facilities and the other four sub-
systems making up the NHS. 

 
With the passage of MAP-21, all facilities with a Federal Functional 
Classification of Principal Arterial were added to the NHS. The NHS in 
the Fargo-Moorhead area consists of the Interstates 29 and 94, and  
US-10. I-29 and I-94 are designated STRAHNET facilities. There is one 
intermodal connector in the area. It consists of a section of 19th Avenue 
that connects Hector International Airport to I-29. Facilities added per 
MAP-21 include 45th Street from 19th Avenue north to 32nd Avenue 
South, 19th Avenue from 45th Street to I-29, 13th Avenue South from 
45th Street to I-29, 32nd Street south from 45th Street to I-29, US-75 in 
Moorhead, and US-81 in Fargo. 

 

Regionally Significant Transportation 
Infrastructure (RSTI) 
 
There is a need for regional arterial roadway corridors that are highly 
contiguous across multiple jurisdictions, and which can operate 
efficiently on a day-to-day basis, but could also serve as emergency 
detours or evacuation routes during times of disaster. It would be 
important that these corridors be flood protected or built at elevations 
high enough that they would not flood in a 100-year flood event. Prior 
to being urbanized, these corridors should be identified and preserved.  
 
As part of the Traffic Operations Incident Management Strategy for the 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Study (2011), Metro COG and its 
planning partners developed a Regionally Significant Transportation 
Infrastructure (RSTI) network. RTSI routes are existing or future arterial 
roadways that carry large volumes of traffic, including freight. The 
roadways are generally higher speed facilities that are important to the 
metropolitan area.  
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They may include strategic Red River crossings, Interstates or major U.S. 
Highways, emergency alternate routes, or reliever routes to the 
Interstate system. Table 5-1 lists the RSTI Corridor Screening Criteria. 
 

TABLE 5-1:  RSTI  CORRIDOR SCREENING CRITERIA  
 

Consider Roadways with the 
following 

Avoid Roadways with the following 

Interstate, state highway, or truck 
route designations whenever 
possible. 

Within the 100-year and 500-year 
floodplain whenever possible. 

Existing or future principal arterial or 
minor arterial Federal Functional 
Classification whenever possible. 

Weight restrictions. 

Roadway designs that can handle 
freeway-type traffic volumes (e.g., 
adequate number of lanes, lane 
widths, shoulder widths, geometrics, 
frequency of secondary access, etc.). 

Height restrictions imposed by 
bridge clearance, power lines, etc. 

Access control guidelines to 
promote higher speeds. 

Bridges along the route that create 
bottlenecks. 

East-west routes with a Red River 
crossing or potential future 
crossings. 

Multiple four-way stops or 90 
degree turns. 

Bridges along the route with 
sufficiency ratings above 65 (good or 
excellent condition). 

Many traffic signals, unless the route 
has a coordinated signal timing plan. 

Bridges along the route with non-
deficient/adequate statuses. 

At-grade railroad crossings. 

Pavement condition indices of 70 or 
above (good or excellent) to handle 
heavy truck traffic. 

Pedestrian areas or dense urban 
areas. 

Presence of ITS infrastructure. Residential areas or school zones. 

Start and end at other RTSI corridors 
that are contiguous across multiple 
jurisdictions. 

Levels of Service (LOS) D, E, or F 

Consider Roadways with the 
following 

Avoid Roadways with the following 

Routes on the perimeter of the 
urban area that act as reliever 
routes. 

Congestion (volume/capacity ratio 
of 0.85 or higher for Interstate 
highways or 0.7 or higher for 
arterial/collectors) 

Spacing of two-to-four miles from 
other RSTI corridors. 

 

Ability to serve as an emergency 
detour or evacuation route. 

 

 
 

Rail Networks 
 
Similar to the STRAHNET, some portions of the U.S. railroad systems are 
designated as strategic routes. The Strategic Rail Corridor Network 
(STRACNET) is an interconnected and continuous rail line network 
consisting of over 36,000 miles of track serving over 140 defense 
installations. In the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area, the Burlington 
Northern-Santa Fe railroad is identified on the STRACNET. Additionally, 
the BNSF route between Fargo and Grand Forks is a designated 
STRACNET Connector. The NHS and its subsystems, as well as the 
STRACNET and proposed RSTI facilities are highlighted in Figure 5-1. 
 

ITS Deployments 
 
A key component of security is Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS). 
The ITS component of security entails maintaining the control and 
monitoring capabilities of the transportation infrastructure in the event 
of terrorist attacks, natural disasters, and other unforeseen events. ITS 
projects and investments in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area are 
identified in this Plan and are an integral part of the NDDOT and MnDOT 
State ITS architectures, as well as the Metro COG Regional ITS 
Architecture. 



CHAPTER 5 – SECURITY 
 
 

5 

 
5-5 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

F IGURE 5-1:  FACILITIES IMPORTANT TO THE SECURITY IN THE METRO COG  MPA 
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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Chapter 6: Growth, Trends, and Forecasts 
The only constant in life is change. There are many factors that can 
affect the transportation needs over the next 25 years. More people 
mean additional capacity in our transportation system. As the region 
gets older and more racially diverse, transportation needs change. What 
types of business and industry take root in the region and where they 
locate, and what place people call home all affect how the 
transportation system will look like and how it will serve the traveling 
public and the movement of freight.  
 

Population 
 
The Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area is growing with a 2010 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) population of 208,777. The MSA is 
the combined populations of Cass and Clay counties. The area has a 
2010 urban area population of 173,468 (West Fargo, Fargo, Moorhead, 
and Dilworth). Figure 6-1 on the following page shows the area’s change 
in population since 1870 and shows the future population as projected 
by Metro COG’s 2012 Demographic Forecast Study.  
 
The 2040 population projection represents a 42.8% change from 2010, 
with West Fargo leading the way with a 75% increase. Conversely, the 
non-urban portion of Cass County shows a 9.8% decrease. Table 6-1 on 
page 6-3 provides population forecasts by local geography. 
 
The number of people per square mile is forecasted to increase as well. 
In 2000 in the MSA, there were 65.54 persons per square mile. In 2010, 
the number of persons per square miles is forecasted be to 74.02.  
 

Households 
 
Table 6-2 on page 6-3 summarizes 
dwelling unit growth and household 
projections within the Fargo-Moorhead 
MSA based on a “High Growth” 
scenario adopted by Metro COG. A 
dwelling unit is defined as any house, 
apartment, manufactured home, group 
of rooms, single occupied rooms, or any 
living quarters. 
 
It is projected that the number of households in the Fargo-Moorhead 
MSA will increase almost 42% between 2010 and 2040. Where this 
growth in households occurs will impact the transportation needs of the 
area. Slightly over 90% of the projected household growth is expected in 
the West Fargo Area. Moorhead, Fargo, and Dilworth will all see growth 
as well with percent changes in households of 49%, 38% and 34% 
respectively. Figure 6-2 on page 6-4 identifies areas in the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area in which households are predicted to 
grow. 
 

Population per Household 
 
There is very little change projected for population per household over 
the next 25 years. Currently, there are 2.42 persons per household in 
the Fargo-Moorhead MSA. This is projected to increase to only 2.44 
persons per household in 2040. Household size will not present a 
challenge to the transportation system in our area that is experienced in 
other parts of the country. 
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F IGURE 6-1:  H ISTORIC/FUTURE POPULATIONS (MSA  &  URBAN AREA) 
 

 

Source: Metro COG Existing Conditions Report 
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TABLE 6-1:  POPULATION FORECASTS BY GEOGRAPHY  
 

Geography 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
% Change 
2010-2040 

Cass County 149,778 162,450 175,760 187,390 198,300 208,390 216,700 44.7% 

 Fargo 105,549 113,540 122,050 130,370 139,030 147,260 154,170 46.1% 

 Horace 2,430 2,590 2,690 2,850 2,880 2,920 2,940 21.0% 

 West Fargo 25,830 30,010 35,020 38,290 41,020 43,450 45,190 75.0% 

 Balance of Cass 15,969 16,310 16,000 15,880 15,370 14,760 14,400 -9.8% 

Clay County 58,999 63,380 67,540 71,510 75,280 78,600 81,370 37.9% 

 Dilworth 4,024 4,360 4,650 4,890 5,130 5,380 5,600 39.2% 

 Moorhead 38,065 42,250 45,050 47,820 50,440 52,950 54,990 44.5% 
 Balance of Clay 16,910 16,770 17,840 18,800 19,710 20,270 20,780 22.9% 

MSA 208,777 225,830 243,300 258,900 273,580 286,990 298,070 42.8% 

Source: Demographic Forecast Study for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area (2012) 
 

TABLE 6-2:  HOUSEHOLDS PROJECTIONS FOR THE FARGO-MOORHEAD AREA  
 

Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 
% Change 2010 - 

2040 

Fargo 39,268 46,791 52,920 58,600 64,580 38.02% 

Moorhead 11,660 14,304 16,910 19,440 21,350 49.26% 

West Fargo 5,771 10,348 13,230 17,150 19,730 90.66% 

Dilworth 1,160 1,595 1,820 1,950 2,130 33.54% 

Horace 300 810 880 950 980 20.99% 

Urban Total 58,159 73,848 85,760 98,090 108,770 47.29% 

Metro Cass 45,339 57,949 67,030 76,700 85,290 47.18% 

Other Cass 5,976 5,950 5,910 5,990 5,920 -0.50% 

Cass Total 51,315 63,899 72,940 82,690 91,210 42.74% 

Metro Clay 12,820 15,899 18,730 21,390 23,480 47.68% 

Other Clay 5,850 6,380 6,390 6,930 7,370 15.52% 

Clay Total 18,670 22,279 25,120 28,320 30,850 38.47% 

MSA 69,985 86,178 98,060 111,010 122,060 41.64% 

Source: McKibben Demographic Research 
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F IGURE 6-2:  2040  HOUSEHOLDS MAP  
 

 
Source: Metro COG Household Forecasts 
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Age 
 
Focusing on a population’s age and sex composition is one of the most 
basic ways to understand population change over time. In general, the 
U.S. population continues to grow older with a median age of over 40 
years old in many states. At the same time, increases in the number of 
men at older ages are apparent in many states as well. Understanding a 
population’s age and sex composition yields insights into changing 
phenomena and highlights future social and economic challenges. 
 
The median age for residents in the Fargo-Moorhead MSA is 31.7 years 
(Cass - 31.5 years, Clay - 31.6 years). The MSA median age is less than 
that for North Dakota (37.0 years), Minnesota (37.4 years) or the U.S. 
(37.2 years). The median MSA age is projected to be 36.1 years by 2040, 
a 13.9% increase.  
 
Figure 6-3 reveals a stable population with nearly equal male-to-female 
ratio of 50.1% male and 49.9% female. By 2040, the male-to-female split 
remains almost unchanged at 50.3% male and 49.7% female.  
 

F IGURE 6-3:  AGE D ISTRIBUTION OF THE FARGO-
MOORHEAD MSA  (2010) 

 

 

Source: Demographic Forecast Study for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan 
Area (2012) 
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Like the rest of the nation, the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area is 
aging. In 2010, 39% of the MSA population was under the age of 25 and 
just over 10% were age 65 or older. In comparison, by 2040 it is 
projected that 34% of the area’s population will be under age 25, and 
13.4% will be 65 or older (Figure 6-4). 
 

F IGURE 6-4:  PROJECTED AGE D ISTRIBUTION OF THE 

FARGO-MOORHEAD MSA  (2040) 
 

 

Source: Demographic Forecast Study for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan 
Area (2012) 

 
 

All in all, the Fargo-Moorhead MSA population is projected to be older 
by 2040. The percentage of those who are 65 years and older is 
projected to increase 84% between 2010 and 2040, while those in the 
age group 0 to 24 is projected to grow by only 25%. Table 6-3 shows the 
projected percent change in age groups from 2010 to 2040. 
 

TABLE 6-3:  PROJECTED PERCENT CHANGE BY AGE GROUP 

2010  TO 2040 
 

Age 
Group 

% Change 
Age 

Group 
% Change 

Age 
Group 

% Change 

Under 5 13.41% 30-34 40.71% 60-64 70.10% 

5-9 39.56% 35-39 63.84% 65-69 79.90% 

10-14 47.23% 40-44 90.73% 70-74 100.10% 

15-19 26.21% 45-49 53.34% 75-79 105.22% 

20-24 9.35% 50-54 44.17% 80-84 96.79% 

25-29 15.00% 55-59 45.99% 85 & Over 79.96% 

Source: Demographic Forecast Study for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan 
Area (2012) 

 

 

Diversity 
 
Although minority populations have been increasing in the Fargo-
Moorhead area, these populations, and their growth, are significantly 
less than that identified for the nation as a whole. A similar trend is seen 
in those of Hispanic origin. Nationally, 22% of those responding to the 
2010 U.S. Census stated their race as non-white or of mixed race. In 
comparison, only 7% of respondents in the MSA identified their race as 
non-white or of mixed race (Figure 6-5 on the following page).  
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F IGURE 6-5:  PERCENT OF RACE FOR THE FARGO-
MOORHEAD MSA  (2010) 

 

 
Source: 2010 Census of the Population (2012) 

 
 
Similarly, the proportion of those who claim to be of Hispanic Origin is 
increasing in the MSA, but not at the same level as that nationally (Table 
6-4 on the following page). 
 
Minority and Hispanic populations in the MSA are growing at a rate less 
than each respective state and the U.S. as a whole as well. Cass County 
minority populations are growing at a rate higher than the MSA and 
increases in Clay County Hispanic populations are outpacing the MSA.  
 

Employment 
 
In 2012 McKibben Demographics Research established employment 
trends and projections based on 2010 Census data and other sources, 
for the Fargo-Moorhead MSA. Overall, employment for the 
metropolitan area has been projected to grow significantly under the 
defined 2040 planning horizon of Metro 2040. Employment is expected 
to increase 36.2% by 2040. The type of business/industry and where 
they will locate will have an effect on the transportation system. Figure 
6-6 on page 6-9 identifies areas in which employment opportunities are 
predicted to occur. 
 
Table 6-5 on the following page identifies the increase in jobs by cities 
and the Metro COG Metropolitan Planning Area. 
 

Mode Split 
 
How people travel to work tells a lot about their overall travel habits. 
Work trips account for 32% of all trips in the area (Metro COG Origin-
Destination Survey). Of those, 82% of work trips in the MSA between 
2008 and 2012 were made by residents using a private automobile who 
drive alone. This essentially has not changed since 2000, and continues 
to be the largest share of the means people get to work. Public transit 
represents less than 1%, 0.77%, in the ACS data for 2008-2012. Although 
an increase since 2000, 0.45%, the growth of transit in the MSA is 
negligible. Use of transit to get to work did show an increase in Fargo, 
0.42% in 2000 to 1.05% in 2012. Those who used a bicycle to get to 
work showed a similar increase in Fargo, 0.59% to 1.09%. Table 6-6 on 
page 6-10 shows commuting modes of travel for 2000 and Table 6-7 
also on page 6-10 shows commuting modes of travel as gathered by the 
ACS between the years of 2008 and 2012. 
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TABLE 6-4:  PERCENT OF NON-WHITE AND H ISPANIC POPULATIONS  
 

 
1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010 

 

Non-White Hispanic 

United States 16.87% 24.86% 21.64% 6.81% 12.55% 16.35% 

Minnesota 5.60% 10.55% 12.83% 1.23% 2.91% 4.72% 

North Dakota 5.43% 7.63% 9.43% 0.73% 1.21% 2.00% 

MSA 2.79% 5.23% 7.33% 1.23% 1.94% 2.43% 

 Cass County 2.36% 4.90% 8.33% 0.68 1.23% 2.01% 

 Clay County 3.69% 6.01% 7.31% 2.33% 3.65% 3.48% 

Source: 1990, 2000, and 2010 Censuses of the Population 

 
 

TABLE 6-5:  JOBS FORECAST FOR THE FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN PLANNING AREA  
 

Metropolitan Planning Area* (MPA) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Cass County 101,504 105,274 111,769 117,544 124,115 131,641 139,102 

Fargo 91,071 93,548 97,975 102,629 108,245 115,085 121,700 

West Fargo 9,010 10,251 12,294 13,323 14,268 14,951 15,811 

Balance of Cass Urban Area 1,423 1,475 1,501 1,591 1,603 1,606 1,591 

Clay County 16,762 18,794 20,166 21,360 22,220 22,604 23,327 

Moorhead 14,724 16,599 17,848 18,980 19,790 20,147 20,863 

Dilworth 1,203 1,322 1,395 1,452 1,497 1,544 1,571 

Balance of Clay Urban Area 836 873 923 928 933 914 894 

* Includes only the MPA portion of the MSA and not the entire Cass-Clay County MSA 
Source: Demographic Forecast Study for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area (2012) 

 
 



CHAPTER 6 – GROWTH, TRENDS, AND FORECASTS 
 
 

9 

 
6-9 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

F IGURE 6-6:  EMPLOYMENT 2040 
 

 
Source: Metro COG Employment Forecasts 
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TABLE 6-6:  COMMUTING MODE OF TRAVEL 2000 
 

Jurisdiction Drove Alone Carpooled 
 Public 

Transport 
Taxicab Motorcycle Bicycle Walked Other Means 

Worked at 
Home 

Minnesota 77.58% 10.41% 3.13% 0.07% 0.05% 0.40% 3.31% 0.46% 4.59% 

Clay County 77.38% 10.09% 0.73% 0.03% 0.03% 0.42% 7.22% 0.30% 3.79% 

Dilworth 85.39% 8.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.62% 0.00% 2.55% 

Moorhead 76.19% 9.47% 0.94% 0.04% 0.04% 0.61% 9.78% 0.34% 2.59% 

North Dakota 77.71% 10.02% 0.34% 0.06% 0.04% 0.32% 5.04% 0.49% 5.98% 

Cass County 83.45% 8.01% 0.34% 0.03% 0.06% 0.49% 3.82% 0.42% 3.39% 

Fargo 83.56% 7.66% 0.42% 0.03% 0.08% 0.59% 4.35% 0.44% 2.86% 

West Fargo 86.52% 8.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 1.03% 0.44% 3.72% 

MSA 81.83% 8.56% 0.45% 0.03% 0.05% 0.47% 4.73% 0.39% 3.50% 

United States 75.70% 12.19% 4.57% 0.16% 0.11% 0.38% 2.93% 0.70% 3.26% 

Source: United States Census Bureau, SF4 

 
 

TABLE 6-7:  COMMUTING MODE OF TRAVEL (2008  -  2012) 
 

Jurisdiction Drove Alone Carpooled 
 Public 

Transport 
Taxicab Motorcycle Bicycle Walked Other Means 

Worked at 
Home 

Minnesota 77.81% 9.14% 3.46% 0.06% 0.20% 0.76% 2.85% 0.56% 5.15% 

Clay County 79.10% 7.83% 0.51% 0.09% 0.10% 0.61% 6.00% 0.83% 4.94% 

Dilworth 75.97% 12.12% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.25% 4.11% 4.50% 

Moorhead 79.15% 6.55% 0.72% 0.07% 0.08% 0.86% 7.86% 0.67% 4.03% 

North Dakota 78.98% 9.54% 0.50% 0.06% 0.15% 0.58% 3.88% 0.65% 5.66% 

Cass County 82.86% 7.51% 0.86% 0.02% 0.27% 0.80% 3.58% 0.64% 3.48% 

Fargo 82.28% 7.31% 1.05% 0.01% 0.23% 1.09% 4.44% 0.70% 2.90% 

West Fargo 86.38% 7.14% 0.53% 0.08% 0.29% 0.06% 1.21% 0.60% 3.70% 

MSA 81.87% 7.59% 0.77% 0.04% 0.22% 0.75% 4.21% 0.69% 3.87% 

United States 76.14% 10.03% 4.98% 0.11% 0.23% 0.56% 2.82% 0.85% 4.27% 

Source: United States Census Bureau – American Community Survey 
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Commuting Patterns 
 
According to the ACS, 88.9% of the workers in Cass County work within Cass County. In comparison, only 43.3% of workers in Clay County work in their 
resident county. Cass County draws 51.3% of workers who live in Clay County. Conversely, only 7.0% of workers in Cass County cross the Red River to 
work in Clay County. Table 6-8 on the following page identifies the percentage of workers who live in one county and work in another for Cass and Clay 
counties, as well as contiguous counties.  
 

TABLE 6-8:  PERCENT OF WORKERS BY RESIDENT AND WORKING COUNTIES 2007-2011 
 

Live In: 
Work In: 

Cass Trail Steele Barnes Ranson Richland Clay Norman Becker Otter Tail Wilkin Other 

Cass 88.90% 0.28% 0.04% 0.30% 0.17% 0.28% 7.03% 0.04% 0.24% 0.12% 0.08% 2.52% 

Trail 8.65% 68.97% 1.79% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.16% 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 19.93% 

Steele 4.03% 19.13% 63.08% 3.00% 0.00% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.44% 

Barnes 5.40% 0.00% 0.34% 0.00% 1.34% 0.25% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.53% 

Ranson 5.30% 0.00% 0.00% 1.66% 68.06% 0.60% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 24.19% 

Richland 12.37% 0.00% 0.08% 0.07% 0.68% 71.92% 0.74% 0.00% 0.02% 0.53% 7.25% 6.34% 

Clay 51.34% 0.08% 0.00% 0.10% 0.00% 0.21% 43.25% 0.35% 1.04% 0.72% 0.27% 2.64% 

Norman 11.56% 1.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 4.82% 64.59% 1.55% 0.18% 0.15% 15.08% 

Becker 6.70% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 0.08% 2.96% 0.15% 73.88% 4.64% 0.04% 11.51% 

Otter Tail 2.23% 0.03% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.79% 0.96% 0.03% 5.67% 78.87% 0.43% 10.96% 

Wilkin 7.73% 0.12% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 34.05% 3.45% 0.00% 0.00% 6.89% 44.15% 3.45% 

Source: United States Census- American Communities Survey 2007-2012 Residence to Work 
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Congestion 
 
With the forecast increase in population, households and employment, 
there will be additional vehicles, trips, and vehicle miles of travel. The 
location of this new growth, which is located to a large extent in the 
outlying areas of the Metro COG urban area, will also impact travel 
patterns and result in additional traffic on the existing roadway network 
that will increase congestion on some roadway facilities. 
 
Presented in Figure 6-7 on the following page is the forecast 2020 traffic 
congestion with growth anticipated in 2020. Existing, 2020 and 2040 
Forecasted Average Daily Traffic (ADT) is presented in Appendix 6-1. It 
should be noted that these forecasts were based on the Metro COG 
regional transportation model which will be discussed in Chapter 9. This 
2020 traffic congestion forecasts also assumes that in addition to the 
existing network, committed transportation improvements that have 
been committed were added. These committed projects will also be 
presented in greater detail in Chapter 9. 
 
In review of Figure 6-7, there remains little congestion with the Metro 
COG region. Even though population and employment is growing, the 
impact of this growth will be minimized because of the addition of these 
committed projects. 
 
Presented in Figure 6-8 on page 6-14 is the forecast 2040 congestion 
assuming the E+C network. As can be seen, by 2040 congestion will 
occur without any additional improvements then what has already been 
committed. These areas of congestion logically occur in areas projected 
to grow, including the area south and west of Fargo and West Fargo, 
easterly and southern Moorhead and along the interstate system. These 
areas of congestion are the locations where additional transportation 
improvements will need to be proposed as part of the development of 
the 2040 Needs Based Vision Plan that will be presented in Chapter 9. 
 

Technology 
 
Technology is constantly changing. Twenty-five years ago there was no 
World-Wide-Web. Superman had a phone booth to change in, and 
computers were just making a presence in the home. In transportation, 
a folded, paper map was what you had to give instructions on how to 
get from point “A” to point “B.” But as technology changes, so does the 
need to incorporate it in our daily lives. This includes on how we travel. 
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) are becoming more and more 
apparent in the Fargo-Moorhead area. Today cars can start and park 
themselves, and they are only a heart-beat away from driving 
themselves. Buses “talk” to you to let you know when your stop is near 
and tell you when your next bus will arrive. Dynamic Message Signs 
(DMS), cell phones, and computers let drivers know in advance what 
traffic conditions are like and sensors feed information to the these 
devices to let you know how long it will take to get to where you are 
going. A significant amount of work and progress in ITS and ITS 
deployments has been achieved since 2008. Figure 6-9 on page 6-15 
identifies the increase in various ITS components in the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area. 
 
The deployment of ITS and ITS-related equipment and systems is 
constantly increased, and will continue to do so in the near and far time 
horizons. Metro COG will record and document these changes over 
time. Detailed information regarding ITS within the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area can be found in the 2013 ITS Deployment Strategy for 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area.  
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F IGURE 6-7:  2020  CONGESTION WITH THE EXISTING +  COMMITTED NETWORK 
 

 
Source: Metro COG 



CHAPTER 6 – GROWTH, TRENDS, AND FORECASTS 
 
 

14 

 
6-14 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

F IGURE 6-8:  2040  CONGESTION WITH THE EXISTING +  COMMITTED NETWORK 
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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F IGURE 6-9:  ITS  DEVICES INSTALLED PER YEAR 2008-2012 
 

 

Source: Metro COG ITS Deployment Strategy for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
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Chapter 7: Public Involvement 
The outreach effort sought meaningful public input from residents and 
businesses throughout the region. Activities included workshops where 
people could discuss future directions and transportation priorities, as 
well as online surveys and receive updates from the Metro COG 
website. Events were tailored to key decision phases in the planning 
process: defining needs and desires, developing and evaluating 
alternatives, and creating a draft plan.  
 
The overall schedule and how the public involvement provided strategic 
input for each of the three phases are presented graphically in Figure 7-
1 on the following page.  
 
This chapter describes public involvement activities and how the public 
provided meaningful public input used to develop the Plan.  
 

Public Participation Plan 
 
Metro COG maintains a Public Participation Plan (PPP) which guides the 
proactive public outreach efforts related to the development and 
maintenance of Metro 2040.  Metro COG is committed to ensuring that 
all Title VI, Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and other parts of the PPP 
are, and were, addressed in the development of Metro 2040. 
 

Plan Launch 
 
Public outreach began with raising awareness of Metro 2040 and the 
opportunity to participate. Key activities included: 
 

 Project Branding and Logo 
 Metro COG Project Website Page 

 Media Relations  
 Community Networking 
 

Updates continued throughout the 
planning process.  
 

Website 
 
The Metro 
2040 website 
page on the 
Metro COG website was launched as a central 

source for distributing information about and gathering input for the 
plan. The website provided background information and up to date 
project progress. In addition, visitors could sign up for future event 
notification, take the online surveys, or request information.  
 

Media Relations 
 
Coverage of the Plan’s development spanned among the print, radio, 
and television media. Highlights included press releases, ads for 
upcoming events, editorials, and letters from the Metro COG Policy 
Board. 
 

Community Networking 
 
Networking helped spread the word about the Plan throughout the 
region. Networking involved both letters and emails to the Metro COG 
e-mail database of individuals and organizations to help publicize the 
Plan.  

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
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F IGURE 7-1:  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SCHEDULE  
 

 
 

Phase 1 – Needs and Desires 
 
The major public participation activities to assess needs and desires 
were: 
 

 Residential and Business Online Surveys 
 Metro 2040 Futures Summit 
 

These activities gave the community options for participating in the 
planning process. By completing online surveys, people could 
participate conveniently from their home or work place. At the Metro 
2040 Futures Summit, people were able to learn others’ points of view 
and explore priorities together. 
 

Futures Summit 
 
On September 10th and 11th 
of 2013, the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Council of 
Governments (Metro COG) 
held three Public Input Meet-
ings on the Metro 2040. These 
were held at locations in Fargo, 
Moorhead, and West Fargo. 
The Public Input Meetings 
were referred to as sessions of 
the Futures Summit and were 
designed to inform and engage 
the public on anticipated 
future growth trends and 
transportation needs for the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area.  
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A newsletter (Figure 7-2) was mailed on August 12, 2013 to individuals 
and agencies considered important to the implementation of Metro 
2040. The newsletter gave information on when and where the sessions 
of the Futures Summit were held. It also provided information on why 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area needs the Metro 2040, 
demographic growth, and key issues facing the region. 

 

F IGURE 7-2:  METRO 2040  NEWSPAPER AD  
 

 
 

A notice of the sessions of the Futures Summit was advertised in the 
Fargo Forum on August 29th, 2013. A copy of the newspaper ad is 
shown in Figure 7-2. 
 

Presentation 
 
Each of the three sessions 
of the Futures Summit 
opened with a half-hour 
presentation that presented 
the status of the region’s 
existing transportation 
system and potential needs 
resulting from future 
growth. This presentation included a snapshot of the transportation 
improvements which have been completed over the past 20 years, 
demographic trends, existing and projected congestion, Red River 
crossings, railroad crossings, and interstate operations. Also presented 
was the status of roadways and bridge conditions, Metro Area Transit, 
the pedestrian network, bicycle network, the regions Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS) and the Freight Network.  

 

  



CHAPTER 7 – PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
 

4 

 
7-4 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

Connections Exercise 
 
As part of the Futures Summit, 
participants were asked to work in 
groups of five to seven people on a 
Connections Exercise (Figure 7-4 on 
the following page). This 1-hour 
exercise involved group consensus 
on what major infrastructure 
improvements were needed in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area.  
 
CONNECTIONS is a mapping exercise where each table chose from a 
number of various transportation improvements in the form of game 
pieces. These pieces included new lanes, lane widening, intersection 
improvements, new or improved interchanges, new or improved river 
crossings, and grade separations at railway crossings. Each 
improvement was assigned a dollar amount according to improvement 
type or length. 
 
Each table also had a limited budget for North Dakota Federal and State, 
and local projects, and Minnesota Federal and State, and local projects. 

 
A total of 14 tables 
participated in the 
Connections Exercise at the 
three different Futures 
Summits. In addition, the 
Metro 2040 Study Review 
Committee prepared an 

additional four maps, bringing the total to 18 completed Connections 
Exercise maps. These maps provided 18 different potential solutions for 
addressing the region’s future needs. In some cases, specific 
improvements were included on many of the maps. The review of the 
maps also resulted in themes. These improvements and themes were 

directly used in the development of the Phase 2, Alternatives 
Development. One important theme that resonated with most if not all 
the tables was that we need to maintain and rehabilitate as needed our 
existing transportation system prior to constructing new projects.  
 
A second workshop exercise was the weighting of goals that were used 
to evaluate projects based on definable performance measures. The 
resulting weighting of goals is presented in Figure 7-3. 
 

F IGURE 7-3:  WEIGHTING OF METRO 2040  GOALS  
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F IGURE 7-4:  CONNECTIONS EXERCISE  
 

 
 



CHAPTER 7 – PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
 

6 

 
7-6 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

Phase 2 – Alternatives Development and 
Evaluation  
 
The second phase of the Metro 2040 was the development and 
evaluation of alternatives for a needs based plan to address growth, 
operations, rehabilitation, traffic congestion, transit, and bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements. This needs based plan is not fiscally 
constrained. This is a list of high priority projects from which projects 
are prioritized to determine which projects are the most important and 
should be included in the Fiscally Constrained Plan.  

 
The phase two public involvement effort 
continued with outreach techniques 
developed at the beginning of the 
project. This included ongoing analysis 
presented at the monthly Study Review 
Committee, which was posted on the 

Metro COG’s website. This phase also included a newsletter and 
continued outreach with the media. 
 

Roundtable Discussion 
 
The major public outreach at the end 
of the second phase of the work effort 
was the “Roundtable,” a public 
meeting venue where participants 
could review projects, and provide 
input on their priority. These included 
both conventional improvements, but 
also focused on how we should plan 
additional Red River Crossings and 
Interstate improvements. 
 

Metro COG sent out a newsletter to over 1,000 individuals and agencies 
considered important to the implementation of Metro 2040. The 
newsletter gave information on when and where the Roundtable 
Discussions were held. It also provided information on previous public 
input, major rehabilitation and preservation projects, and the Roadway 
Vision Plan. 
 
A notice for the sessions of the Roundtable Discussion was advertised in 
the Forum of Fargo-Moorhead on February 15, 2014. A letter by Metro 
COG’s Policy Board Chair, Frank Gross, was also submitted to the Forum. 
Several email notifications for the Roundtable Discussion were sent to 
individuals who had previously signed up as interested persons. 
  

Presentation 
 
Each of the Roundtable Discussions opened with a presentation on the 
update to the LRTP. The presentation provided a description and 
explanation of the Needs Based Vision Plan. This plan outlined the 
operations, maintenance and rehabilitation needs for the future and 
included a list of capital improvements including new arterial roadways, 
roadway and Interstate widenings, new ramps and interchanges, 
railroad grade separations and river crossings. These projects included 
both federal/state projects and local projects.  
 
As part of the Phase 2 Technical 
Analysis, each project was 
evaluated based on the weighted 
goals from Round 1 of the public 
outreach and technical 
performance as to how each 
project addressed the goals. 
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The presentation closed with a summary of the available funds from 
Federal, State, and local jurisdictions for transportation improvements 
in the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Planning Area.  
 

Roundtable Exercise 
 
Consistent with the Futures Summit Connections in Phase 1, attendees 
participated in roundtable discussions where each table developed a list 
of roadway priorities, river crossings, transit, and funding. To generate 
conversation, participants were asked to review the high, medium, and 
lower priorities based on technical evaluation and Round 1 Goals 
Weighting. If they felt that a specific project’s priority should be 
changed, they must trade that priority with another project. At the end 
of the project review, the groups chose the top three project priorities 
for NDDOT, ND (local), MnDOT and MN (local). 

 
Because the discussion of needing 
additional Red River crossing 
capacity, which might include 
widenings of existing bridges or new 
bridges, participants were asked to 
prioritize their top three bridge 
widenings or new crossings.  
 

The Roundtable included an exercise regarding transit. Participants 
were asked whether the proposed expanded transit coverage area was 
adequate for 2020 and 2040. Participants were also asked whether they 
believed limited funds that have historically been allocated to roadway 
projects, could be used for transit capital projects or bicycle and 
pedestrian projects (Figure 7-5 on the following page). 
 

Phase 3 – Selection and Refinement of a 
Preferred Plan 
 
Metro 2040 reflects the region’s desired 
future and priorities for transportation 
investments through the year 2040. This 
Plan is based on technical analysis and 
public input on project alternatives and 
priorities from the first two public 
outreach phases of the planning effort. 
 
The third round of public meetings was held in May 14, 2014. Unlike the 
first two rounds of public meetings, which had extensive workshop 
table exercises, this effort was a presentation of how the Plan was 
developed and key findings of the Plan. Participants were able to 
provide their comments on the plan at the meeting or were able to go 
online, download and review the Plan and provided responses through 
the Metro COG website.  
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F IGURE 7-5:  ROUNDTABLE D ISCUSSION  
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Conclusion 
 
The public involvement process for 
Fargo Moorhead Metro COG 2040 
Long Range Transportation Plan 
focused on providing multiple ways 
for people to get involved and 
influence the Plan’s development. 
Regional community members 
directly affected Plan goals, 
alternatives studied, evaluation of those alternatives and the ultimate 
direction of the plan. Key messages from the public were: 

 

 Be good stewards of the transportation infrastructure – 
continue the region’s commitment to maintain what we have 
and operate the system efficiently; 

 

 Set priorities that address the Plan’s goals and objectives; and 
 

 Strengthen the transit system to provide quality transportation. 
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Chapter 8: Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures 

MAP-21 
 
The preparation of the Metro COG Metro 2040 requires a local 
application of the MAP-21, Federal Transportation Bill, signed into law 
by President Obama on July 6, 2012. The cornerstone of the MAP-21 
transportation law is a transformation of the highway program to a 
performance and outcome-based program to measure the success of 
the MPO’s implementation of their LRTP and TIP. 
 
MAP-21 established seven national performance goals. These 7 national 
performance goals are as follows: 
 

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

2. Infrastructure Condition – To maintain the highway 
infrastructure assets in a state of good repair. 

3. Congestion Reduction – To achieve a significant reduction in 
congestion on the National Highway System. 

4. System Reliability – To improve the efficiency of the surface 
transportation system. 

5. 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. 

6. Environmental Sustainability – 
To enhance the performance of 
the transportation system 
while protecting and enhancing 
the natural environment. 

7. 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. 

 
MAP-21 has also continued the requirement that the development of 
Metro 2040 adhere to eight Transportation Planning Factors introduced 
in the previous Federal Transportation Law, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). 
These planning factors are listed below.  
 

1. Economic Vitality: Support the economic vitality of the 
metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.  

2. Safety: Increase the safety of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized users. 

3. Security: Increase the security of the transportation system for 
motorized and non-motorized users. 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  
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4. Accessibility: Increase the accessibility and mobility of people 
and for freight. 

5. Environment: Protect and enhance the environment, promote 
energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote 
consistency between transportation improvements and State 
and local planned growth and economic development patterns. 

6. Connectivity Across Modes: Enhance the integration and 
connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 
modes, people and freight. 

7. System Management and Operation: Promote efficient system 
management and operation. 

8. System Preservation: Emphasize the preservation of the 
existing transportation system. 

 
The matrix shown in Figure 8-1 compare the seven MAP-21 National 
Performance Goals with the 8 Transportation Planning Factors. 
 
As illustrated in the table, there are some Nationally Performance Goals 
that compare directly with the Transportation Planning Factors, such as 
the National Performance Goal “Infrastructure Condition” with the 
Planning Factor “System Preservation.” However, there are some 
differences such as the National Based Performance Goal “Reduced 
Project Delivery Delays” does not have a Planning Factor counterpart. 
Whereas “Reduced Project Delivery Delay” is a National Performance 
Goal to measure the success of the MPOs implementation of projects, 
that goal does not directly correlate to the evaluation of a project or 
group of projects for consideration of being included in Metro 2040 and 
TIP.  
 
As part of the development of Metro 2040, performance targets were 
identified for each MAP-21 National Performance Goal. The goals and 
performance targets are presented in the following Table 8-1 on the 
following page. Presented in Appendix 8-1 are the Fargo-Moorhead 

COG’s performance objectives, performance targets, measurements, 
tracking frequency, the performance measure baseline, and the data 
collection source. 
 

F IGURE 8-1:  MAP-21  PLANNING FACTORS AND  
NATIONAL BASED GOALS  
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TABLE 8-1:  MAP-21  PERFORMANCE GOALS AND TARGETS  
 

Safety 
Reduce the number of fatalities. 

Reduce the cost of crashes. 

Infrastructure Condition 
95% of pavement fair or better. 

95% of bridges fair or better. 

Congestion Reduction 

Maintain % of congested VMT. 

Maintain or increase the average travel 
speed. 

Increase transit and active transportation 
mode split. 

Add 5 miles of bicycle facilities per year. 

System Reliability 
Increase the total number of traveler 
information signs. 

Freight Movement & 
Economic Vitality 

Maintain the percent of congested 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) on the 
primary freight network. 

Environmental Sustainability 
Maintain the air quality status of 
attainment. 

Reduced Project Delivery Days 
Complete 85% of programmed projects 
within the TIP year. 

 
 
These Metro COG Performance Goals and Targets are preliminary and 
were developed to begin defining how Metro COG is performing. The 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) website notes Spring 2015 for 
States and MPOs to match FHWA language. 
 

Metro 2040 Goals 
 
The prioritization of each project is based on a transparent evaluation 
process based on seven Metro 2040 project goals, the weighting of each 
goal, and measureable evaluation criteria. These seven goals address all 
eight of the MAP-21 Planning Factors as presented in the following 
Figure 8-2. 
 

F IGURE 8-2:  MAP-21  PLANNING FACTORS AND  
METRO 2040  GOALS  
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Each project included as part of the “Needs Based Plan” was evaluated 
based on the Metro 2040 goals. Each goal reflects measureable 
evaluation criteria that permit a standardized way to evaluate and 
prioritize projects. In addition, the goals developed for Metro 2040 were 
weighted based on input from the first round of public meetings. The 
weighted goals of the plan are presented in the following Figure 8-3. 
 

F IGURE 8-3:  METRO 2040  GOAL WEIGHTS  
 

 
 
 

Goals, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria 
 
Each of the seven goals described below includes the weight of the goal 
developed through the public involvement process, the goal definition, 
the objectives of the goal, and the measureable evaluation criteria and 
scoring used to evaluate projects. 
 
The Metro 2040 goals and objectives are presented as follows. 
Presented in Appendix 8-2 are the evaluation and scoring for each 
project. 
 

Goal 1: Maintain the Existing Transportation 
System  
(Weight 20) 
  
As the transportation system ages, increased funding is required for 
maintenance. There is often competition between funding for new 
projects and funding for the maintenance and operation of the existing 
system. Reductions in maintenance funding today lead to higher costs in 
the future. Constructing new roads increases future maintenance costs 
as the new facilities age. 
 

Objectives 
 

 Maintain and repair existing roads, bridges, sidewalks, and/or 
multi-use trails to good condition. This objective states that the 
proposed project includes maintenance of an existing road, 
trail, sidewalk or bridge facilities to a minimum good or better 
condition. 
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 Increase access to additional modes by replacing and 
retrofitting transportation facilities in the existing system to 
allow for a wide range of transportation options. This objective 
recognizes that opportunities for walking, bicycling or taking 
transit may not be available for some facilities. In order to 
increase the efficiency of the overall system, non-motorized and 
transit travel choices should be considered in any retrofit 
project. 

 
Roadways 

 Low (0): The project is currently rated at good or excellent condition 
with PCI greater than 70 or a Roadway Quality Index (RQI) greater 
than 3.0. 

 Medium (5): The project is currently rated at fair condition with a 
PCI between 40 and 70 or a RQI between 2.0 and 3.0. 

 High (10): The project is currently rated at poor condition with a PCI 
less than 40 or a RQI less than 2.0. 

 
 

Goal 2: Improve the Efficiency, Performance and 
Connectivity of a Balanced Transportation 
System  
(Weight 19) 
 
Efficiency, performance, and connectivity of the transportation system 
allows users to move from place to place in as direct a route as possible 
with reduced travel time, distance, and the amount of time spent in 
congested traffic. Connectivity allows people to make route decisions 
based on current traffic conditions, road access, or desired stopping 
points. A transportation system that performs well allows users to 
choose multiple transportation modes and to move through those 
modes in an efficient and safe manner.  
 

Objectives 
 

 Minimize travel times and congestion by methods, such as 
providing increased capacity, direct routes between 
destinations, use of intelligent transportations systems, and 
transportation demand management. 

 

 Promote Complete Streets concepts so that streets are planned, 
designed, and operated to maximize safe access for all users 
including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and transit riders of 
all ages and abilities.  

 
Roadways 

 (0): The project did not result in delay saved. 

 (2): The project resulted in the lower 20% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (4): The project resulted in the 20 to 40% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (6): The project resulted in the 40 to 60% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (8): The project resulted in the 60 to 80% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (10): The project resulted in the 80 to 100% of delay saved 
when compared to all projects. 
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Goal 3: Maximize the Cost Effectiveness of 
Transportation  
(Weight 14) 
 
Local, State and Federal transportation funding is constrained and not 
sufficient to provide for all of the transportation needs of the region. 
Projects with high capital construction costs decrease remaining funding 
for other projects. Conversely, low-cost improvements leave available 
funds for other improvements. Improvements that provide the greatest 
delay saved or the greatest number of accidents reduced per dollar of 
investment maximizes the cost effectiveness of limited transportation 
revenues. 
 

Objectives 
 

 Plan for a transportation system that is affordable, sustainable, 
and makes the best use of public financial resources. 

 
 

Roadway 

 (0): The project did not result in delay saved. 

 (2): The project resulted in the lower 20% of delay saved per dollar 
when compared to all projects. 

 (4): The project resulted in the 20 to 40% of delay saved per dollar 
when compared to all projects. 

 (6): The project resulted in the 40 to 60% of delay saved per dollar 
when compared to all projects. 

 (8): The project resulted in the 60 to 80% of delay saved per dollar 
when compared to all projects. 

 (10): The project resulted in the 80 to 100% of delay saved per 
dollar when compared to all projects.  

 
 

Goal 4: Promote Consistency between Land Use 
and Transportation Plans to Enhance Mobility 
and Accessibility 
(Weight 16) 
 

There is a direct correlation between land use and transportation. The 
goal of the transportation plan is to demonstrate an integration of the 
land use plan and transportation plan by supporting transportation 
improvements that target the region’s future land use forecasts. 
 

Objectives 
 

 Provide a transportation network which supports existing and 
future high trip destination areas including city centers, activity 
centers, and corridors. 

 

 Develop projects to catalyze centers including infill and 
redevelopment areas.  

 

 
Roadway 
As part of the development of the Needs Based Vision Plan it was 
determined that all selected projects were in fact selected to 
support the regional jurisdiction’s planned development plans. 
Therefore, this goal was not scored as all projects would be scored 
the same. 
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Goal 5: Provide Safe and Secure Transportation  
(Weight 11) 
 
All transportation improvements should be designed to be safe and 
secure. Visibility, access control, and separation of modes, either 
through buffers or grade separations, are some of the methods that can 
be employed to decrease conflicts and increase comfort. These 
improvements can both decrease the number of crashes and the cost of 
crashes. They can also reduce the crash rate, which is the number of 
crashes along a link or at an intersection divided by the number of 
vehicles traveling along the link or through the intersection.  
 
Security devices at key facilities, such as bus stops and trail head 
facilities increase the safety and security of users. Educational programs 
that help travelers understand the particular safety concerns associated 
with various modes can help all users travel with increased confidence 
and security.  
 
Access to technology that helps identify clear, safe and rapid routes for 
first responders are vital for providing emergency services and security 
to the region. The ability to ensure alternative routes in times of 
weather emergencies, crashes, and other emergency incidents helps to 
secure the continued access of responders and regular users. 
 

Objective 
 

 Support transportation programs and design improvements 
which reduce crashes and improve safety of all modes.  

 

 Facilitate the rapid movement of first responders and support 
incident management during times of emergency. 

 
 

Roadway 

 (4) The project is defined as a regionally significant corridor. 

 (2) Accident costs per mile is in the bottom third of all projects. 

 (4) Accident costs per mile are in the middle third of all projects. 

 (6) Accident costs per mile are in the top third of all.  
 

 
Goal 6: Support Economic Vitality  
(Weight 13) 
 

Support the economic vitality of the Metro COG planning area, 
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and 
efficiency is one of the seven planning factors of the current federal 
transportation law MAP-21. Economic vitality is very complex and has 
many facets beyond the transportation system. Economic vitality 
requires a low cost of doing business, availability and access to 
technology, an educated and skilled workforce, choice of housing types, 
high quality schools, reduced municipal and state debt, and other less 
tangible qualities. A transportation system that provides good access for 
all modes benefits future development and employment opportunities, 
which stimulates the regions’ economic vitality. 

 
Objectives 
 

 Facilitate the movement of goods and freight to commercial 
and industrial centers. The ease with which industrial and 
commercial facilities can receive goods and ship products is 
important to their economic viability. Transportation facilities 
that allow direct, convenient access to these centers can 
decrease the conflicts with other traffic and increase the 
efficiency of the shipping process. 
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 Support new and existing commercial and industrial 
development by ensuring access by multiple transportation 
modes. While it is important that freight haulers have access to 
commercial and industrial facilities, it is equally important that 
the customers and employees of these facilities have safe and 
adequate access. Transportation facilities should include 
multiple modes to allow access by all users, as well as being 
appropriately sized to allow access by each mode without 
sacrificing the safety of another. 

 
 

Roadway 

 (0): The project did not result in delay saved on the regional 
freight network. 

 (2): The project resulted in the lower 20% of delay saved on the 
regional freight network when compared to all projects. 

 (4): The project resulted in the 20 to 40% of delay saved on the 
regional freight network when compared to all projects. 

 (6): The project resulted in the 40 to 60% of delay saved on the 
regional freight network when compared to all projects. 

 (8): The project resulted in the 60 to 80% of delay saved on the 
regional freight network when compared to all projects. 

 (10): The project resulted in the 80 to 100% of delay saved on 
the regional freight network when compared to all projects. 
  

 

 

Goal 7: Protect the Environment and Conserve 
Resources  
(Weight 7) 
 
The Clean Air Act and MAP-21 requires that the LRTP planning process 
protect clean air and water, promote healthy lifestyles, and preserve 
our natural, historic and cultural resources.  
 
Air quality is affected by mobile source emissions resulting from VMT. 
Air quality impacts can be reduced through strategic roadway 
investments that reduce VMT or providing alternative transportation 
modes.  
 
New transportation facilities or expanding existing transportation 
facilities can negatively impact the environment such as wetlands, 
historic and cultural resources. These facility improvements can also 
impact existing neighborhoods, such as roadway widening that may 
require acquisition of a residential property or result in an improvement 
that might increase the volume of traffic and travel spend. 
 

Objectives 
 

 Reduce fossil fuel consumption by minimizing travel time and 
providing access to alternative modes. The use of fossil fuels 
affects our air quality through increased greenhouse gases, 
particulate matter, and potential impacts to global warming. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency defines Clean Air Act 
thresholds. 

 

 Minimize air pollution by reducing VMT. Mobile source 
emissions are directly related to VMT. The land use and 
transportation plan should, therefore, reduce to the extent 
possible VMT and delay. 

 



CHAPTER 8 – GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
 

9 

 
8-9 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

 Minimize impact to natural environments by taking 
opportunities to couple transportation projects with protection 
and enhancement of environmental resources.  

 

 New or widened transportation facilities should minimize 
impacts to established neighborhoods. Transportation projects 
should avoid displacing citizens, disrupting or impacting 
valuable cultural resources, and dividing neighborhoods. This is 
particularly true in regards to environmental justice by avoiding 
impacts in areas of low incomes and minority concentrations. 
Conversely, these impacts to low income and minority areas can 
be positive with additional mobility opportunities including 
walking, bicycling, and transit. 

 
Roadway 

 (2): The project does not impact neighborhoods with low 
income. 

 (1): The project does not impact neighborhoods with minority 
population. 

 (1): The project is not located in a 100-year floodplain. 

 (2): The project is not located in a 500-year floodplain. 

 (2): The project does not impact prime farm lands. 

 (2): The project provides high reduction in VMT (Top 1/3 of 
projects). 
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Chapter 9: Operations and Maintenance, Rehabilitation and Committed Projects 

The 2040 Transportation Needs Based Vision Plan paints a picture of 
what the Fargo-Moorhead MPA may look like in 2040. The vision 
encompasses the varied plans of the local jurisdictions within the region 
and presents the transportation needs of the region through 2040. 
 
The Vision provides a framework for strategic planning. It answers the 
questions, “What is the transportation system that we need to support 
regional growth through 2040?” The Vision includes continuation of the 
maintenance and operations of our existing transportation system, as 
well as major rehabilitation projects. The Vision Plan also presents the 
projects the region has already committed to through the Metro COG 
TIP process through the next three years.  
 
It should be noted that MnDOT is developing a draft Transportation 
Asset Management Plan. The focus has been on pavements, bridges, 
drainage structures, overhead sign structures, and high mast tower 
lighting. 
 
Finally, this Transportation Vision Plan presents a long list of new capital 
improvement transportation projects to serve future growth. These 
projects have also been evaluated and prioritized to determine which 
projects might be funded and when, which will be presented in Chapter 
11: Financial Analysis.  
 
The following presents the Transportation Vision Plan Elements. 
 

Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) 
 
Throughout the public outreach and 
meetings with the Study Review 
Committee, the direction has been the same, we need to continue to 
operate and maintain our transportation system first, and then if any 
funds remain, consider capital improvement projects.  
 
This O&M requirement is also required per U.S. Federal Code of 
Regulations 23 CFR 450.322 c(10)(i), which states: “For purposes of 
transportation system operations and maintenance, the financial plan 
shall contain system-level estimates of costs and revenue sources that 
are reasonably expected to be available to adequately operate and 
maintain Federal-aid highways (as defined by 23 USC 101(a)(5)) and 
public transportation (as defined by Title 49 USC Chapter 53).” 
 
O&M is defined as the routine and regular activities needed to keep the 
existing transportation system safe and working effectively. It does not 
include major rehabilitations and reconstruction of bridges and roads.  
 
To determine O&M expenditures, several variables were defined. These 
variables include: 
 

 Number of base lane miles by jurisdiction; 

 Roadway surface types by jurisdiction; and 

 Costs associated with surface improvements. 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  

 Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) 

 Rehabilitation 

 Committed Projects 
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Base lane miles were determined from two sources. The first source was 
the number of lane miles in Metro COG’s 2020 Existing plus Committed 
(E+C) Network GIS file developed as part of Metro 2040. The second 
source was analyzing Metro COG’s 2013 Centerline GIS file, which held 
information on the number of local roadway miles and roadway types. 
 
Roadway surface types were determined from Metro COG’s 2013 
Centerline file and an analysis of county maps, with additional 
information provided by the City of Fargo Engineering Department. The 
three main roadway surface types that were analyzed include concrete, 
asphalt, and gravel. A fourth surface type, composite, is included with 
asphalt roadways.  
 
General cost estimates (in 2014 dollars) were developed by soliciting 
input from City, County, and State transportation officials. The following 
cost estimates and life cycles were developed for use in developing the 
O&M element of Metro 2040. 
 
Table 9-1 presents the Annual Operating Costs per mile by roadway 
type. These costs include a 4% annual inflation rate. This table reflects 
the forecast year annual costs banded by short-, mid-, and long-range. 
 

TABLE 9-1:  OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE ANNUAL 

COSTS PER M ILE BY ROADWAY TYPE  
 

Roadway Surface Maintenance 
Type 

Short-
Range 
(2015-
2020) 

Mid-
Range 
(2021-
2030) 

Long-
Range 
(2031-
2040) 

Concrete Pavement Repair 
(NDDOT/MnDOT): $60,000/mile  

$66,330 $91,150 $134,925 

Concrete Pavement Repair (Fargo): 
$76,400/mile 

$84,460 $116,065 $171,800 

Concrete Pavement Repair (West 
Fargo): $250,000 total  

$276,375 $379,790 $562,180 

Asphalt Overlay: $150,000/mile with 
4%  

$165,825 $227,875 $337,310 

Chip Seal: $13,000/mile  $14,370 $19,750 $29,235 
Crack Seal: $2,000/mile  $2,210 $3,040 $4,495 
Gravel Maintenance: $3,400/mile 
year 

$3,780 $5,195 $7,690 

 
 
The total operations and maintenance costs for the short-, mid-, and 
long-range by jurisdiction is presented in Table 9-2 on the following 
page. For both the mid- and long-range, future estimates for local 
roadway miles are based on an average 24 lane miles of local roads per 
square mile in new developments. The analysis of the E+C network was 
used to estimate how much additional development would occur during 
the mid- and long-range. 
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TABLE 9-2:  OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS ($M) 
 

Jurisdiction Short-Range Mid-Range Long-Range 
Total 

Expenses 
NDDOT $14.4  $33.0  $48.8  $96.2  

Cass County $12.6  $29.2  $43.2  $85.0  
Fargo $48.9  $119.0  $186.8  $354.7  

West Fargo $13.1  $32.1  $50.6  $95.7  

Total ND Local $74.5  $180.3  $280.6  $535.5  

Total ND $88.9  $213.3  $329.5  $631.7  

MnDOT $21.8  $49.8  $72.5  $144.1  

Clay County $30.0  $71.1  $105.2  $206.2  

Moorhead $13.3  $33.4  $53.9  $100.6  

Dilworth $3.4  $10.1  $18.4  $31.8  

Total MN Local $46.6  $114.6  $177.5  $338.7  

Total Mn $68.4  $164.4  $250.0  $482.7  

Total Metro 
COG  

$157.3  $377.6  $579.5  $1,114.4  

 
 

Rehabilitation 
 
Although the maintenance of our transportation facility will extend the 
systems life, at some point the improvement has simply aged to where 
the facility must go through a major rehabilitation. In the preparation of 
the Metro 2040, the age and condition of the roadway network was 
evaluated to determine which facilities in the regional transportation 
network would need major rehabilitation.  
 
Figure 9-1 on page 9-5 presents a map of the facilities that would need 
to be rehabilitated. Table 9-4 (on page 9-6) provides a description of the 
facility, in which phase the reconstruction would be required (short-, 
mid-, or long-) and the cost of the rehabilitation project. It should be 

noted that these costs are in current year dollars and will need to be 
inflated for future years. 
 

Committed Projects 
 
The development of the Metro 2040 is an update to the previous Metro 
COG LRTP. Similar to this update, the previous LRTP defined 
improvements to accommodate future growth, prioritized those 
projects, and those within the available funding limits became part of 
the Fiscally Constrained Plans. Over the past five years since that plan 
was completed, the high priority projects were added to the Metro COG 
TIP. 
 
Presented in Figure 9-2 on page 9-7 is a map of all the committed 
projects for the years 2011 and 2020. Many of these projects from 2011 
and 2014 have already been completed or are scheduled for 
construction this year. These projects are included as they are additions 
to the travel demand model, which had a 2020 base. The projects from 
2015 through 2020, which are also committed, were added to the travel 
demand model base for analyzing 2020 and 2040 forecast and 
congestion conditions with these projects. Committed projects include 
new roads, widening of existing roads, adding center turn lanes, 
operational changes, and intersection improvements. 
 
A list of all these projects and the years they are scheduled for 
construction is presented in Appendix 9-1. A summary of these costs by 
year for the North Dakota committed projects and the Minnesota 
committed projects are presented in Table 9-3 on following page. 
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TABLE 9-3:  COMMITTED PROJECT COSTS BY YEAR  
AND STATE ($M) 

 

Year North Dakota Minnesota Total Metro COG 

2015 $48.7329 $36.5156 $85.2485 

2016 $20.0435 $8.1985 $28.2420 

2017 $33.5460 $9.3396 $42.8856 

2018 $7.0186 $4.2154 $11.2339 

2019 $9.0828 $4.9878 $14.0706 

2020 $7.1476 $4.6215 $11.7691 

Total $125.5714 $67.8784 $193.4498 
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F IGURE 9-1:  MAJOR REHABILITATION PROJECTS  
 

 
Source: Metro COG
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TABLE 9-4:  METRO COG  2040  MAJOR REHABILITATION AND/OR PRESERVATION PROJECTS  
 

Phase Project Name From To Jurisdiction 
Cost  

($1,000) 

Sh
o

rt
  

(2
0

1
5

-2
0

2
0

) 

1st Avenue University Drive 2nd Street Fargo $2,364 

2nd Street North 5th Avenue 1st Avenue Fargo $888 

7th Street East TH 10 15th Avenue North Dilworth $1,986 

14th Street South Center Street 12th Avenue Moorhead $1,596 

15th Avenue North Red River  28th Street Moorhead $1,700 

30th Avenue South 14th Street 20th Street Moorhead $932 

TH 10 Parke Avenue East Glyndon City Limits MnDOT $3,800 

University Drive South 18th Avenue I-94 South Ramps Fargo $2,000 

University Drive / I-94 Reconstruct I-94 North Ramps NDDOT $700 

40th Avenue South River Haven Road TH 75 Moorhead $2,812 

28th Street North TH 10 15th Avenue Moorhead $2,008 

M
id

 

(2
0

2
1

-2
0

3
0

) 

CBD Urban Arterials 4th Avenue N. to NP Avenue 2nd St to Roberts Street Fargo $4,000 

Main Avenue University Drive 25th Street NDDOT $4,060 

4th Street South Main Avenue 13th Avenue Fargo $1,948 

7th Avenue North Elm Street University Drive Fargo $1,852 

10th Street 1st Avenue 12th Avenue NDDOT $1,796 

University Drive North 32nd Avenue 40th Avenue Fargo $1,994 

32nd Avenue South University Drive 32nd Street S Fargo $5,920 

13th Avenue South 47th Street 52nd Street Fargo $1,480 

13th Avenue South 52nd Street Sheyenne Street West Fargo $6,000 

19th Avenue North I-29 West Ramps 45th Street Fargo $1,842 

Center Avenue 4th Street 8th Street Moorhead $1,256 

11th Street South Main Avenue 22nd Avenue S Moorhead $2,840 

9th Street East Main Avenue 12th Avenue North West Fargo $1,936 

1st Avenue East Center Street 8th Street West Fargo $1,620 
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Phase Project Name From To Jurisdiction 
Cost  

($1,000) 

M
id

 (
C

o
n

ti
n

u
e

d
) 

(2
0

2
1

-2
0

3
0

) 

TH 10 Red River TH 75 East Junction MnDOT $2,266 

TH 75 I-94 TH 10/75 West Junction MnDOT $2,153 

19th Avenue North Dakota Drive I-29 East Ramps NDDOT $2,480 

14th Street North Center Street 15th Avenue Moorhead $2,002 

14th Street South 20th Avenue 28th Avenue Moorhead $1,000 

12th Avenue South 4th Street 34th Street Moorhead $4,574 

Lo
n

g 

2
0

3
1

-2
0

4
0

) 

Grade Separation 45th Street 19th Avenue North Fargo $20,000 

1st Avenue North Bridge     Fargo/Moorhead $5,000 

NP/Center Avenue Bridge     Fargo/Moorhead $20,000 

9th Street North East Main Avenue 13th Avenue E  West Fargo $2,000 

Center Street Railroad bridge 12th Avenue West Fargo $1,334 

6th Street East 13th Avenue 10th Avenue West Fargo $1,076 

I-94 Red River Just East of TH 336 MnDOT $7,869 

17th Street North 1st Avenue 15th Avenue Moorhead $2,004 

4th Avenue North 11th S Street 17th Street Moorhead $938 

4th Avenue North TH 75 28th Street Moorhead $672 

7th Avenue North 14th Street TH 75 Moorhead $1,200 

  Total $135,897 
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F IGURE 9-2:  2020  EXISTING +  COMMITTED ROADWAY NETWORK  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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Chapter 10: Transportation Vision Plan 

Roadway Vision Plan 
 
The Roadway Vision Plan reflects the transportation improvements 
needed to serve the projected population and employment growth. This 
Transportation Vision is based on needs as defined by the Metro COG 
2040 Travel Demand Model. This Roadway Needs Based Vision Plan is 
not fiscally-constrained to current available funding. Rather, it is a list of 
illustrative projects that would be necessary to address the region’s 
needs if funding were available. 
 
The roadway network forms the backbone of the entire multi-modal 
transportation system in Metro COG planning area. In addition to 
automobiles, roads accommodate transit and commercial vehicles 
carrying freight. Streets and Interstates are an important part of the 
local and national economy and they provide mobility for most ground 
transportation users. 
 
The development of the Roadway Vision Plan was a multi-step process. 
It began with defining the needs, those roadways that would be 
congested in 2020 and 2040 based on future growth, and the Existing 
plus Committed (E+C) network (see Chapter 6: Growth). 
 
The second step was presenting these needs to the first public meeting, 
the Futures Summit, where participants identified improvements that 
they believed might address. In many instances, there was agreement 
on a number of the projects that would be strong candidates. 
 

Extensive travel demand modeling was 
also conducted to determine which of 
these projects had the greatest project 
impact and which had little benefit. 
The project list was also reviewed by 
the Metro 2040 Study Review 
Committee, where some projects were 
added and others removed.  
 
The Roadway Vision Plan includes the existing network, committed 
projects defined by the Metro COG TIP plus roadway improvements that 
came out of the technical analysis and input from the public and the 
Study Review Committee. 
 
Some of these decisions were quite complex and technical. This was 
particularly true for the Red River Crossing analysis where additional 
river crossing capacity would be needed through new bridges or 
widening of the existing bridges. Extended analysis and discussions also 
occurred for the interstate improvements. 
 
The resulting Roadway Vision Plan is presented in Figure 10-1 on the 
following pages. This Plan includes new roads, widened roads, interstate 
widenings and ramp/interchange improvements, and others. This map 
also includes a project ID number. 

CHAPTER CONTENTS  

 Roadway Vision Plan 

 Transit Vision Plan 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Vision Plan 

 Transportation System 
Management and 
Operations Vision 
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F IGURE 10-1:  ROADWAY V IS ION PLAN  
 

 
Source: Metro COG
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A list of all the Roadway Vision Plan projects is presented in Table 10-1 on the following pages. This list includes the project name, description, limits, 
project ID number, and costs. It should be noted that these costs are current costs and not future year inflated costs. It should also be noted that the 
Project ID number corresponds to a number on the map on page 10-2 and does not indicate or present any ranking or prioritization of projects. 
 

TABLE 10-1:  ROADWAY V ISION PLAN  
 

Project ID Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

NDDOT PROJECTS 

1 
I-94 Sheyenne Street 

Interchange 

Widen underpass from 2 
to 6 lanes + Interchange 

Modification 
- - Fargo/NDDOT $10,000,000 

2 
I-94 Veterans Blvd 

Interchange (Phase I) 

Add 2nd NB left to WB 
On-Ramp and Widen WB 

On-Ramp to 2 lanes 
- - 

West Fargo/ 
Fargo/NDDOT 

$750,000 

3 
I-94 Veterans Blvd 

Interchange (Phase II) 

Remove NB left turn lanes 
and replace with NB to 

WB loop ramp 
- - 

West Fargo/ 
Fargo/NDDOT 

$7,000,000 

4 I-94 Westbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes 
45th Street S WB Off-

Ramp 
Veterans Blvd WB Off-

Ramp 
NDDOT $1,980,000 

5 I-94 Eastbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes 
I-29 SB Off-Ramp 

I-29 NB On-Ramp Merge 
to I-94 EB 

NDDOT $900,000 

6 I-94 Westbound 
Widening Underpass from 

2 to 3 lanes 
I-94 WB to I-29 SB Loop 

Off-Ramp 
I-29 SB to I-94 WB On-

Ramp Merge 
NDDOT $740,000 

7 I-29 to I-94 Ramp 
I-29 SB to I-94 EB Flyover 
and Ramp Widening from 

1 to 2 lanes 

I-29 SB Off-Ramp to I-94 
EB 

I-94 EB Merge with  
I-29 NB Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $5,000,000 

8 I-94 Eastbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
I-29 SB & I-29 NB Off-

Ramp Merge 
I-94 EB Off-Ramp to 25th 

Street SB 
NDDOT $1,800,000 

9 I-94 Westbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

25th Street S On-Ramp I-29 NB On-Ramp NDDOT $1,260,000 

11A I-94 Eastbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

25th Street S On-Ramp 
S University Drive Off-

Ramp 
NDDOT $1,240,000 
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Project ID Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

11B I-94 Eastbound 
Widening 25th Street 

Interchange Underpass 
from 3 to 4 lanes 

25th Street S Off-Ramp 
25th Street to I-94 EB On-

Ramp 
NDDOT $300,000 

12 I-94 Westbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

S University Drive On-
Ramp 

25th Street S On-Ramp NDDOT $1,920,000 

13 
I-94 Eastbound  

(1/2 ND) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
S University Drive On-

Ramp 
State Line NDDOT $960,000 

14 
I-94 Westbound  

(1/2 ND) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
State Line 

S University Drive Off-
Ramp 

NDDOT $940,000 

15 
I-94 Red River Bridge 

(1/2 ND) 
Bridge Widening from 6 

to 8 lanes 
- - NDDOT $10,000,000 

16 I-29 Northbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

32nd Avenue S On-Ramp I-94 Off-Ramp NDDOT $580,000 

19 I-29 Southbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes 

32nd Avenue S Off-Ramp 52nd Avenue S Off-Ramp NDDOT $3,460,000 

20 I-29 Northbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes 

52nd Avenue S On-Ramp 32nd Avenue S On-Ramp NDDOT $4,600,000 

21 
I-29 /76th Avenue S 

Interchange 
New Interchange - - Fargo/NDDOT $25,000,000 

49 S University Drive Widen 4 to 6 lanes 13th Avenue S 18th Avenue S NDDOT $6,000,000 

50 S University Drive Widen 2 to 3 lanes 1Street Avenue S 5th Avenue S NDDOT $750,000 

51 10th Street N Widen 2 to 3 lanes 4th Avenue N 7th Avenue N NDDOT $475,000 

52 10th Street S Widen 2 to 3 lanes 1Street Avenue S 5th Avenue S NDDOT $710,000 

Total NDDOT Projects $86,365,000 
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Project ID Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

LOCAL NORTH DAKOTA PROJECTS 
26 Sheyenne Street Widen 2 to 4 lanes  13th Avenue W 19th Avenue North West Fargo $3,250,000 

27 Sheyenne Street Widen 2 to 4 lanes 19th Avenue W 32nd Avenue E West Fargo $7,000,000 

28 Sheyenne Street 
Reconstruct and Widen 2 

to 4 lanes  
32nd Avenue E 40th Avenue S West Fargo $5,125,000 

29 Veterans Blvd Widen 4 to 6 lanes 19th Avenue E 32nd Avenue S West Fargo/Fargo $4,500,000 

31 Sheyenne Street Widen 2 to 4 lanes  40th Avenue E 52nd Avenue S West Fargo $5,125,000 

32A Sheyenne Street Widen 2 to 4 lanes  52nd Avenue S 64th Avenue S Horace $5,000,000 

32B Sheyenne Street Widen 2 to 4 lanes  64th Avenue S 76th Avenue S Horace $5,000,000 

33 45th Street S Widen 6 to 8 lanes I-94 EB On-Ramp 23rd Avenue S Fargo $660,000 

34 52nd Avenue S 
Reconstruction + Widen 2 

to 4 lanes  
Sheyenne St 42nd Street S 

West Fargo/ 
Fargo/Cass County 

$11,450,000 

35 64th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial County Road 17 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
Horace $4,800,000 

36A 64th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial 45th Street S 38th Street SW Fargo $5,050,000 

36B 64th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial 45th Street S 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
Fargo $5,050,000 

37 76th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial County Road 17 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
Horace/Fargo $4,950,000 

38A 76th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial 45th Street S 38th Street SW Fargo $4,925,000 

38B 76th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial Veterans Blvd Extension 45th Street S Fargo $4,925,000 

39A 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
New 2-Lane Arterial 52nd Avenue S 64th Avenue S Fargo $3,960,000 

39B 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
New 2-Lane Arterial 64th Avenue S 76th Avenue S Fargo $3,960,000 

40A 
45th Street S 

Extension 
New 4-Lane Arterial 52nd Avenue S 64th Avenue S Fargo $3,980,000 

40B 
45th Street S 

Extension 
New 4-Lane Arterial 64th Avenue S 76th Avenue S Fargo $3,980,000 

41A 38th Street Extension New 4-Lane Arterial 55th Avenue S 64th Avenue S Fargo $4,375,000 

41B 38th Street Extension New 4-Lane Arterial 64th Avenue S 76th Avenue S Fargo $4,375,000 

43 
64th Avenue S 

Extension and I-29 
Overpass 

New 4-lane Arterial and 
Bridge 

38th Street SW 36th Street SW Fargo $11,700,000 
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Project ID Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

44 64th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial 36th Street SW 25th Street S Fargo $3,250,000 

45 
76th Avenue S 

Extension 
New 4-Lane Arterial 38th Street SW 25th Street S Fargo $5,150,000 

46 76th Avenue S New 4-Lane Arterial 25th Street S County Road 81 Fargo $4,950,000 

80 
52nd Avenue South / 
60th Avenue S (ND) 

Widen 2 to 4 lanes and 
Bridge 

State Line S University Drive Fargo Share Only $7,500,000 

83 
12th-15th Avenue 

Toll Bridge (1/2 ND) 
Remove Toll 

(Minor modifications) 
- - Fargo Share Only $50,000 

87 
76th/80th Avenue 

South 
Construct New 2-lane 

Bridge 
- - Fargo Share Only $11,200,000 

89 
70th Avenue  
South Fargo 

Construct New 2-lane 
Bridge 

(Option to 76th/80th) 
- - Fargo Share Only $10,800,000 

Total Local Projects - North Dakota $156,040,000 

TOTAL NORTH DAKOTA $242,405,000 

MNDOT PROJECTS 

13 
I-94 Eastbound  

(1/2 M) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
State Line 8th Street S Off-Ramp MnDOT $960,000 

14 
I-94 Westbound  

(1/2 M) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
8th Street S On-Ramp State Line MnDOT $940,000 

15 
I-94 Red River Bridge 

(1/2 M) 
Bridge Widening from 6 

to 8 lanes 
- - MnDOT $10,000,000 

62 
I-94 /20th Street 

Interchange 

Rebuild 20th Street 
Interchange, Reconstruct 

20th Street to 4 lanes 
widen I-94 Eastbound to 3 

Lanes to Rest Area 

24th Avenue 30th Avenue 
Moorhead/ 

MnDOT 
$38,300,000 

77 TH 75 /8th Street S Widen 2 to 4 lanes 46th Avenue S 60th Avenue S MnDOT $6,050,000 

Total Interstate Projects - Minnesota $56,250,000 
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Project ID Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

LOCAL MINNESOTA PROJECTS 

80 
52nd Avenue South 

/60th Avenue S 
(Minnesota) 

Widen 2 to 4 lanes and 
Bridge 

8th Street S State Line 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$11,250,000 

81 
8th Street/11th 

Street Railroad Grade 
Separated Crossing 

Railroad Underpass 8th Street/11th Street Main Avenue Moorhead $40,000,000 

82 
21st Street Railroad 

Grade Separated 
Crossing 

Railroad Underpass 21st Street Main Avenue Moorhead $30,000,000 

83 
12th-15th Avenue 

Toll Bridge (1/2 North 
Dakota) 

Remove Toll 
(Minor modifications) 

- - 
Moorhead Share 

Only 
$50,000 

84 20th Street Extension New 2-Lane Arterial 40th Avenue 50th Avenue Moorhead $4,080,000 

85 20th Street Extension New 2-Lane Arterial 50th Avenue 60th Avenue S Moorhead $3,920,000 

87 
76th/80th Avenue 

South 
Construct New 2-lane 

Bridge 
- - 

Clay County  
Share Only 

$11,200,000 

89 
70th Avenue  
South Fargo 

Construct New 2-lane 
Bridge 

(Option to 76th/80th) 
- - 

Clay County  
Share Only 

$10,800,000 

90 3rd Street S New Collector Roadway 50th Avenue S 60th Avenue S Moorhead $1,980,852 

91 8th Avenue N New Collector Roadway 28th Street N 34th Street N Moorhead $993,454 

92 4th Avenue S New Collector Roadway 34th Street S 40th Street S Moorhead $1,050,950 

93 40th Street S New Local Roadway 24th Avenue S 28th Avenue S Moorhead $985,352 
94 46th Street S New Collector Roadway 12th Avenue S 28th Avenue S Moorhead $2,000,350 

95 28th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved Current Ending 50th Avenue S Moorhead $1,133,262 

96 14th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved 46th Avenue S 50th Avenue S Moorhead $1,298,136 

97 8th Avenue New road 1,300 feet east of 34th Street CSAH 9 Dilworth $530,542 

98 8th Avenue North New road CSAH 9  7th Street East Dilworth $2,004,244 

99 CSAH 16 Existing Gravel to Paved 40th Street S 50th Street S 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$2,014,636 

100 50th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved 12th Avenue S 28th Avenue S Moorhead $1,993,158 



CHAPTER 10 – TRANSPORTATION VISION PLAN 
 
 

8 

 
10-8 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

Project ID Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

101 28th Avenue S Existing Gravel to Paved 1 mile West of 50th Street S - Moorhead $1,863,500 

102 40th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved 4th Avenue S 12th Avenue S Moorhead $940,714 

103 50th Avenue S Existing Gravel to Paved TH 75 28th Street S 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$2,987,354 

Total Local Projects - Minnesota $133,076,504 

TOTAL MINNESOTA $189,326,504 

TOTAL Metro COG $431,731,504 
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FORECASTING TRAFFIC 
METRO COG TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 

 
The Roadway Vision Plan was developed through an analysis of system deficiencies, public 
input and projects submitted by the Study Review Committee. The traffic forecasts are based 
on the Metro COG Regional Travel Demand Model that was updated for this project. The 
travel model update included refined algorithms, updated land use and traffic counts, and a 
complete model calibration and validation process. 
 
The model process, shown graphically to the right, uses estimates of household and 
employment data and the existing roadway network as input assumptions. Household and 
employment data is estimated by regions, called Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ). The model 
utilizes three basic steps: 
 

1. Trip Generation: Based on existing and forecasted 2020 and 2040 socioeconomic data, 
including the number of dwelling units and jobs, the model estimates trips by trip type, 
such as work trips, shopping trips, or service trips. By comparing base year trip 
generation to forecast 2020 and 2040 trip generation, one can see the estimated growth 
in trip activity. 

 
2. Trip Distribution: The trip distribution process examines the relationship between where trips begin and end. As an example, a Home Based Work 

Trip begins at the residence and ends at the place of work. This process of distributing trips is conducted for each trip type and for each trip 
generated throughout the modeling area. 

 
3. Trip Assignment: Trip distribution patterns are assigned to various routes between trip origins and destinations. The modeling software recognizes 

the travel speeds of the roadway network to identify the shortest distance and time paths. The model also recognizes that as the roadways fill up, 
congestion might occur making alternate routes more attractive. 

 
The Metro COG travel model forecasts daily traffic. The model’s accuracy is refined through a sophisticated model calibration process, where estimated 
existing trips are compared to actual traffic counts. The travel model is useful throughout the transportation planning process. It is used as a tool to identify 
future deficiencies. All candidate projects were modeled to determine congestion relief, reduced delay, vehicle miles of travel and other modeling 
parameters. This modeling data was used to determine which projects faired the best and used for prioritization. 

Land Use Data

Roadway Network

Trip Generation How many trips?

Where will they go?

What route?

Identify needs
Alternatives analysis

Trip Distribution

Traffic
Assignment

Performance
Report

Roadway
Volumes
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Interstate I-94 and I-29 Mainline Interstate 
Improvements 
 
As previously presented, a regional travel demand model was 
developed to evaluate future conditions based on project growth. This 
analysis identified a number of roadway improvements that would 
become congested by 2020 and 2040 that warranted improvements. 
Through this process the Metro COG 2040 Vision Plan was developed 
which includes improvements that would mitigate forecasted impacts. 
 
The evaluation included current conditions, and 2020 and 2040 
forecasts with the existing roadway network plus improvements that 
are funded and scheduled for implementation by 2030. These forecasts 
identified facilities that will be congesting or congested, including local 
roadways, interstates and interchanges. Based on those forecasts, 
improvements were identified to mitigate forecast congestion.  
 
Interstates 94 and 29 are the two major facilities that provide for 
regional travel within the region. Because of the importance of these 
facilities, a focused evaluation matrix was developed to illustrate the 
need and improvements. This matrix is presented in Tables 10-2 for I-94 
and 10-3 for I-29 on the following pages. 
 
This evaluation matrix only evaluates mainline lanes and does not 
evaluate interchange improvements including ramps and over/under 
crossings. The interstate evaluation matrices identify each interchange 
and provides data on each mainline link between interchanges and 

between the on and off ramps. As presented, this analysis was 
conducted by direction. 
 
For comparative purposes, there are four alternatives for each 
interstate. These include the 2010 existing condition, the 2020 with 
committed projects, the 2040 with committed projects and the 2040 
forecasts with recommended interstate improvements. 
 
The evaluation data developed for each link includes daily link capacity, 
average daily traffic, volume/capacity ratio and level of service.  
 
The matrices are color coded to reflect the performance of the 
interstate link by alternative. Green is uncongested (LOS A to C), Yellow 
is congesting (LOS D) and red is congested (LOS E and F).  
 
As presented, all interstate links on I-94 and I-29 currently operate 
uncongested (LOS A-C) and will remain uncongested through the 
forecast year 2020. It should be noted that these volume and 
congestion forecasts are based on average daily traffic. Therefore, there 
may be some areas of the interstate network that may experience a 
brief duration of congestion during the a.m. or p.m. peak hour.  
 
When forecasting for 2040, there are some links along I-94 and I-29 that 
will result in congesting or congested conditions. On I-94 these links are 
generally between the Veterans Boulevard interchange in North Dakota 
and 8th Street interchange in Minnesota. The areas of congestion along 
I-29 are between the I-94 interchange and the 52nd Avenue South 
Interchange. These links will be serving future growth in south Fargo. 
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TABLE 10-2:  I-94  MAINLINE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX  
 

 
 
  

    Legend

                   
Sheyenne Veterans 45th I-29 25th University Red River Bridge TH 75/8th 20th 34th TH 3336

647 767 4644 4643 4641 4665 327 328 331 802 709 771 9 9 9 809 808 8 4716 4715 4711 829 15
Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 7,550 6,800 11,000 10,000 13,590 13,000 22,540 19,000 31,880 30,300 32,400 28,500 32,000 32,000 32,000 17,000 20,000 16,500 13,500 12,750 12,750 8,500 9,250

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.22 0.20 0.32 0.29 0.40 0.38 0.44 0.56 0.63 0.59 0.64 0.56 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.50 0.59 0.49 0.40 0.38 0.38 0.25 0.27

Level of Service A A A A A A B A B A B A B B B A A A A A A A A

5753

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 9,538 8,869 13,486 11,492 21,151 19,482 31,397 24,698 38,609 37,050 39,550 32,989 36,619 36,619 36,619 25,820 24,848 20,568 17,189 15,012 14,971 9,871 10,867

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.28 0.26 0.40 0.34 0.62 0.57 0.62 0.73 0.76 0.73 0.78 0.65 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.51 0.49 0.40 0.34 0.44 0.44 0.29 0.32

Level of Service A A A A B A B C C C C B C C C A A B A A A A A

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 14,017 14,643 19,811 16,292 29,799 28,043 45,180 35,177 52,040 49,115 51,909 41,779 44,234 44,234 44,234 32,833 33,086 28,285 24,187 20,414 20,253 13,106 14,699

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.41 0.43 0.58 0.48 0.88 0.82 0.89 1.03 1.02 0.96 1.02 0.82 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.64 0.65 0.55 0.47 0.60 0.60 0.39 0.43

Level of Service A A A A D D D F F E F D D D D B B D C B B A A

647 767 4644 4643 4641 4665 327 328 331 802 709 771 9 9 9 5753 808 8 4716 4715 4711 829 15

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 51,000 68,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 13,300 11,500 21,700 17,900 30,100 28,100 44,800 35,300 53,000 49,900 52,200 41,500 44,600 44,600 44,600 32,900 33,700 26,300 26,300 20,200 20,200 13,200 14,700

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.41 0.43 0.58 0.48 0.88 0.82 0.89 0.69 0.78 0.96 0.77 0.82 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.64 0.65 0.55 0.47 0.60 0.60 0.39 0.43

Level of Service A A A A D D D B C E C D D D D B B D C B B A A

Project Number 4 4 6 9 9 12 12 14 15 14

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 14,017 14,638 19,811 16,296 29,824 28,068 45,204 35,201 52,087 49,157 51,951 41,788 44,239 44,239 44,239 32,838 33,091 28,284 24,187 20,414 20,253 13,106 14,699

2040 Change From No Project 0 -5 0 4 25 25 24 24 47 42 42 9 5 5 5 5 5 -1 0 0 0 0 0

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.41 0.43 0.58 0.48 0.58 0.55 0.89 0.69 0.77 0.72 0.76 0.61 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.64 0.65 0.55 0.47 0.60 0.60 0.39 0.43

Level of Service A A A A A A D B C C C B B B B B B D C B B A A
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TABLE 10-2:  I-94  MAINLINE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX (CONTINUED)  
 

  

    Legend

                   Sheyenne Veterans 45th I-29 25th University Red River Bridge TH 75/8th 20th 34th TH 3336

646 766 4645 4660 4648 3683 322 323 803 804 5598 773 713 713 713 186 825 747 748 4718 4714 19 14

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 7,550 6,800 11,000 10,000 13,590 22,000 22,540 20,000 31,880 27,600 32,600 29,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 19,000 20,000 16,500 16,500 12,750 12,750 8,500 9,250

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.22 0.20 0.32 0.29 0.40 0.43 0.44 0.39 0.63 0.54 0.64 0.57 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.56 0.59 0.49 0.49 0.38 0.38 0.25 0.27

Level of Service A A A A A A A A B A B A B B B A A A A A A A A

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 9,681 8,239 13,058 11,671 16,363 25,412 29,512 25,840 39,702 35,642 41,030 34,776 38,007 38,007 38,007 22,941 24,471 20,512 20,512 14,691 14,823 9,855 10,866

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.28 0.24 0.38 0.34 0.48 0.50 0.58 0.51 0.78 0.70 0.80 0.68 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.45 0.48 0.60 0.40 0.43 0.44 0.29 0.32

Level of Service A A A A A A A A C C D B C C C A A B A A A A A

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 15,259 12,202 19,881 17,391 26,430 35,074 44,381 36,392 54,562 49,298 54,166 44,705 48,029 48,029 48,029 30,851 33,219 28,676 28,676 20,014 19,963 13,018 14,699

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.45 0.36 0.58 0.51 0.78 0.69 0.87 1.07 1.07 0.97 1.06 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.60 0.65 0.84 0.56 0.59 0.59 0.38 0.43

Level of Service A A A A C B D F F E F D E E E B B D A A A A A

646 766 4645 4660 4648 3683 322 323 803 804 5598 773 713 713 713 186 825 747 748 4718 4714 19 14

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68000 68,000 68,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 13,900 11,800 22,800 19,100 27,100 22,800 45,700 36,800 56,200 50,000 55,100 34,200 48,400 48,400 48,400 31,700 33,900 27,200 27,200 20,000 20,000 13,000 14,700

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.45 0.36 0.58 0.51 0.78 0.69 0.87 0.72 0.83 0.74 0.81 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.60 0.65 0.84 0.56 0.59 0.59 0.38 0.43

Level of Service A A A A C B D C D E D D E E E B B D A A A A A

Project Number 5 8 8 11 13 15 13 61

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 15,260 12,203 19,900 17,408 26,449 35,350 44,651 36,410 54,619 49,359 54,225 44,751 48,074 48,074 48,074 30,856 33,224 28,679 28,679 20,014 19,963 13,018 14,699

2040 Change From No Project 1 1 19 17 19 276 270 18 57 61 59 46 45 45 45 5 5 3 3 0 0 0 0

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.45 0.36 0.59 0.51 0.78 0.69 0.88 0.71 0.80 0.73 0.80 0.88 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.61 0.65 0.56 0.56 0.59 0.59 0.38 0.43

Level of Service A A A A C B D C D C D D C C C B B A A A A A A
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TABLE 10-3:  I-29  MAINLINE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX  
 

 
  

    Legend

                   CR 20 19th 12th Main 13th I-94 32nd 52nd 76th

304 697 776 4766 795 4775 686 4556 215 4506 801 352 666 4539 4499 4785 349 349 349
Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 8,240 8,000 10,870 7,100 14,920 13,000 23,620 22,500 28,000 26,400 30,250 21,000 19,760 8,500 9,620 5,000 6,200 6,200 6,200

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.32 0.21 0.29 0.25 0.46 0.44 0.55 0.52 0.44 0.31 0.39 0.25 0.28 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.18

Level of Service A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 9,385 9,050 12,382 8,330 16,938 15,229 27,678 26,159 33,062 31,420 38,613 29,722 30,290 16,996 19,068 5,760 7,235 7,235 7,235

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.28 0.27 0.36 0.25 0.33 0.30 0.54 0.51 0.65 0.62 0.57 0.44 0.59 0.50 0.56 0.17 0.21 0.21 0.21

Level of Service A A A A A A A A B B A A A A A A A A A

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 11,912 11,374 16,159 11,386 22,264 20,991 37,585 33,978 43,592 42,036 53,789 45,463 50,200 32,000 35,258 10,217 12,678 12,678 12,678

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.35 0.33 0.48 0.33 0.44 0.41 0.74 0.67 0.85 0.82 0.79 0.67 0.98 0.94 1.04 0.30 0.37 0.37 0.37

Level of Service A A A A A A C B D D C B E E F A A A A

304 697 776 4766 795 4775 686 4556 215 4506 801 352 666 4539 4499 4785 349 349 349

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 11,900 11,900 16,100 12,100 22,500 21,500 37,600 34,300 43,200 41,800 53,100 44,500 47,300 32,600 36,100 10,100 12,000 12,000 12,000

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.35 0.33 0.48 0.33 0.44 0.41 0.74 0.67 0.85 0.82 0.79 0.67 0.70 0.96 1.06 0.30 0.37 0.37 0.37

Level of Service A A A A A A C B D D C B C E F A A A A

Project Number 16 16 20 21

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 11,912 11,374 16,159 11,386 22,264 20,991 37,594 33,987 43,613 42,058 53,811 45,488 50,263 32,065 36,681 10,217 12,678 12,678 12,678

2040 Change From No Project 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 21 22 22 25 63 65 1,423 0 0 0 0

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.35 0.33 0.48 0.33 0.44 0.41 0.74 0.67 0.86 0.82 0.79 0.67 0.74 0.63 0.72 0.30 0.37 0.37 0.37

Level of Service A A A A A A C B D D C B C B C A A A A
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TABLE 10-3:  I-29  MAINLINE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX (CONTINUED)  
 

 
 
 

    Legend

                   CR 20 19th 12th Main 13th I-94 32nd 52nd 76th

3970 698 696 4762 794 4772 685 785 784 684 679 788 346 5583 4552 4782 343 343 343
Number of Lanes 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 8,250 8,000 10,870 14,600 14,920 20,000 23,620 22,500 25,000 19,500 30,250 17,500 19,760 11,000 9,620 5,000 6,200 6,200 6,200

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.32 0.29 0.29 0.39 0.46 0.44 0.49 0.38 0.44 0.26 0.39 0.32 0.28 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.18

Level of Service A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 9,445 8,986 12,298 16,608 17,090 23,882 28,020 28,540 31,738 25,385 38,980 24,365 27,537 18,498 18,577 5,879 7,244 7,244 7,244

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.28 0.26 0.36 0.33 0.34 0.47 0.55 0.56 0.62 0.50 0.57 0.36 0.54 0.54 0.55 0.17 0.21 0.21 0.21

Level of Service A A A A A A A A B A A A A A A A A A A

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 11,848 11,043 15,494 20,498 22,635 31,452 36,650 39,518 43,565 36,064 54,893 40,969 47,615 36,404 39,793 9,414 10,888 10,888 10,888

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.35 0.32 0.46 0.40 0.44 0.62 0.72 0.77 0.85 0.71 0.81 0.60 0.70 1.07 1.17 0.28 0.32 0.32 0.32

Level of Service A A A A A B C C D C D B C F F A A A A

3970 698 696 4762 794 4772 685 785 784 684 679 788 346 5583 4552 4782 343 343 343

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 11,900 11,200 15,700 20,800 23,100 21,200 37,200 41,000 45,100 37,200 55,700 423,900 47,300 36,900 38,400 8,600 10,600 10,600 10,600

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.35 0.32 0.46 0.40 0.44 0.62 0.72 0.77 0.85 0.71 0.81 0.60 0.70 1.07 1.17 0.28 0.32 0.32 0.32

Level of Service A A A A A B C C D C D B C F F A A A A

Project Number 19 19 21

Number of Lanes 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 2 2 2 2

Capacity 34,000 34,000 34,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 51,000 68,000 68,000 68,000 51,000 51,000 34,000 34,000 34,000 34,000

Average Daily Traffic 11,848 11,043 15,494 20,499 22,636 31,455 36,654 39,521 43,571 36,069 54,899 41,003 47,896 36,693 40,170 9,414 10,888 10,888 10,888

2040 Change From No Project 0 0 0 1 1 3 4 3 6 5 6 34 281 289 377 0 0 0 0

Volume /  Capacity Ratio 0.35 0.32 0.46 0.40 0.44 0.62 0.72 0.77 0.85 0.71 0.81 0.60 0.70 0.72 0.79 0.28 0.32 0.32 0.32

Level of Service A A A A A B C C D C D B C C C A A A A
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Based on the 2040 forecasts and level of service, mainline interstate 
improvements were identified for those links which were forecasted to 
be congested (LOS E and F). Improvements were not recommended for 
interstate links forecasted just over the threshold between C and D or 
possibly through traffic flow concerns with an improvement not working 
with and up or down stream link. 
 
After all interstate mainline link improvements were identified, they 
were added to the travel demand model and the model was rerun with 
2040 growth. As presented in the matrices, the identified improvements 
will result in uncongested LOS A through C, or possibly just over the 
threshold of congesting LOS D. 
 
An issue raised by North Dakota Department of Transportation was 
whether the proposed interstate improvements might attract additional 
traffic from the local roadway network. 
 
To address this issue, the interstate daily traffic forecasts for the 2040 
base condition without improvements were compared to 2040 with 
improvements. The differences in traffic volumes were virtually non-
existent for links at some distance from a mainline improvement and 
insignificant for links that did have an improvement. These non-existent 
or insignificant changes without or with improvements indicates that 
the traffic on the interstate is regional and not a product of inadequate 
or undersized local roadways. The capacity on these local roadways is 
adequate, but with slower speeds, signals and traffic control, the longer 
trips are attracted to the interstates. However, as future local arterials 
are added in the expanding growth area, they should be designed with 
corridor preservation and minimal signals to make these new arterials 
as attractive as possible.  
 

In addition to the travel demand modeling and interstate matrices 
analysis, conceptual lane improvements were added for each 
interchange via an aerial drawing. These drawings are presented in 
Appendix 10-2.  
 

Red River Crossing Alternatives Evaluation  
 
One of the key transportation issues identified by Metro COG and the 
public are the Red River crossings. As the region grows, either new 
crossings or widening of existing crossings will be required to 
accommodate this growth. To address this issue a focused Red River 
crossings analysis was prepared which 1) evaluates the current, 2020 
and 2040 needs and 2) evaluates the benefit of new or widened 
crossings to address congesting or congested crossings.  
 
Figure 10-2 on the following page presents the existing bridges, existing 
bridges that will be over capacity by 2040 that might warrant widening 
and five possible new locations. There are five existing bridges that 
currently operate at acceptable congestion levels that will continue to 
operate at acceptable levels in 2040. These are the Red River crossings 
at County Road 20/22, Broadway, 1 Street Avenue North, NP/Center 
Avenue and Main Avenue. Although the existing Red River Crossing at 
12th/15th currently operates at acceptable congestion levels and will 
continue to do so in 2040, it does have a toll which impacts travel 
patterns. As an alternative to improve the overall capacity of the 
12th/15th Avenue bridge, two alternatives were considered for this 
facility. The first was removing the toll and making it free for the public. 
The second alternative was to remove the toll and reconstruct the 
bridge and eliminate the possibility of flooding.  
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F IGURE 10-2:  POTENTIAL RED R IVER CROSSING 

ALTERNATIVES  
 

 

There are two existing Red River bridge crossings that, although they 
currently operate without congestion, the forecast growth for 2040 
would result in congestion. These are the I-94 and 52nd/60th Avenue 
South bridges. 
 
The five potential new Red River bridge crossings have long been 
discussed as possible new bridge crossing locations. These include 
13th/12th Avenue South, 32nd/40th Avenue South, 64th/70th Avenue 
South, 70th Avenue South in Fargo, and 76th/80th Avenue South.  
 
The Red River crossings evaluation was based on current, 2020 and 
2040 performance of the existing crossings. Performance measures 
included forecast daily traffic demand, bridge capacity, volume, capacity 
ratio and level of service. Based on this analysis, it was determined that 
the current bridges crossing the Red River are currently adequate and 
provide uncongested conditions. These existing bridges will continue to 
provide uncongested performance through 2020. However, by the 2040 
horizon year, the I-94 and 52nd/60th Avenue South bridges will either 
be congesting or congested.  
 
The performance evaluation was based on Fargo-Moorhead Metro COG 
Travel Demand Analysis. The performance measure results are 
presented in Table 10-4 on the following page, the Red River Crossing 
Technical Analysis. This matrix is comprehensive and provides the 
performance of each existing bridge for current, 2020 and 2040 
conditions. This matrix also provides the performance results from a 
bridge widening or a new bridge for the bridge itself, plus the 
performance change on all other bridges.
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TABLE 10-4:  RED R IVER TECHNICAL ANALYSIS  
 

 

13th / 12th 

Avenue 

South

I-94 

Both 

Directions

32nd Ave / 

40th Ave 

South

52nd / 60th 

Avenue 

South

64th/70th 

Avenue 

South

70th 

Avenue 

South Fargo

76th/80th 

Avenue 

South

ADT 3,550 4,012 6,180 6,075 6,188 6,284 6,189 6,284 6,192 6,166 6,177

Change -105 8 104 9 104 12 -14 -3
V/C 0.25 0.28 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.43 0.43 0.43

ADT 1,160 2,190 2,240 3,092 2,282 1,513 2,289 1,513 2,330 2,323 2,346

Change 852 42 -727 49 -727 90 83 106
V/C 0.08 0.15 0.16 0.22 0.16 0.11 0.16 0.11 0.16 0.16 0.16

ADT 12,290 14,860 18,600 18,196 18,145 18,618 18,459 18,618 18,742 18,831 18,762

Change -404 -455 18 -141 18 142 231 162
V/C 0.42 0.51 0.64 0.63 0.63 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.65 0.65 0.65

ADT 4,100 3,145 4,010 3,937 3,845 3,989 4,114 3,989 4,119 3,997 4,077

Change -73 -165 -21 104 -21 109 -13 67
V/C 0.16 0.12 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16

ADT 22,360 22,560 25,800 25,620 22,515 26,068 25,568 26,070 25,659 25,652 25,605

Change -180 -3,285 268 -232 270 -141 -148 -195
V/C 0.56 0.56 0.65 0.64 0.57 0.66 0.64 0.66 0.65 0.65 0.64

ADT 6,389
V/C 0.47

ADT 64,000 74,620 92,260 92,380 89,929 92,565 88,500 92,563 92,143 92,066 92,022

Change 120 -2,331 305 -3,760 303 -117 -194 -238
V/C 0.63 0.74 0.91 0.91 0.89 0.80 0.87 0.91 0.90 0.90 0.90

ADT 5,938
V/C 0.33

ADT 3,990 7,250 13,900 13,953 13,973 13,968 13,064 13,968 9,395 10,520 11,434

Change 53 73 68 -836 68 -4,505 -3,380 -2,466
V/C 0.18 0.40 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.87 0.49 0.63 0.70 0.76

ADT 5,588
V/C 0.32

ADT 4,836
V/C 0.54

ADT 3,651
V/C 0.27

Base Conditions River Crossing Alternatives

2010 2020 2040

12th-15th 

Avenue 

North 

12th / 15th 

Avenue North

1st 

Avenue North

NP / Center 

Avenue

Main 

Avenue

Legend

             Uncongested

               Uncongested

               Congesting

76th / 80th  

Avenue South

13th / 12th 

Avenue South

I-94 

Both Directions

32nd / 40th 

Avenue South

52nd / 60th 

Avenue South

64th / 70th 

Avenue South

70th Avenue 

South Fargo

County Road 

20 / 22
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The performance evaluation matrix includes the seven existing bridges 
that cross the Red River and the five new potential crossings. The bridge 
locations for existing and potential new bridges are presented in the left 
column of the performance evaluation matrix. The alternatives 
evaluated for each bridge crossing are defined in the top row of the 
matrix. The base alternative assumes current, 2020 and 2040 forecasts 
without any widening of existing bridges or new bridges.  
 
The River Crossing Alternatives are presented in the right eight columns 
and include the removal of the toll and the potential reconstruction of 
the 12th/15th Avenue North Bridge, widening of the I-94 and 52nd/60th 
Avenue South bridges and five new bridge alternatives at 13th/12th 
Avenue South, 32nd/40th Avenue South, 64th/70th Avenue South, 70th 
Avenue South in Fargo and 76th/80th Avenue South.  
 
These alternatives and locations were based on 2040 forecasts, historic 
discussions regarding new bridges, and public input through the 
Connections workshop. 
 
For each bridge alterative and location, performance measures are 
presented which include Average Daily Traffic, Volume/Capacity Ratio 
and Level of Service. For the bridge widening and new bridge 
alternatives, the performance measures also include the change in 2040 
forecast traffic compared to the 2040 no project base alternative. In 
essence, if a bridge was widened or a new bridge constructed, how 
would that improvement impact other bridges. 
 
The matrix is color coded to reflect the performance of the bridge by 
alternative. Green is uncongested (LOS A to C), Yellow is congesting (LOS 
D) and red is congested (LOS E and F). The grey boxes are river crossings 
where the bridge does not exist in that alternative. 
 
Based on this evaluation, all bridges currently provide uncongested 
levels of service and will continue uncongested through 2020. This 
information is presented in the first two columns of the Red River 

Crossing Alternatives Evaluation Matrix. However, based on 2040 
forecasts presented in the third column, two bridges will result in 
congesting or congested conditions. These are I-94 (both eastbound and 
westbound), and 52nd/60th Avenue South. These long term 2040 
bridge impacts reflect the regional importance of I-94 for travel 
between North Dakota and Minnesota. The bridge impact is also 
forecasted on the 52nd/60th Avenue South Bridge which is the only 
bridge south of I-94 and serves the high growth areas to the south. 
 
A positive finding is that the bridges to the north of I-94 will all continue 
to perform with excellent levels of service through 2040 and beyond. 
These bridges adequately serve existing traffic and will only experience 
minor increases in traffic, because the areas they serve are relatively 
built out and these areas are not forecasted for any significant growth. 
 
A total of eight Red River crossing alternatives were evaluated. These 
alternatives included the removal of the toll on the 12th/15th Avenue 
North bridge, with possible reconstruction of the bridge to be above the 
flood line and two bridge widenings; I-94 eastbound and westbound 
and the 52nd/60th bridges both were forecasted to be congesting or 
congested by 2040. In addition, five new bridge crossings were 
evaluated. The 13th/12th Avenue South is located north of I-94 and 
32nd/40th Avenue South is located south of I-94. The final three new 
bridges are 64th/70th Avenue South, 70th Avenue South in Fargo and at 
76th/80th Avenue South, which are all south of the 52nd/60th Avenue 
South bridge. 
 
Based on the Red River Crossing alternatives evaluation, it was 
determined that no new river crossing or widening of an existing bridge 
will result in uncongested 2040 forecasts on I-94 except for the 
widening of the I-94 Red River Bridge from three to four lanes, both 
eastbound and westbound. Whereas some alternative bridge widening 
or new bridges might attract some traffic from I-94, this shift will not 
result in uncongested conditions on I-94.  
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It was also determined that by widening the I-94 Red River Bridge, the 
improvement would mitigate congestion on the bridge but it will not 
attract increased traffic from other crossings. The forecast volume on I-
94 is virtually the same without or with improvements, further 
confirming that I-94 is a regionally significant bridge. 
 
The 13th/12th Avenue South bridge which is located north of I-94 will 
draw some traffic from I-94 and Main Avenue. This redirected traffic to 
a new bridge will not result in significantly reduced congestion on I-94. 
Furthermore, the Main Avenue bridge has significant remaining capacity 
and will operate at uncongested level of service, with or without a new 
13th/12th Avenue South bridge. Whereas a 13th/12th Avenue South 
bridge would provide intervening opportunities for trip activity north of 
I-94, it does not address the regional problem. 
 
The 32nd/40th Avenue South is located between the congested I-94 and 
52nd/60th South Avenue bridges. Similar to the 13th/12th Avenue 
South bridge, some traffic will divert from I-94, but not a sufficient 
reduction that would result in an uncongested I-94. Although the 
32nd/40th Avenue south will attract less than 1,000 vehicles per day 
from the 52nd/60th Avenue South bridge, that reduction on the 
52nd/60th Avenue South bridge will result in a slight improvement from 
congested (LOS E) to congesting (LOS D). This is because the trip 
reduction will result in daily volumes below the LOS D and E threshold, 
not a significant reduction in traffic. 
 
The remaining three new bridges analyzed include a new bridge at 
64th/70th Avenue South, 70th Avenue South and 76th/80th Avenue 
South. By constructing any one of these three new bridges, a sufficient 
number of forecast daily trips will divert from the 52nd/60th Avenue 
South bridge to the new bridge, which will reduce the volumes at 
52nd/60th Avenue South to uncongested levels.  
 
It should be noted that the amount of traffic forecasted on a new bridge 
is reduced the further south the new bridge is located. In essence the 
52nd/60th bridge provides for the greatest connections between the 

growth area in south Fargo and Moorhead, and the three new bridges 
are located to the southerly end of the growth area and are, therefore, 
less attractive. One or more of these new bridges may be warranted 
beyond 2040 and corridor preservation of these facilities should be 
considered. 
 
In addition to the technical data presented in Table 10-4, a second Red 
River Crossing Evaluation Matrix was prepared which examined 
additional characteristics and is presented in Table 10-5 on the 
following page. The additional evaluation included: 
 

 Costs: The estimated cost for the bridge improvement, 
widening or new construction. 

 Daily Trips per $1 million of Costs: This measure provides a 
bridge cost effectiveness comparison. 

 Bridge Utilization: An estimate of high to low as to how many 
trips might use the facility if provided compared to other bridge 
alternatives. 

 Cost Effectiveness: This measure provides a bridge cost 
effectiveness comparison based on a normalized score of bridge 
utilization per $1 million of costs. 

 Effects on Adjacent Neighborhoods and Local Streets: It should 
be noted that some of the bridge alternatives might not 
negatively impact residential neighborhoods on either side of 
the river, whereas some crossings would be considered a 
negative impact a local neighborhood. 

 Available Right-of-Way: A measurement as to whether from a 
planning level, there appears adequate right-of-way to 
accommodate a new bridge crossing or existing bridge 
widening.
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TABLE 10-5:  RED R IVER CROSSING ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX  
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 Complements the Functional Street Hierarchy: Some of the 
bridge alternatives might align well with existing or future 
arterial streets whereas others would be required to travel on 
local residential streets. 

 Potential Environmental Impacts: This measurement 
considered impacts into the Red River flood plain and the 
amount of vehicle miles of travel that would be reduced with 
the introduction of the a new crossing.  

 

Red River Crossing Recommendations 
 

The selection of a preferred set of Red River Crossings was based on 
public input at the second set of public meetings and input from the 
Metro 2040 Steering Committee. The following are the findings from 
these inputs and the Red River Crossing recommendations. 

 

 12th/15th: This existing bridge currently has a toll and the toll is 
scheduled to be removed in the near future. This will increase 
the attractiveness of the bridge, but the low demand for this 
facility did not warrant the high cost of replacement that would 
only improve the crossing during potential flooding conditions. 
 

 NP/Center: The NP/Center bridge will be over 100 years old by 
2040 and, therefore, a candidate for replacement. 
 

 I-94: The I-94 bridge crossing is forecasted to have congested 
conditions by 2040. There are no alternatives that would 
mitigate this impact. Therefore, the widening of the I-94 is an 
important element of the Transportation Vision Plan. 
 

 52nd/60th Avenue South: The 52nd/60th Avenue South bridge 
is forecasted to experience a 250% increase in daily traffic by 
2040, which will result in congested conditions. Alternatives to 
mitigate impacts include widening the existing bridge from 2 to 

4 lanes or adding a new bridge at 64th/70th, 70th Avenue South 
Fargo, or 76th/80th. 
 

 76th/80th Avenue South (Alternate 70th Avenue South Fargo): 
The distance between 52nd/60th and 76th/80th is 
approximately two miles. This is also the direction growth is 
occurring and adding a new bridge crossing at this location 
would increase connectivity and improve safety and security. 
Although the 76th/80th Avenue is the preferred location, 
potential right of way and environmental issues might be 
determined with future detailed study. Therefore, the 
consensus was to retain the 70th Avenue South Fargo crossing 
as an alternative. 

 

 13th/12th Avenue South, 32nd/40th Avenue South and 
64th/70th Avenue South: These three bridges have all been 
part of the discussion regarding future bridge crossings. 
However, based on the analysis, these three bridges are not 
recommended to be part of the Transportation Vision Plan as 
they were found to have high impacts and costs with little 
regional travel benefit. 

 

Post 2040 Corridor Preservation 
 
Metro 2040 is the Long Range Transportation Plan for the Metro COG 
region. By Federal law, this Plan must define the transportation needs 
for the region for at least 20 years.  Metro COG meets that requirement, 
but also extends the time horizon to 25 years, hence 2040. Although 
this 2040 horizon might seem distant, the reality is that having a 
transportation vision for 2050, 2060, or beyond provides guidance for 
local jurisdiction in their future planning to preserve corridors for major 
transportation improvements. 
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Twenty years ago, 52nd/60th Avenue South was the southerly buildout 
boundary within the region. Currently, this 52nd/60th Avenue South 
corridor is experiencing significant growth and development pressure. 
The new long-term 2040 southerly edge of regional development is now 
the 76th/80th Avenue South corridor. However, in 10 years, 20 years, or 
30 years, regional growth will extend even further to the south, to 
100th/124th Avenue South. 
 
The pressure for external growth will continue to occur in all directions, 
not just to the south. Network corridor preservation to support the 
eventual long-term growth is good planning and provides the 
opportunity to describe a longer term vision of the transportation 
system than the Metro 2040 forecasts and plan. 
 
Corridor preservation is a tool to preserve these future routes for 
potential major roadway facilities to serve regional travel and provide 
alternatives to the existing Interstate and arterial network. Corridor 
preservation would include providing adequate rights-of-way and 
managing future access through the development and review process. 
 
In 2011, Metro COG prepared a Traffic Operations Incident 
Management Study. The major corridors designated in this study 
provide a framework for future regional connections and a beltway type 
network that would serve the region in the future. These recommended 
corridors for preservation are presented in Figure 10-3 on the following 
page. 
 

Transit Vision Plan 
 
As presented in Chapter 2, Existing Transportation, Metro Area Transit 
(MATBUS) provides fixed route and paratransit service within the metro 
area. MATBUS is comprised of two separate, but coordinated municipal 
transit departments. The City of Fargo operates fixed-routes within 
Fargo and West Fargo while the City of Moorhead operates fixed-routes 

within Moorhead and Dilworth. Four of Fargo’s routes are NDSU circular 
routes which provide bus routes specifically to NDSU and the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
As the region increases in population, and the population ages, transit 
will become more important in the future. A minimum vision for 
MATBUS is to provide for a growth in transit service hours and service 
miles equal to or greater than population growth. 
 
This growth in transit service hours and service miles could be through 
expanded coverage, increased transit frequency or extended service 
hours. 
 

Expanded Transit Coverage 
 
Transit requires higher density development to be successful. As the 
Metro COG area grows, existing development areas may increase in 
density with infill development and undeveloped areas within the 
region will grow, creating trip density to support transit. Presented in 
Figure 10-4 on page 10-23 is a map that illustrates potential transit 
coverage increases for 2020 and 2040, based on targeted higher trip 
density areas. It should be noted that these coverage areas and 
potential transit corridors are conceptual and will require route 
evaluation as part of the Transit Development Plan process, which 
evaluates transit in the near term. A summary of the current MATBUS 
Transit Development Plan is presented in Appendix 10-1. 
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F IGURE 10-3:  RECOMMENDED CORRIDORS FOR PRESERVATION  
 

 
Source: Metro COG  
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F IGURE 10-4:  POTENTIAL TRANSIT COVERAGE INCREASES FOR 2020  AND 2040 
 

 
Source: Metro COG
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Increased Transit Frequency 
 
The frequency of transit service (the time between buses) is often 
referred to as headway. The headway for most of the MATBUS current 
transit service in the Metro COG region is one-half hour, which is very 
good for a medium size metropolitan area. There are some routes which 
serve NDSU that have 15-minute or as short as 8 minutes. As the region 
grows and transit ridership increases, the frequency of service could 
also increase. With 15-minute headways, increased choice riders will 
occur, which is a person who is not dependent on transit, but chooses 
to take transit over driving a car.  
 

Extended Service Hours 
 
MATBUS provides for very good service hours for a medium size region 
with service from around 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. Not all routes have 
evening service or the evening frequency of this service is reduced. 
 

Transit Support Facilities 
 
Transit support facilities are important at transfer stations and high 
demand stop locations. These amenities include bus pads, benches, and 
shelters. As the MATBUS transit service grows and new routes are 
added, they will need to be supported with these basic amenities. 
Maintaining these transit stops, including snow removal, will be 
important for a successful transit system. 
 
Bus maintenance facilities will also experience increased demands with 
additional service and transit ridership. The current bus maintenance 
facility will reach capacity and accommodations will be required. 
 

Capital Improvements 
 
Transit service requires a bus fleet and spares. If transit service is to be 
expanded over time to increase frequency and add coverage area, this 
fleet needs to expand. In order to be competitive, the buses need to be 
replaced when approximately 12 years old. With an aged fleet, there are 
several drawbacks that impact customer satisfaction. Vehicle reliability 
is not as good as a more modern fleet, leading to an increased number 
of road failures and service disruptions. Customers are not given the 
advantage of new technology, such as improvements in seating, 
accessibility, and comfort when older equipment is kept in service 
beyond its useful life.  
 
Associated with a larger fleet is the requirement for servicing these 
buses. The current MATBUS facility will exceed its current capacity and 
will require the construction of a new transit maintenance facility. 
 

Transit Costs 
 
The forecasted operations and capital costs for Fargo and Moorhead 
transit for short- (2015-2020), mid- (2021-2030), and long- (2031-2040) 
term is presented in Table 10-6 on the following page. 
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TABLE 10-6:  TRANSIT V ISION PLAN OPERATIONS AND 

CAPITAL COSTS ($MILLION)  
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Short-Term 36.2 7.5 1.5 45.3 17.2 7.0 24.2 

Mid-Term 66.4 12.1 2.8 81.3 37.0 7.7 44.7 

Long-Term 73.4 13.4 3.1 89.8 49.5 13.4 62.9 

Grand Total 176.0 33.0 7.4 216.4 103.7 28.1 131.8 

 
 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Vision Plan 
 
In 2011, Metro COG completed a bicycle and pedestrian plan for the 
area, the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 
The Plan provides existing conditions information, identification of 
issues, goal, objectives, and recommendations and is updated every 5 
years in advance of the Metro COG long-range transportation plan.  
 
The Plan provides recommendations to mitigate local bicycle and 
pedestrian gaps and barriers identified in the Plan. Local bicycle and 
pedestrian network gaps are gaps within the system that would make 
good connections to existing and future planned facilities. Local bicycle 
and pedestrian barriers are barriers, such as rivers or interstates that 
make crossing impossible. With gaps and barriers in a network, 
bicyclists and pedestrians are less likely to use the facilities and have the 
potential to take routes that may pose safety hazards.  

The Plan also recommends a trans-metropolitan area bikeway network 
and a college connection bicycle route. Both would provide seamless 
bike routes within the bi-state metropolitan area. The trans-
metropolitan area bikeway network is intended to provide efficient 
movement of bicycles across all or most of the metropolitan area. The 
college connector bicycle route is a bicycle route that would connect 
North Dakota State University with both Minnesota State University-
Moorhead and Concordia College in Moorhead. 
 

Major Barriers 
 
Regionally-significant gaps are gaps which prevent a bicyclist or 
pedestrian from reaching a major trip generator or group of trip 
generators. Dedicated bicycle and pedestrian crossings of major barriers 
such as the Red River, railroads and the Interstate system are very 
limited yet have the potential to produce a high level of connectivity in 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. These gaps often require the 
construction of an expensive bridge and are difficult to fund. However, 
this increased connectivity could act as a major encouragement to those 
who would like to travel by bicycle or foot more often, but cannot due 
to a major barrier. 
 
The Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2011) 
identifies four major regional crossing gaps in the Metro COG region: 
 

1. Red River from 40th Avenue South (Fargo) to Bluestem Center 
for the Arts; 

2. I-94 at 14th Street South (28th Avenue South to 30th Avenue 
South (Moorhead); 

3. I-29 at 28th Avenue South (Fargo); and 

4. Red River at 13th Avenue South (Fargo) to 12th Avenue South 
(Moorhead). 
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Local Network Gaps 
 
Local bicycle and pedestrian network gaps are gaps within the system 
that would make good connections to existing and future planned 
facilities. These gaps were identified in the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as well. Areas where existing 
or programmed facilities were not connected or encounters a barrier 
were designated as a network gap. Figure 10-5 on the following page 
identifies these gaps, as well as the major regional gaps in the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area. 
 
Additional information regarding bicycle and pedestrian data within the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area can be found in the 2011 Fargo-
Moorhead Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The Plan is available through 
Metro COG.  
 
Figure 10-5 on the following page also shows the bicycle and pedestrian 
gaps as identified in the Plan, as well as the proposed trans-
metropolitan area bikeway network and college connection bicycle 
route. 
 

Transportation System Management and 
Operations Vision  
 

Metro COG ITS Deployment Strategy for the 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
 
Metro COG maintains an ITS Deployment Strategy for the Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area. The Plan incorporates a series of planning 
studies and processes that have been completed since 2008 when the 
ITS Deployment Strategy was last updated. It includes an existing 

conditions report summarizing the existing ITS deployments and 
strategies, as well as identifying future ITS needs. 
 
The objective of the ITS Deployment Strategy is to focus specifically on 
consolidating and updating recommended actions and strategies, 
expanding upon previous ITS Plans and developing a Regional Concept 
of Traffic Operations (RCTO).  
 
The ITS Deployment Strategy for the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area provides Metro COG and its stakeholders with a blueprint for a well 
thought-out, cohesive deployment strategy for ITS initiatives, including 
documentation of all necessary agreements to achieve the desired level 
of system interoperability. 
 
Table 10-7 on page 10-28 lists the operations objectives, physical 
improvements, relationships and procedures and resources identified in 
the Plan. 
 
Additional information on future ITS needs may be found in the Plan. 
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F IGURE 10-5:  FARGO-MOORHEAD AREA B ICYCLE NETWORK -  GAPS ,  BARRIERS ,   
TRANS-METROPOLITAN AREA B IKEWAY NETWORK AND COLLEGE CONNECTION B ICYCLE ROUTE  

 

 
Source: Metro COG
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TABLE 10-7:  OPERATIONS OBJECTIVES ,  PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS ,  RELATIONSHIPS AND RESOURCES  
 

RCTO Focus 
Area 

Operations Objectives Physical Improvements Relationships and Procedures Resource Arrangements 

 Traffic Signal 
Operations 

Implement locally-based, but 
connected TOC operations and 
then evolve towards centralized 
control of transportation system 
devices. 
 
Enhance the coordination among 
agencies responsible for 
transportation system operations. 
 
Increase the levels of coordination 
of traffic signal system operations 
in the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area to make 
crossing jurisdictional boundaries 
for the traveling public invisible 
across the region. 

Phase I Local - Connected 
Operations facilities. 
 
Phase II Centralized Traffic 
Operations Center facility. 
 
Central Traffic Signal Management 
Software package.  
 
Communications connections (i.e., 
fiber-optic cable linkages) 
between existing traffic control 
centers and field devices. 

Regional Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between 
MnDOT, NDDOT, Fargo, 
Moorhead, and West Fargo 
regarding Traffic Operations for 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area.  
 
Individual legal arrangements 
between the City of Fargo, West 
Fargo, Moorhead, MnDOT and 
NDDOT regarding signal 
interconnects and coordination in 
the region. 

Agencies participating in a 
centralized TOC will determine 
resource arrangements. 
 
Additional staff required for 
Fargo-Moorhead signal 
operations: 0.95 traffic engineers, 
2.15 traffic technicians. 
 
Obtain additional PTOE and IMSA 
certifications. 

System 
Management 
& 
Performance 

Adoption and Implementation of a 
Regional Performance Monitoring 
Program.  
 
Report upon the systems 
operations through annual 
reporting and public dissemination 
and discussion of operational 
data. 

Communications connections (i.e., 
fiber-optic cable linkages) 
between existing traffic control 
centers and field devices. 

Develop regionally unique and 
consensus based performance 
measures that allows system 
operators to observe and analyze 
regional traffic patterns to 
understand how the system is 
performing.  
 
Develop a coordinated regional 
program for collecting pertinent 
data regarding traffic operations in 
the region. 
 
Regional coordination for use of 
existing DMS in region. 

Funding for technical assistance 
services to support 
implementation of the 2009 
Traffic Operations Action Plan and 
future updates. 
 
Enhance training and expertise of 
traffic operations staff 
(certification, training process). 
 
Establishment of roundtable 
meetings and peer learning 
opportunities for regional 
stakeholders to learn from other 
communities. 
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RCTO Focus 
Area 

Operations Objectives Physical Improvements Relationships and Procedures Resource Arrangements 

Incident/Event 
Management 

Implement Traffic Management 
Strategies that preserve the 
operational capacity of the 
region’s transportation system. 

Central Traffic Operations Center  
 
Deployment of the following ITS 
Devices: Dynamic Message Signs 
(DMS), Flooding /Pavement 
Condition Monitors, Vehicle 
Detection, At-Grade Train 
Detection, and CCTV Surveillance 
Cameras. 

Establish a Traffic Incident 
Management Program to ensure 
consistency in emergency 
response. 

Short-term ITS recommendations 
are estimated to cost 
approximately $3,680,000 based 
on March 2011 Metro COG Traffic 
Operations Incident Management 
Study. 

Transit 
Operations 

Improve transit service reliability 
and on-time performance. 
 
Increase transit system capacity to 
meet increased ridership. 

Designated bus stop signs and 
shelters. 
 
Automated Vehicle Locator (AVL) 
Kiosks. 
 
Additional transit vehicles for 
Fargo and Moorhead transit 
service. 

Master Operating Agreement that 
consolidates smaller joint powers 
agreements between Cities of 
Fargo and Moorhead. 

Capital Improvements are 
estimated to cost approximately 
$5,654,680 based on all 
recommended improvements. 
 
Additional funds will need to be 
procured to support service 
expansion. 

Source: Metro COG ITS Deployment Strategy for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
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Chapter 11: Financial Analysis 
The analysis of financial resources is an important element of Metro 
2040. The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of 
transportation funds that will be available for the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area over the time horizon of the Plan, 2015 to 2040. It 
also explains the key elements of the financial plan, the data collected, 
and the assumptions made about future revenue and expenditures. The 
forecasts of future transportation revenue and costs are presented and 
summarized, including the discussion of both costs for new construction 
and operations and maintenance. Once these estimates are in place, 
Metro COG and its planning partners can determine which 
improvements submitted for inclusion in Metro 2040 are financially 
feasible. Sufficient funds are not typically available to meet all 
transportation needs. Therefore, this portion of Metro 2040 serves as 
an implementation tool for policy and decision-makers. 
 
The development of this plan is guided by federal laws and regulations 
contained in 23 U.S.C. 134(g)(2)(B) and 49 U.S.C. 5303(f)(B) which state 
that the metropolitan long-range transportation plan must include "a 
financial plan that demonstrates how the long-range transportation 
plan can be implemented, indicates resources from public and private 
sources that are reasonably expected to be made available to carry out 
the plan, and recommends any additional financing strategies for 
needed projects and programs." Additionally, 23 CFR 450.322(f) 
requires that the financial plan include recommendations on any 
additional financing strategies to fund projects and programs included 
in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan.  
 
For non-attainment and maintenance areas for air quality, the financial 
plan will need to address the specific financial strategies required to 
ensure the implementation of transportation control measures in the 

applicable State Implementation Plan 
(SIP). As stated in Chapter 3, the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area is 
currently in attainment for all EPA air 
quality standards. As such, no actions 
are required of this financial plan to 
ensure the implementation of control 
measures in an applicable SIP for air 
quality.  
 
Although FHWA and FTA set the rules for what a financial plan should 
be, it takes cooperation and coordination between and among Metro 
COG and our planning partners. Revenue and Expenditure data, as well 
as data on Operation & Maintenance, Preservation and Rehabilitation, 
and committed projects were developed with the assistance of all of the 
member cities and counties, transit providers, Minnesota and North 
Dakota DOTs, FTA, FHWA, and LSA Associates, Inc. All data presented in 
this chapter was made available for public review and comment. 
 

Transportation Funds 
 
Funding for the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area comes from a 
variety of sources and programs. These can essentially be categorized at 
three different levels; Federal, State, and Local. 
 
Many transportation projects are funded by a combination of federal, 
state and local funding. Most federal-aid projects, those projects that 
receive federal transportation funds, require some form of local match. 
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The amount of required match is dependent on the federal funding 
source. 
 

Federal Funds 

This includes transportation funding originating from 
the United States Government, including funds from 
the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) and by other 
transportation sources designated by Congress. 
These funds are most commonly administered 
through the State DOTs and Metro COG. 

State Funds 

These funds include transportation funds originating 
from the states of North Dakota and Minnesota, and 
are most commonly administered in each state by 
their respective Departments of Transportation.  

Local Funds 
These funds are designated for transportation 
projects by counties, cities, local jurisdictions, as well 
as any specific local districts or units of government. 

 
 

Federal Funds 
 
Federal funding for transportation in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area consists primarily of distributions from the Federal Highway Trust 
Fund (HTF). The federal government imposes an 18.4 cent tax per gallon 
of gasoline and a 24.4 cent per gallon tax on diesel fuel to support the 
HTF. The Federal government also levies taxes on special fuels, neat 
alcohol, compressed natural gas, gasohol, tires, truck and trailer sales, 
and heavy vehicle use. Revenues from these federal taxes are deposited 
into the HTF for distribution by FHWA and FTA. These funds are 
allocated to the states per provisions in MAP-21.  
 
Federal funds are available only for reimbursement of expenditures on 
approved projects. To receive federal funds, the project sponsor 
generally must pay 10% to 20% of the project construction costs (does 

not include design or administrative costs). Federal-Aid projects require 
a minimum of 20% local funding (“80/20” federal-local split), with the 
exception of safety (HSIP) and Interstate Maintenance (IM) programs, 
which only require 10% local funding (“90/10” federal-local split) as 
shown on Figure 11-1. This does not include funding for routine 
operations and maintenance. Table 11-1 on the following page 
identifies federal funding sources identified for the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area. 
 

Legacy Federal Funds 
 
Some federal funds identified in MOVE 2040 are unprogrammed funds 
from previous federal legislation (SAFETEA-LU). Bridge (HBF), FTA 5316, 
FTA 5317, and Transportation Enhancement (TE) programs were 
eliminated or merged into other programs. Funding from these 
categories will be obligated until they reach a zero balance. 
 

F IGURE 11-1:  PERCENT OF FEDERAL FUNDS IDENTIFIED BY  
FEDERAL FUNDING CATEGORY 2015-2040 

 

Source: Metro COG 
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TABLE 11-1:  FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES IDENTIFIED FOR USE IN METRO 2040 
 

Bridge 
These funds include Highway Bridge Program (HBP) in North Dakota which are remaining legacy funds from SAFETEA-LU and the NHS Bridge 
Program in Minnesota. Funding is used to rehabilitate or replace bridges in the area. 

Bus and Bus Facilities  
(FTA 5339) 

These funds provide capital to replace, rehabilitate and purchase buses and related equipment and to construct bus-related facilities. These 
funds are competitive and transit providers in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area must compete with other regions to obtain. 

Congestion Mitigation/Air 
Quality Funds (CMAQ) 

CMAQ funds are provided to assist urbanized areas in meeting the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area is in attainment for all NAAQS standards and this funding is considered discretionary for both NDDOT and MnDOT. 

Highway Safety 
Improvement Program 

(HSIP) 

These funds are provided for improvement to roads with the purpose of reducing traffic fatalities and injuries. Some of these funds are 
designated for use in rural areas.  

Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) 

These funds support the integration and interoperability of ITS in metropolitan and rural areas and are provided through competitive 
solicitation. 

Interstate Maintenance 
(IM) 

These funds are provided to NDDOT and MnDOT to address maintenance issues of Interstate Highways. These funds cannot be used to add 
capacity to the Interstates. 

Metropolitan Planning 
Program (PL) and FTA 

Section 5303 funds 

These funds are made available to Metro COG as a Consolidated Planning Grant from both NDDOT and MnDOT. The CPG funds are dedicated 
to support transportation planning for all modes of transportation including the preparation of this LRTP. 

National Highway System 
(NHS) 

These funds are provided to NDDOT and MnDOT to improve highways on the designated federal National Highway System (NHS), which 
includes the Interstate Highways, most US highways, other State highways, and those facilities identified with a federal functional classification 
of Principal Arterial. This category includes Interstate NHS Pavement, NHS Non Interstate, and other NHS funds administered through NDDOT 
and MnDOT. 

Non-NHS Includes non-NHS bridges and non-NHS pavement funds. 

Operating and Planning 
(FTA 5307) 

These funds support urban transit systems like Fargo and Moorhead Transit. These funds are allocated to urban areas based on population, 
population density and evaluations of the transit system. 

Special Needs (FTA 5310) 
These funds support transit services that are focused on serving elderly persons and people with disabilities. These funds are allocated based 
on the concentration of elderly persons and people with disabilities in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area to other urban areas nationally. 

Surface Transportation 
Funds (STP) 

These funds are used to fund road and bridge projects, transit capital improvements, planning activities, and can also be used for projects 
eligible under the Transportation Alternatives Program. In order to be eligible for STP funds, road and bridge projects must be on the federal-
aid system. This category includes STP-Rural, STP-Rural Bridge, STP-Statewide, STP-Urban, STP-Regional, and other STP funds administered 
through NDDOT and MnDOT. 

Transportation Alternative 
Program (TAP) 

These funds are a part of the STP program for projects such as, bicycle/pedestrian trails, safe routes to school programs, and historic 
preservation of transportation assets. 
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Other Federal Transportation Funding 
 
There are other common sources of Federal transportation funds that 
may support projects in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area that do 
not come from the HTF. Funding for airport improvements are directed 
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The Airport and Airways 
Trust Fund provides funding for aviation activities. Airports in the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area may apply for grants sponsored by these 
funds.  
 
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) provides funding for 
improvements to railroads and railroad crossings. Funding from both 
the FAA and FRA are grant-based and is subject to nation-wide 
completion. Metro 2040 does not include these funding sources as part 
of the fiscal analysis. FAA and FRA grants may be used to fund air and 
rail projects in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area and will be 
constrained based on the funding level of the grant.  
 

State Funding 
 
The State of Minnesota receives 28.6 cents for every gallon of gasoline 
and diesel fuel sold within its borders. Similarly, the State of North 
Dakota receives 23 cents per gallon for both fuel types. This revenue is, 
by formula, split between the State and local governments. This 
funding, in addition to other such revenue (licensing fees, tire taxes, and 
related revenue sources) makes up the bulk of the State share of 
revenue anticipated in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. These 
funds are used to fully fund individual transportation improvements or 
may be used as local match for Federal funds. Additional funds may be 
provided from each State’s general fund at the discretion of the State 
Legislature and Governor. 
 

Local Funding 
 
Local funding comes from various sources of taxing and bonding abilities 
afforded to each jurisdiction. These can include property and sales 
taxes, special tax levies, special assessments for transportation, general 
funds, bonds, or other sources unique to local jurisdictions. These funds 
finance local transportation improvements, as well as providing local 
match for Federal transportation funds. 
 

Funding Assumptions 
 
To develop revenue projections for Metro 2040, Metro COG and its 
planning partners developed various assumptions to project future 
revenue over the life of the Plan. Assumptions made to generate 
estimated federal revenue streams by funding category, as well as 
revenue originating from the states and local jurisdictions are included 
in Appendix 11-1.  
 

Time Bands 
 
The 25 years covered by Metro 2040 is separated into three groups, or 
time bands: Short-Term, Mid-Term, and Long-Term. The Short-Term 
includes years 2015 through 2020. For this time period, revenues were 
largely estimated based on funding that has already been identified in 
the most current approved Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
 
The Mid-Term includes the years 2021 through 2030. For this time 
period, revenues were projected based on the trend shown in the TIP 
funding tables, along with historical data, and input provided by the 
local jurisdictions. 
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Years 2031 through 2040 and its projected revenues were also based on 
the TIP trend, historical data, and input from the local jurisdictions. 
 
Metro COG worked with District 4 throughout the LRTP development. 
Historical data, MnSHIP guidance, and the MnDOT 2014-2017 STIP was 
used to derive financial forecasts for Metro 2040. These time bands 
were chosen in cooperation with both MnDOT and NDDOT early in the 
LRTP process. Metro COG's estimates were very conservative, and in the 
no major projects (beyond O&M) already programmed or in MnSHIP are 
constrained by Metro 2040. 
 

Year of Expenditure 
 
MAP-21 continued the Federal policy first introduced in TEA-21 to 
adjust the cost of projects in future years to account for inflation. Year 
of Expenditure (YOE) dollars represent the anticipated cost of a project 
in the year it will be accomplished based on a 4% annual inflation rate 
to account for material cost increases, which was developed 
cooperatively by the State DOT, MPOs, and transit agencies. 
 

Funding Estimates 
 

Anticipated Revenue 
 
Revenue pays for necessary investments in surface transportation 
facilities, including new construction and ongoing operations and 
maintenance costs. It is also used to finance larger-scale capital 
investment projects. The revenue element is an estimate of how much 
money will be available to spend on new transportation projects in the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area between 2015 and 2040. Table 11-2 
(on the following page) and Figure 11-2 identify the anticipated Federal, 
State and Local revenue by jurisdiction.  
 

F IGURE 11-2:  FORECASTED AVAILABLE TRANSPORTATION 

REVENUE BY METRO 2040  T IME BAND IN YOE  DOLLARS  
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Between 2015 and 2040, Metro COG forecasts that approximately $2.6 
Billion (YOE dollars) in transportation revenue will be available to fund 
Operations and Maintenance, new projects and expanded capacity. 
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TABLE 11-2:  FORECASTED ANTICIPATED FEDERAL,  STATE AND LOCAL REVENUE FOR THE FARGO-MOORHEAD  
METROPOLITAN AREA IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS  

 

Jurisdiction 

 Total Anticipated Revenue (x $1M) 

 Short-Range  Mid-Range  Long-Range 

Grand 
Total 

Federal 

State Local 
Total 

Short-
Range 

Federal 

State Local 
Total 
Mid-

Range 

Federal 

State Local 
Total 
Long-
Range 

Non 
STP-U 

STP-U 
Non 

STP-U 
STP-U 

Non 
STP-U 

STP-U 

Total ND $84.8788 

$32.7755 

$100.6847 $115.8739 $334.2128 $151.2183 

$54.9968 

$213.0693 $256.5904 $675.8748 $173.3101 

$63.8260 

$286.3473 $367.5516 $891.0350 $1,901.1226 

NDDOT $51.2437 $12.1494 $0.0000 $63.3931 $85.7273 $25.7107 $0.0000 $111.4380 $99.4901 $34.5530 $0.0000 $134.0430 $308.8741 

Cass Co. $9.8006 $45.1782 $28.2140 $83.1928 $18.4115 $95.6062 $64.6188 $178.6364 $21.3673 $128.4867 $95.6516 $245.5056 $507.3348 

Fargo $2.7189 $31.9798 $63.9817 $98.6804 $5.1077 $67.6758 $146.5377 $219.3212 $5.9277 $90.9506 $216.9117 $313.7900 $631.7916 

West Fargo $1.5428 $7.1728 $5.5807 $14.2963 $2.8983 $15.1791 $12.7816 $30.8590 $3.3636 $20.3995 $18.9198 $42.6829 $87.8383 

Fargo Transit $19.5728 $4.2045 $18.0974 $41.8747 $39.0735 $8.8975 $32.6523 $80.6233 $43.1615 $11.9575 $36.0684 $91.1874 $213.6855 

Total Mn $29.7174 

$3.8254 

$53.7913 $81.1237 $168.4578 $58.0739 

$7.1864 

$102.8554 $183.7201 $351.8358 $63.4308 

$8.3401 

$126.4024 $263.1211 $461.2944 $981.5880 

MnDOT $21.7965 $19.3211 $0.0000 
$41.1176 

$42.7798 $34.9232 $0.0000 $77.7030 $52.4728 $42.4436 $0.0000 $94.9164 $213.7370 

Clay Co. $1.8400 $16.7559 $16.9008 
$35.4967 

$3.4566 $31.4777 $38.7081 $73.6423 $4.0115 $36.5311 $57.2974 $97.8401 $206.9791 

Moorhead $0.6070 $11.3262 $50.2348 
$62.1680 

$1.1403 $23.9685 $115.0531 $140.1619 $1.3234 $32.2117 $170.3066 $203.8417 $406.1716 

Dilworth $0.1265 $0.0000 $0.1863 
$0.3127 

$0.2376 $0.0000 $0.4266 $0.6641 $0.2756 $0.0000 $0.6314 $0.9070 $1.8839 

 Moorhead Transit $5.3475 $6.3880 $13.8019 
$25.5373 

$10.4596 $12.4860 $29.5324 $52.4780 $5.3475 $15.2160 $34.8856 $55.4491 $133.4644 

Grand Total $114.5962 $36.6009 $154.4759 $196.9976 $502.6706 $209.2922 $62.1832 $315.9247 $440.3105 $1,027.7106 $236.7409 $72.1662 $412.7497 $630.6727 $1,352.3294 $2,882.7106 

Source: Metro COG (2013) 
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In order to allow comparison between the time bands, Figure 11-3 
provides the breakdown in funding per year for each time band. 
Anticipated revenue per year over the course of the Plan is primarily 
due to inflation and not due to any new anticipated grants or programs.  
 

F IGURE 11-3:  FORECASTED AVAILABLE TRANSPORTATION 

REVENUE AVERAGE DOLLARS PER YEAR  
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Figure 11-4 shows the breakdown between anticipated Federal, State, 
and Local revenue for the entire time horizon of the Plan (2015-2040). 
Revenue forecasts in Metro 2040 show an increasing emphasis on local 
funding for transportation improvements in the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area.  
 

F IGURE 11-4:  FORECASTED AVAILABLE TRANSPORTATION 

REVENUE BY SOURCE 2015-2040 
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Federal Revenue 
 
Federal funding represents 21% of the anticipated revenue for 
transportation projects in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. It is 
divided between 12 major categories. Most Federal funding attributable 
to the area comes from the STP. Anticipated funding from the NHS and 
IM programs also provide needed revenue for improvements, as shown 
in Figure 11-5 on the following page. 
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F IGURE 11-5:  PROJECTED ANTICIPATED FEDERAL H IGHWAY 

FUNDING SOURCE BY T IME BAND  
 

 
Source: Metro COG (2013) 
 
 
Projected anticipated revenue for transit is either Capital or Operating. 
There are specific Federal funding categories for each. Figure 11-6 
identified projected anticipated Section 5307, 5310 and 5339 Federal 
funds. 
 

F IGURE 11-6:  FORECASTED ANTICIPATED FEDERAL TRANSIT 

FUNDS BY T IME BAND  
 

 
Source: Metro COG (2013)  
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MAP-21 is the Federal funding source for all Federal transportation 
funds attributable to the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area, as well as 
the United States as a whole. MAP -21 expires September 31, 2014, but 
it is assumed that Federal transportation funds will be made available 
by extending MAP-21, by reauthorization or continuing Congressional 
resolution, until a new Transportation Bill can be established. Any major 
changes in the availability and quantity of Federal transportation dollars 
will be incorporated into the long-range transportation planning efforts 
as directed by FHWA and FTA. 
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Transportation Management Area 
 
Federal legislation requires that urbanized areas with populations over 
200,000 be designated as a Transportation Management Area (TMA). 
An area designated as a TMA incurs additional Federal requirements, 
but also enjoys certain benefits as well. One benefit is that a TMA 
receives a direct sub-allocation of Federal STP funds. The STP sub-
allocation (STP-TMA) is based on the population within the urbanized 
area boundary. These funds may be obligated for projects outside the 
defined urban area boundary, but within the MPO Metropolitan 
Planning Area (MPA).  
 
Although the Metro COG area is not designated as a TMA, it will most 
likely achieve the population threshold to become one within the time 
horizon of this Plan. The influx of a dedicated Federal funding source 
may impact the fiscal constraint aspect of Metro 2040. While STP-Urban 
funds will be withdrawn, STP from the direct sub-allocation (STP-TMA) 
will become available. Depending on the amount of STP-TMA received, 
projects currently programmed on the fiscally-constrained list may need 
to be moved to the Illustrative list of projects or projects on the 
Illustrative list may become eligible for funding. New projects, if 
additional STP-TMA funding becomes available, may be introduced to 
take advantage of the additional geographic coverage allowed for with 
these funds. 
 
Metro 2040 will be updated on a 5-year cycle. The issue of becoming a 
TMA, and the funding repercussions related to that designation, will be 
considered in the next update. 
 

Expenditures 
 
Before new projects can be programmed, the expenditures to maintain 
the existing system and committed projects need to be assessed. O&M, 
costs attributable to the 2015, 2016, and 2017 elements of the 2015 TIP 
and Major Rehabilitation and Preservation (R&P) expenditures must 
first be calculated and subtracted from the forecasted anticipated 
revenue. This total is what we can reasonably expect to be available for 
new projects in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. Information on 
these expenditures is included in Chapter 9. Table 11-4 on the following 
page provides a summary of these expenditures and projected 
anticipated transit expenditures are identified in Table 11-5 on page 11-
12. Similar to revenue, expenditures are inflated to the year of 
expenditure to provide a more realistic cost estimate and are expressed 
in YOE dollars. 
 

Potential Funding Sources 
 
One of the mandates of 23 CFR 450.322(f) is to identify potential 
funding sources or funding strategies that may be used to fund 
transportation projects in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. Such 
funds may be used to advance projects from the Illustrative list to the 
eligible for funding list. The opportunity to use new financing strategies 
can work effectively in some locations and not in others. Ultimately, the 
local community must determine and develop the transportation assets 
that they are willing to support. 
 
A number of funding and financing strategies are listed in Table 11-3 to 
provide the communities within the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area 
with a range of tools to consider as they plan for their future 
transportation needs. An outline of each financing strategy is included 
in Appendix 11-2. 
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TABLE 11-3:  POTENTIAL F INANCIAL STRATEGIES 

OPPORTUNITIES  
 

Potential Financial Strategies 

Bond Issues Impact Fees/Assessments 

Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Design/Build Strategies 

Special Districts 

State Infrastructure Banks (SIBs) 
 
Transportation Investment Generating 
Economic Recover Discretionary Grant 

Tolls Public-Private Partnerships 

Shadow Tolling 
Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle 
(GARVEE) Bonds 

Toll Credits 
Transportation Infrastructure Finance 
and Innovation Act (TIFIA) 

Source: Metro COG 

 
 
In many cases, it may be necessary to package several of these tools to 
generate the necessary resources to support critical transportation 
projects. The regulations and policies governing many of these 
programs are subject to change, and care should be taken to review the 
current transportation requirements of both the funding agencies, as 
well as specific programs. The list contained in Table 11-4 on the 
following page is not a definitive list as other potential funding sources 
exist, but offers a sampling of those that are available. None of the 
identified strategies are specifically endorsed for implementation as 
part of Metro 2040. They are provided as a “toolbox” of ideas to be 
explored further by the region. 
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TABLE 11-4:  PROJECTED ANTICIPATED FEDERAL,  STATE AND LOCAL STREET AND H IGHWAY EXPENDITURES IN YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE DOLLARS  
 

Jurisdiction 

Total Anticipated Highway Expenditures (x $1M) 

Short-Range Mid-Range Long-Range 

O&M TIP R&P Tot-Short O&M TIP R&P Tot-Mid O&M TIP R&P Tot-Long 

Total North Dakota $88.9248 $151.4996 $15.7660 $256.1904 $213.2780 $0.0000 $26.9027 $240.1807 $329.4672 $0.0000 $39.8628 $369.3300 

NDDOT $14.4030 $49.0559 $0.0000 $63.4589 $32.9849 $0.0000 $1.8678 $34.8527 $48.8253 $0.0000 $0.0000 $48.8253 

Cass County $12.5884 $71.5457 $0.0000 $84.1342 $29.1943 $0.0000 $0.0000 $29.1943 $43.2124 $0.0000 $0.0000 $43.2124 

Fargo $48.8533 $16.4760 $15.7660 $81.0953 $119.0403 $0.0000 $21.3366 $140.3770 $186.8425 $0.0000 $35.1000 $221.9425 

West Fargo $13.0801 $14.4220 $0.0000 $27.5021 $32.0585 $0.0000 $3.6982 $35.7567 $50.5869 $0.0000 $4.7628 $55.3497 

Fargo Transit $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Total Minnesota $68.3769 $43.7140 $6.3940 $118.4849 $164.3627 $0.0000 $25.1913 $189.5540 $250.0090 $0.0000 $27.1973 $277.2063 

MnDOT $21.7508 $19.6110 $0.0000 $41.3618 $49.8025 $0.0000 $11.0431 $60.8456 $72.5024 $0.0000 $8.4982 $81.0006 

Clay County $29.9571 $3.7250 $0.0000 $33.6821 $71.0772 $0.0000 $0.0000 $71.0772 $105.2073 $0.0000 $0.0000 $105.2073 

Moorhead $13.3010 $14.8150 $4.4080 $32.5240 $33.4108 $0.0000 $14.1482 $47.5589 $53.8974 $0.0000 $18.6991 $72.5965 

Dilworth $3.3681 $5.5630 $1.9860 $10.9171 $10.0723 $0.0000 $0.0000 $10.0723 $18.4020 $0.0000 $0.0000 $18.4020 

Moorhead Transit $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Grant Total $157.3017 $195.2136 $22.1600 $374.6753 $377.6407 $0.0000 $52.0940 $429.7347 $579.4762 $0.0000 $67.0601 $646.5363 

Source: Metro COG (2013) 
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TABLE 11-5:  PROJECTED ANTICIPATED FEDERAL,  STATE AND LOCAL TRANSIT EXPENDITURES IN  
YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS  

 

Jurisdiction 

Total Anticipated Transit Expenditures (x$1M) 

Short-Range Mid-Range Long-Range 

Operating Capital Total Operating Capital Total Operating Capital Total 

Total North Dakota $36.2184 $9.0380 $45.2564 $66.4108 $14.9126 $81.3235 $73.3589 $16.4728 $89.8317 

NDDOT $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Cass County $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Fargo $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

West Fargo $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Fargo Transit $36.2184 $9.0380 $45.2564 $66.4108 $14.9126 $81.3235 $73.3589 $16.4728 $89.8317 

Total Minnesota 17.2039 6.9604 24.1643 37.0069 7.7379 44.7448 49.5129 13.4246 62.9374 

MnDOT $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Clay County $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Moorhead $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Dilworth $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Moorhead Transit $17.2039 $6.9604 $24.1643 $37.0069 $7.7379 $44.7448 $49.5129 $13.4246 $62.9374 

Grand Total $53.4223 $15.9984 $69.4207 $103.4177 $22.6505 $126.0683 $122.8718 $29.8974 $152.7691 

Source: Metro COG (2013) 
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Federal Funding Available for New Projects 
 
Federal-aid, non-locally funded projects must be fiscally constrained. In 
short, Metro COG cannot program federal-aid projects whose total cost 
is more than the anticipated revenue that can reasonably be expected 
for such projects. Each time band must be constrained. Table 11-6 
identifies those Federal funding sources that will be constrained, as well 
as the amount of funding available for new projects over the life of 
Metro 2040. All funds are in YOE dollars. 
 

TABLE 11-6:  CONSTRAINED FEDERAL FUNDING FOR NEW 

PROJECTS IN METRO 2040 
 

Source: Metro COG 

 

Surface Transportation Funds attributable to the urban area (STP/U) 
funds are available to fund transportation projects in the urban area of 
the Metro COG MPA. A reasonable assumption of the amount of STP/U 
funds that will be available is based on the average amount of STP/U 
funding received in the region over the last five years. Each State DOT 
provides STP/U to its portion of the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 
 
Projects programmed with Surface Transportation Program Regional 
Funds (STP/R) and Interstate Maintenance (IM) Funds are constrained 
by time band as well. The amount of funds available in this category 
equal the total IM funds available to the region minus the O&M costs 
associated with the Concrete Pavement Repair identified in the O&M 
section. 
 
Available funding for projects in the Minnesota portion of the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area are based on federal funds from federal 
funds identified under the NHPP Non-Interstate (NHPP-NI) and Project 
Support (PS) categories, as well as funding from the State Regional & 
Community Improvement Priority (RCIP) and State Funds-Other (SFO) 
programs. The combined funds from these sources are the basis for 
fiscal constraint for MnDOT projects in the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area.  
 
It should be noted that funds identified in the short-term band are for 
2018-2020 only. Projects identified as existing and committed are 
constrained based on funds identified for those projects in the 2015-
2018 TIP.  
  

Funding Type 
Short-Term 
(2018-2020) 

Mid-Term 
(2021-2030) 

Long-Term 
(2031-2040) 

Total 

NDDOT Regional 
Funds (STP/R) 

$9,082,175 $33,378,195 $38,736,758 $81,197,128 

NDDOT Projects 
(IM) 

$5,680,900 $15,778,814 $10,064,856 $31,524,570 

North Dakota Local 
Projects (STP/U) 

$14,964,580 $54,996,812 $63,826,046 $133,787,439 

MnDOT Projects 
(NHPP-NI, RCIP, 
SFO, PS) 

$7,456,258 $22,806,564 $23,496,585 $53,759,407 

Minnesota Local 
Projects (STP/U) 

$1,955,415 $7,186,409 $8,340,120 $17,481,944 



CHAPTER 11 – FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 
 
 

14 

 
11-14 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

Local Funding Available for New Projects 
 
In addition to Federal funds, there are local resources that can be used 
for the local match for projects receiving Federal funds or local projects. 
Funding available for new projects is based on total revenues expected 
minus operation and maintenance costs minus those costs for projects 
committed in the 2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program.  
 
Table 11-7 provides information on local funds available to meet 
identified transportation needs in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area. Funds available are generated by subtracting O&M costs from 
anticipated local revenue. Funds needed as local match for Federal 
transportation funds are also subtracted. Although the City of Fargo 
shows a running deficit, it is assumed that the City will either increase 
the revenue with new assessments, sales taxes, or other revenue-
generating mechanisms identified earlier. 
 
  
 

TABLE 11-7:  LOCAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR FUTURE 

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS  
 

Time Band 
City of Fargo  

Anticipated 
Local Revenue 

Federal Fund 
Match 

O&M  
Funds 

Available  

Short-Term $77.3066 $2.9035 $48.8533 $25.5498 

Mid-Term $174.7360 $6.5243 $119.0403 $49.1714 

Long-Term $254.8078 $5.0112 $186.8425 $62.9541 

     

Time Band 
City of West Fargo  

Anticipated 
Local Revenue 

Federal Fund 
Match 

O&M  
Funds 

Available  

Short-Term $12.7535 $1.7371 $13.3010 -$2.2846 

Mid-Term $27.9607 $3.8500 $32.0585 -$7.9478 

Long-Term $39.3193 $2.4436 $50.5869 -$13.7112 

     

Time Band 
City of Moorhead  

Anticipated 
Local Revenue 

Federal Fund 
Match 

O&M  
Funds 

Available  

Short-Term $61.5609 $1.0125 $13.3010 $47.2475 

Mid-Term $139.0216 $3.6270 $33.4108 $101.9838 

Long-Term $202.5183 $1.8691 $53.8974 $146.7519 

Source: Metro COG 
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Chapter 12: Fiscal Constraint Plan 
Overview 
 
The following chapter brings together the Operations and Maintenance, 
Rehabilitation and Committed Project lists presented in Chapter 9, 
Transportation Vision Plan from Chapter 10, with the realities of the 
limited transportation funding presented in Chapter 11, to develop the 
Metro 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan Fiscally Constrained Plan. 
 
Although this Fiscal Constrained Plan is constrained to available revenue 
and year of expenditure costs, this Fiscal Constrained Plan has flexibility 
in that projects are prioritized and grouped by banding short-, mid-, and 
long-term horizon years, and Metro COG has the opportunity to 
reprioritize the project list within the band. 
 
This Chapter begins with a summary of the Fiscally Constrained Plan 
process, a prioritization of roadway projects, the allocation of available 
funds, and then a summary of what projects are included in the Fiscally 
Constrained Plan. 

 

Fiscally Constrained Plan Process 
 
The process for developing the Fiscally Constrained Plan is presented 
graphically in Figure 12-1. The process begins with identifying total 
projected revenues as presented in Chapter 10. Before any of these 
revenues can be used for new projects, Operations and Maintenance 
Costs, Major Rehabilitation and Preservation Costs, and previously 
committed projects as defined by the Metro COG Transportation 

Improvement Plan (TIP) must 
be subtracted from the 
forecast revenues. These 
committed programs and 
projects are presented in 
Chapter 9. 
 

F IGURE 12-1:  F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN PROCESS  

 
 
The fiscal constrained process includes inflation factors and the 
development of a year of expenditure revenue and cost estimates. The 
Fiscal Constrained Plan forecast revenues and expenses are banded by 
year. For the short-term the band is between 2015 and 2020, the mid-
term is between 2021-2020, and the long-term band is between 2031-
2040.   

CHAPTER CONTENTS  

 Overview 

 Fiscally Constrained Plan Process 

 Prioritization of Projects 

 Fiscal Constrained Roadway Plan 
Assumptions and Principals 

 Fiscal Constrained Roadway Plan 
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The formula federal and state funds that could be used for new capital 
projects are presented in Chapter 11 and in Table 12-1 below. Funds for 
capital projects are defined for NDDOT, MnDOT, and North Dakota and 
Minnesota local jurisdictions based on funding sources. Funds available 
for new capital projects for local projects are based STP-U forecasts. It 
should be noted that these funds can also be used for rehabilitation 
projects. They also require a local 20% match.  
 
Table 12-1 also presents these funds based on short-, mid-, and long-
term bands in year of expenditure dollars.  
 

TABLE 12-1:  REMAINING FUNDS FOR NEW  
CAPITAL PROJECTS  

 

Source: Metro COG 

 
 

Prioritization of Projects 
 
To determine which projects would be selected given limited funds and 
in what time period the project would be proposed, all projects were 
prioritized. This process took three steps, project evaluation, public 
input and agency/Study Review Committee review. 
 

Project Evaluation 
 
Each of the proposed projects presented in the Transportation Roadway 
Vision Plan were evaluated based on the Metro 2040 project goals and 
evaluation criteria presented in Chapter 8. Each criterion was 
transparent and based on measureable comparisons, such as level of 
service, cost effectiveness, delay saved, environmental impacts, etc. A 
composite score was calculated for each project based on the goal score 
times the goal weight which was developed as part of the public 
involvement process. 
 
Presented in Appendix 12-1, is the resulting prioritized list of projects, 
the project’s individual performance score for each goal, and the 
project’s cumulative total based on the public’s weighting of each goal.  
 

Public Involvement 
 
The second step of the process was seeking public input through the 
second round of public meetings. At these meetings, the technical 
information was presented and in a Round Table format (see Chapter 7) 
participants were asked if they agreed with the high, medium, and low 
prioritization for each project. In general, there was strong support for 
the overall prioritization of projects; however, there were some projects 
that were suggested to move up in the process and conversely some 
down. 
 

Funding Type 
Short-Term 
(2018-2020) 

Mid-Term 
(2021-2030) 

Long-Term 
(2031-2040) 

Total 

NDDOT Regional 
Funds (STP/R) 

$9,082,175 $33,378,195 $38,736,758 $81,197,128 

NDDOT Projects 
(IM) 

$5,680,900 $15,778,814 $10,064,856 $31,524,570 

North Dakota Local 
Projects (STP/U) 

$14,964,580 $54,996,812 $63,826,046 $133,787,439 

MnDOT Projects 
(NHPP-NI, RCIP, 
SFO, PS) 

$7,456,258 $22,806,564 $23,496,585 $53,759,407 

Minnesota Local 
Projects (STP/U) 

$1,955,415 $7,186,409 $8,340,120 $17,481,944 
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Agency and Study Review Committee 
 
A series of meetings were held with each of the various agencies to 
discuss their projects and project prioritization. These meetings 
provided the opportunity for each jurisdiction to provide input 
regarding the technical analysis and the public input. Through this 
agency review, some projects moved up and others down. There were a 
number of different reasons in support of the prioritization changes. In 
some cases, they were technical reasons, such as Project A must 
precede Project B. In other cases, both Project A and B are needed to 
serve future demand.  
 
Because there are limited Federal STP/U funds, Metro COG used 
existing and historic CIP revenue to project local revenue based on local 
sales tax, state aid to cities/counties, local assessments, and bonding to 
allow for a larger constrained list of purely locally funded transportation 
projects. 
 

Fiscal Constrained Roadway Plan 
Assumptions and Principals 
 
The development of the Fiscal Constrained Plan included various 
assumptions, principles, and input from various agencies. These are 
presented as follows to provide additional understanding of the 
proposed Fiscal Constrained Plan.  
 

Principles for Fiscally Constrained Plan 
 
Metro COG worked closely with local and State partners on the 
development of the Fiscal Constraint element of the Metro 2040 LRTP. 
The Metro 2040 LRTP Fiscal Constrain element was built upon 
cooperative revenue estimates developed through the planning 
process. Further, the Fiscal Constrain element assumes that all O&M 

needs are covered first. Secondly, the Fiscal Constraint element also 
assumes a robust program of major rehabilitation and preservation 
projects throughout the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area.  
 

Considerations for Local Investments in Metro 
2040 
 
The Fiscal Constrain element for Metro 2040 constrains agreed to 
revenue streams for the Surface Transportation Program (STP) for the 
urban and regional roadway system and Interstate Maintenance (IM 
and NHPP) funds for Interstate related improvements. Further, the 
Fiscal Constraint element of Metro 2040 constrains local investments 
(Sales Tax, Assessments, Bonds, etc.) from existing municipal and county 
Capital Improvement Programs (CIPs) over the life the Plan. All locally 
funded improvements shown in the Fiscal Constraint element of Metro 
2040 are constrained by reasonably anticipated local revenues. There is 
a long standing trend locally in funding major transportation investment 
with purely local funds. Metro 2040 uses this assumption for the years 
2015-2040 to constrain several major roadway investments beyond the 
availability of Federal revenues. 
 

Considerations for North Dakota Department of 
Transportation 

 
Metro COG worked cooperatively on Metro 2040 with its local partners 
to ensure that the improvements identified for the two Interstate 
systems are not standalone projects to help facilitate the traffic 
demands in the metropolitan area. 
 
The fiscally constrained improvements to the Interstate system are 
based on additional needs that have been exhausted on the local urban 
and regional system. The local urban and regional roadway system has 
been or is being proposed as being built up within current fiscal 
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constraints to handle future demand outside the Interstate system, but 
even with these improvements, the two Interstate highways will see a 
decline in operational capacity and future expansion of the system may 
be needed. 
 
To respect the long standing cooperative efforts between Metro COG 
and NDDOT, substantial investments are made in the long-term needs 
of the NDDOT Urban system with both STP/U and local funds. Metro 
2040 will make substantial investment in the Urban and Regional 
roadway system to balance future demand between the State and local 
system. An example being the widening of Veterans Boulevard from 
19th to 52nd Avenue; reconstruction and widening of 52nd Avenue 
from Sheyenne Street to 45th Street, including the widening of the 52nd 
Avenue Red River Bridge, reconstruction and widening of Sheyenne 
Street from 13th Avenue to 52nd Avenue; and the buildup of 9 plus 
miles of critical new arterial capacity south of 52nd Avenue.  
 
Metro 2040 takes a constrained and conservative approach to new 
investments on major state routes, such as Interstate 94 and Interstate 
29. A range of critical investments are constrained, however, several 
larger longer terms needs are left as illustrative in Metro 2040. While 
moderate operational improvements to I-94 and I-29 are constrained in 
Metro 2040, a number of large investments are left as Illustrative: 76th 
Avenue Interchange, I-94 Red River Bridge widening, and a number of 
widening’s on both I-94 and I-29.  
  

Considerations for Minnesota Department of 
Transportation 
 
So as to support its cooperative relationship with MnDOT, Metro 2040 
will strictly follow the guidance of the Minnesota Strategic Highway 
Investment Plan (MnSHIP). MnSHIP is MnDOT’s current highway 
investment strategy. In following MnSHIP, no new investments are 
constrained in Metro 2040 for major Trunk Highways or Interstate 94. 

As such, Metro 2040 is unable to constrain critical investments on TH 75 
south of 46th Avenue. This lack of investment will compromise the 
development of a major north-south arterial connection, which works in 
tandem with similar investments made on Sheyenne Street and 52nd 
Avenue to build out an internal perimeter arterial system for moving 
traffic around the metropolitan area. Metro 2040 is not able to 
constrain any investment in a future grade separation in downtown 
Moorhead, which would be built to support operations on both TH 10 
and TH 75. The reconstruction of the 20th Street Interchange in 
Moorhead to meet projected regional growth and mobility trends, will 
also remain unconstrained in Metro 2040. Similar to NDDOT, MnDOT’s 
share of the replacement and potential widening for the I-94 Red River 
Bridge is also left Illustrative.  
 
Metro 2040 will be used to work with MnDOT when they initiate their 
next MnSHIP update to demonstrate quantitative local needs on the 
State TH system.  
 

Fiscal Constrained Roadway Plan 
 
The Fiscal Constrained Roadway Plan is presented in Table 12-2 starting 
on page 12-6. This Fiscal Constrained Plan is comprehensive and 
includes both projects that would be partially funded through federal 
and state revenue forecasts, as well as projects that would be funded 
through local funds. The following describes the table. 
 

Jurisdictions 
 
There are five project categories based on jurisdictions. There are two 
project categories for the North Dakota Department of Transportation. 
These include NDDOT Regional projects that are eligible for STP/R funds 
and NDDOT Projects that would be eligible for Interstate Maintenance 
dollars. The third category is for Minnesota Department of 
Transportation projects. The fourth and fifth jurisdictional categories 
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are for local North Dakota jurisdictions including Fargo and West Fargo, 
and for local Minnesota jurisdictions, the City of Moorhead. 
 

Transportation Improvement Program Projects  

 
The project priorities list for each jurisdiction begins with those projects 
that are currently included in the Metro COG Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). These projects have committed funding, 
and are scheduled for improvement by 2018. Because these projects 
have committed funding, these funds were not included in the funding 
forecasts presented in Table 12-1. 
 

Preservation and Rehabilitation (PR)  

 
As part of the LRTP analysis process, projects that were forecasted to 
require preservation and rehabilitation improvements through 2040 
were identified. The costs for these projects were previously accounted 
for as part of the Preservation and Rehabilitation analysis (Chapter 9) 
and do not require funding identified in Table 12-1.  

 

Fiscal Constrained Roadway Capital Projects  
 
The prioritized projects that can be funded with available forecast 
revenues are presented in Table 12-2. For each project, the current 
capital costs, Year of Expenditure (YOE) capital costs, the 20% local 
funding, and the 80% of the project cost eligible for Federal and State 
funding are presented. The YOE capital costs by time band was based on 
a very conservative 4% per year. As presented in the table, the forecast 
YOE costs are subtracted from the remaining revenues. The Plan is 
fiscally constrained when the available revenues are depleted. 
 

Locally Funded Projects 
 
Based on input from the local jurisdictions of Fargo, West Fargo and 
Moorhead, local available revenues will be used for improving some 
facilities without federal or state funding. In conducting a future 2040 
level of service assessment with the proposed fiscal constrained 
projects, these local projects were included in the Plan. As presented in 
the table, the current costs and the future year of expenditure costs are 
presented. For these costs, all were assumed to be local. 

 

Illustrative Projects 
 
Remaining projects that do not have available funding are defined as 
Illustrative projects, which are part of the Needs Based Vision Plan. In 
most situations, they were lower priority projects. There are some 
higher priority projects that were identified as Illustrative because these 
projects have a very high cost that exceeds available funding.  
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TABLE 12-2:  F ISCAL CONSTRAINED ROADWAY PROJECTS  
 

NDDOT Regional (STP/R) 

Project 
ID 

Project 
Name 

Project Description From To Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current 
Year 

Total Cost 
($) 

Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining Funds 

Short-Term (2015-2020) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
TIP - 

STP/R 
ND-18 

PCC pavement & 
Aggregate Base 

in Casselton NDDOT $354,000 

Transportation Improvement Program  

TIP - 
STP/R 

Main 
Avenue 

Reconstruct 
University 

Drive 
Red River 

Bridge 
NDDOT $9,651,000 

TIP - 
STP/R 

ND-18 
PCC pavement & 
Aggregate Base 

Langer Ave  
(Casselton) 

 4th Ave 
(Casselton) 

NDDOT $1,996,000 

TIP - 
STP/R 

Main 
Avenue 

Reconstruct 
Morrison 

Street 
I-94 NDDOT $15,000,000 

Mid-Term (2021-2030) Mid-Term Revenues - YOE $33,378,000  
PR Main Ave Major Rehabilitation University Dr 25th St NDDOT $4,060,000 $6,544,720 $1,308,944 $5,235,776 $28,142,224 

PR 10th St Major Rehabilitation 1st Ave 12th Ave NDDOT $1,796,000 $2,895,152 $579,030 $2,316,122 $25,826,102 

PR 
19th Ave 

North 
Major Rehabilitation Dakota Dr 

I-29 East 
Ramps 

NDDOT $2,480,000 $3,997,760 $799,552 $3,198,208 $22,627,894 

49 
S University 

Dr 
Widen 4 to 6 lanes 13th Ave S 18th Ave S Fargo $6,000,000 $9,672,000 $1,934,400 $7,737,600 $14,890,294 

Long-Term (2031-2040) Long-Term Revenues - YOE $38,736,800 

50 
S University 

Dr 
Widen 2 to 3 lanes 1st Ave S 5th Ave S NDDOT $750,000 $1,788,000 $357,600 $1,430,400 $37,306,400 

51 10th St N Widen 2 to 3 lanes 4th Ave N 7th Ave N NDDOT $475,000 $1,132,400 $226,480 $905,920 $36,400,480 

52 10th St S Widen 2 to 3 lanes 1st Ave S 5th Ave S NDDOT $710,000 $1,692,640 $338,528 $1,354,112 $35,046,368 

1 3 4 5 6 8 10         
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NDDOT Projects (Interstate Maintenance) 

Project 
ID 

Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction 
Total Cost ($) 
Current Year 

Total Cost ($) 
Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining 

Funds 

Short-Term (2015-2020) Short-Term Revenues - YOE $5,680,000  
TIP - NBP I-29 Deck Overlay One mile south of I-94 NDDOT $774,000 

Transportation Improvement Program  

TIP - IM I-29 (SB) 
Concrete Pavement 

Repair 
Wild Rice River 

Main 
Avenue 

NDDOT $4,052,000 

TIP - IM I-29 (NB) 
Concrete Pavement 

Repair 
Wild Rice River 

Main 
Avenue 

NDDOT $1,558,000 

TIP - IM I-29 (SB) PCC pavement  Argusville Hunter NDDOT $21,798,000 

TIP - IM I-29 (NB) 
Concrete pavement 

repair 
Christine 

Wild Rice 
River 

NDDOT $1,512,000 

TIP - IM I-29 (SB) 
Concrete pavement 

repair 
Christine 

Wild Rice 
River 

NDDOT $7,696,000 

TIP - IM 
University 

Drive 
Reconstruct, included 

interstate ramps 
18th Ave 

South 
I-94 south 

ramp 
NDDOT $2,676,636 

TIP - IM I-94 (EB) Drainage Improvements 
0.5 miles east 

of I-29 
East of Red 

River 
NDDOT $253,000 

TIP - HBP I-94 Structural Painting I-94 Red River Bridges  NDDOT $52,000 

1 
I-94 

Sheyenne St 
Interchange 

Widen underpass from 2 
to 4 lanes + Interchange 

Modification 
- - 

Fargo/ 
NDDOT 

$10,000,000 $12,407,985 $2,481,597  $9,926,388  ($4,246,388) 

Mid-Term (2021-2030) Mid-Term Revenues - YOE $15,779,000  

7 
I-29 to I-94 

Ramp 

I-29 SB to I-94 EB Flyover 
and Ramp Widening 

from 1 to 2 lanes 

I-29 SB Off-
Ramp to I-94 

EB 

I-94 EB 
Merge with 
I-29 NB Off-

Ramp 

NDDOT $5,000,000 $8,060,000 $1,612,000 $6,448,000 $5,084,612  

8 
I-94 

Eastbound 

Interstate Widening 
from 3 to 4 lanes 
(Auxiliary Lanes) 

I-29 SB & I-29 
NB Off-Ramp 

Merge 

I-94 EB Off-
Ramp to 

25th St SB 
NDDOT $1,800,000 $2,901,600 $580,320 $2,321,280 $2,763,332  

11a 
I-94 

Eastbound 

Interstate Widening 
from 3 to 4 lanes 
(Auxiliary Lanes) 

25th St S On-
Ramp 

S University 
Dr Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $1,240,000 $1,998,880 $399,776 $1,599,104 $1,164,228  

2 

I-94 Veterans 
Blvd 

Interchange 
(Phase I) 

Add 2nd NB left to WB 
On-Ramp & Widen WB 

On-Ramp to 2 lanes 
- - 

West Fargo/ 
Fargo/ 
NDDOT 

$750,000 $1,209,000 $241,800 $967,200 $197,028  
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NDDOT Projects (Interstate Maintenance) 

Project 
ID 

Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction 
Total Cost ($) 
Current Year 

Total Cost ($) 
Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining 

Funds 

Long-Term (2031-2040) Long-Term Revenues - YOE $10,060,000  

11b I-94 Eastbound 
Widening 25th Street 

Interchange Underpass 
from 3 to 4 lanes 

25th St S  
Off-Ramp 

25th St. to  
I-94 EB  

On-Ramp 
NDDOT $300,000 $715,200 $143,040 $572,160 $9,684,867.67 

16 
I-29 

Northbound 

Interstate Widening 
from 3 to 4 lanes 
(Auxiliary Lanes) 

32nd Ave S  
On-Ramp 

I-94  
Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $580,000 $1,382,720 $276,544 $1,106,176 $8,578,691.67 

9 
I-94 

Westbound 

Interstate Widening 
from 3 to 4 lanes 
(Auxiliary Lanes) 

25th St S  
On-Ramp 

I-29 NB  
On-Ramp 

NDDOT $1,260,000 $3,003,840 $600,768 $2,403,072 $6,175,620  

12 
I-94 

Westbound 

Interstate Widening 
from 3 to 4 lanes 
(Auxiliary Lanes) 

S University Dr 
On-Ramp 

25th St S 
On-Ramp 

NDDOT $1,920,000 $4,577,280 $915,456 $3,661,824 $2,513,796  

6 
I-94 

Westbound 
Widening Underpass 

from 2 to 3 lanes 

I-94 WB to I-29 
SB Loop Off 

Ramp 

I-29 SB to  
I-94 WB  

On-Ramp 
Merge 

NDDOT $740,000 $1,764,160 $352,832 $1,411,328 $1,102,468  

Illustrative         

21 
I-29 / 76th Ave 
S Interchange 

New Interchange - - 
Fargo / 
NDDOT 

$25,000,000 

Illustrative Projects 
Projects identified as needed to mitigate congestion between 

2031 and 2040 without available revenues. 

15 
I-94 Red River 

Bridge (1/2 ND) 
Bridge Widening from 

6 to 8 lanes 
- - NDDOT $10,000,000 

14 
I-94 

Westbound 
(1/2 ND) 

Interstate Widening 
from 3 to 4 lanes 

State Line 
S University 
Dr Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $940,000 

13 
I-94 Eastbound 

(1/2 ND) 
Interstate Widening 

from 3 to 4 lanes 
S University Dr 

On-Ramp 
State Line NDDOT $960,000 

20 
I-29 

Northbound 

Interstate Widening 
from 2 to 3 lanes 
(Auxiliary Lanes) 

52nd Ave S On-
Ramp 

32nd Ave S 
On-Ramp 

NDDOT $4,600,000 

19 
I-29 

Southbound 

Interstate Widening 
from 2 to 3 lanes 
(Auxiliary Lanes) 

32nd Ave S 
Off-Ramp 

52nd Ave S 
Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $3,460,000 

4 
I-94 

Westbound 
Interstate Widening 

from 2 to 3 lanes 
45th St S WB 

Off-Ramp 

Veterans 
Blvd WB 

Off-Ramp 
NDDOT $1,980,000 
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12-9 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

NDDOT Projects (Interstate Maintenance) 

Project 
ID 

Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction 
Total Cost ($) 
Current Year 

Total Cost ($) 
Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining 

Funds 

5 I-94 Eastbound 
Interstate Widening 

from 2 to 3 lanes 
I-29 SB Off-

Ramp 

I-29 NB On-
Ramp 

Merge to I-
94 EB 

NDDOT $900,000 

3 

I-94 Veterans 
Blvd 

Interchange 
(Phase II) 

Remove NB left turn 
lanes and replace with 
NB to WB loop ramp 

- - 

West 
Fargo/ 
Fargo/ 
NDDOT 

$7,000,000 
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12-10 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

North Dakota Local Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current 
Year 

Total Cost 
($) 

Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining Funds 

Short-Term (2015-2020) STP-U Short-Term Revenues - YOE $14,965,000  
TIP 

STP/U 
25th Street AC Payback 25th Street S.  Fargo $2,000,000 

Transportation Improvement Program  

TIP 
STP/U 

32nd Ave South Reconstruct 
32nd 
Street 

42nd 
Street 

Fargo $8,236,000 

TIP 
STP/U 

Transit Capital 
Replace 3 fixed-route 
vehicles (1126,1127 & 

1128) 
N/A N/A Fargo Transit $1,860,000 

TIP 
STP/U 

12th Avenue 
North 

Reconstruct CR-19 
45th 

Street 
West Fargo $11,454,000 

TIP 
STP/U 

Various 
Emergency Vehicle 

Preemption  
at 13 locations  

city-wide 
West Fargo $238,000 

TIP 
STP/U 

Sheyenne Street Permanent traffic signals 
at 40th Ave and 32nd 

Ave East 
West Fargo $845,000 

27 Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes 
19th Ave 

W 
32nd 
Ave E 

West Fargo $7,000,000 $8,685,590  $1,737,118  $6,948,472  $8,016,528  

43 
64th Ave S 

Extension and I-29 
Overpass 

New 4 lane arterial and 
bridge 

38th St SW 
36th St 

SW 
Fargo $11,700,000 $14,517,343  $2,903,469  $11,613,874  ($3,597,346) 

41a 38th St Extension New 4 lane arterial 55th Ave S 
64th 
Ave S 

Fargo $4,375,000 $5,428,494  $5,428,494  -   

40a 
45th St S 
Extension 

New 4 lane arterial 52nd Ave S 
64th 
Ave S 

Fargo $3,980,000 $4,938,378  $4,938,378  -   

44 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 33rd St SW 
25th St 

S 
Fargo $3,250,000  $4,032,595  $4,032,595  -   

36a 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 45th St S 
38th St 

SW 
Fargo $5,050,000 $6,266,033  $6,266,033  -   

83 
12th-15th Ave Toll 

Bridge (1/2 ND) 
Remove Toll 

(Minor modifications) 
- - 

Fargo Share 
Only 

$50,000 $62,040  $62,040  -   

PR  1st Ave Major Rehabilitation 
University 

Dr 
2nd St Fargo $2,364,000 $2,933,248  $2,933,248  -   

PR  2nd St North Major Rehabilitation 5th Ave 1st Ave Fargo $888,000 $1,101,829  $1,101,829  -   
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12-11 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

North Dakota Local Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current 
Year 

Total Cost 
($) 

Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining 

Funds 

Mid-Term (2021-2030) STP-U Mid-Term - YOE $54,996,800  

28 Sheyenne St 
Reconstruct and 

Widen 2 to 4 lanes  
32nd Ave 

E 
40th Ave S West Fargo $5,125,000 $8,261,500  $1,652,300  $6,609,200  $44,790,254  

34 52nd Ave S 
Reconstruction + 

Widen 2 to 4 lanes  
Sheyenne 

St 
45th St S 

West Fargo/ 
Fargo/ Cass 

County 
$11,450,000 $18,457,400  $3,691,480  $14,765,920  $30,024,334  

PR 32nd Ave South 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
University 

Dr 
32nd St S Fargo $5,920,000 $9,543,040  $1,908,608  $7,634,432  $22,389,902  

PR 13th Ave South 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
52nd St 

Sheyenne 
Street 

Fargo/West 
Fargo 

$6,000,000 $9,672,000  $1,934,400  $7,737,600  $14,652,302  

80 
52nd Ave South / 
60th Ave S (North 

Dakota) 

Widen 2 to 4 lanes 
and bridge 

State Line 
S University 

Dr 
Fargo Share 

Only 
$7,500,000 $12,090,000  $2,418,000  $9,672,000  $4,980,302  

  Transit Capital          $3,861,897 $6,225,377  $1,245,075  $4,980,302  $0  

29 Veterans Blvd Widen 4 to 6 lanes 19th Ave E 32nd Ave S 
West Fargo/ 

Fargo 
$4,500,000 $7,254,000  $7,254,000  

Local Capital Improvement  
Revenues 

31 Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes  40th Ave E 52nd Ave S West Fargo $5,125,000 $8,261,500  $8,261,500  

26 Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes  
13th Ave 

W 
19th Ave 

North 
West Fargo $3,250,000 $5,239,000  $5,239,000  

41b 38th St Extension New 4 lane arterial 64th Ave S 76th Ave S Fargo $4,375,000 $7,052,500  $7,052,500  

40b 
45th St S 
Extension 

New 4 lane arterial 64th Ave S 76th Ave S Fargo $3,980,000 $6,415,760  $6,415,760  

45 
76th Ave S 
Extension 

New 4 lane arterial 
38th St 

SW 
25th St S Fargo $5,150,000 $8,301,800  $8,301,800  

46 76th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 25th St S 
County Road 

81 
Fargo $4,950,000 $7,979,400  $7,979,400  

39a 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
New 2 lane arterial 

52nd Ave 
S 

64th Ave S Fargo $3,960,000 $6,383,520  $6,383,520  

36b 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 45th St S 
Veterans 

Blvd 
Extension 

Fargo $5,050,000 $8,140,600  $8,140,600  
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North Dakota Local Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project Name 
Project 

Description 
From To Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current 
Year 

Total Cost 
($) 

Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining Funds 

PR 
CBD Urban 

Arterials 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
4th Ave N. to 

NP Ave 
2nd St to 

Roberts St 
Fargo $4,000,000 $6,448,000  $6,448,000  

Local Preservation /  
Rehabilitation Revenues 

PR 
4th Street 

South 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
Main Ave 13th Ave Fargo $1,948,000 $3,140,176  $3,140,176  

PR 7th Ave North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
Elm St University Dr Fargo $1,852,000 $2,985,424  $2,985,424  

PR 
University Dr 

North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
32nd Ave 40th Ave Fargo $1,994,000 $3,214,328  $3,214,328  

PR 19th Ave North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
I-29 West 

Ramps 
45th St Fargo $1,842,000 $2,969,304  $2,969,304  

PR 9th St East 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
Main Ave 12th Ave North West Fargo $1,936,000 $3,120,832  $3,120,832  

PR 1st Ave East 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
Center St 8th St West Fargo $1,620,000 $2,611,440  $2,611,440  

Long-Term (2031-2040) STP-U Long-Term - YOE $63,826,000  

38a 76th Ave S 
New 4 lane 

arterial 
45th St S 38th St SW Fargo $4,925,000 $11,741,200  $2,348,240  $9,392,960  $54,433,040  

33 45th St S 
Widen 6 to 8 

lanes 
I-94 EB On-

Ramp 
23rd Ave S Fargo $660,000 $1,573,440  $314,688  $1,258,752  $53,174,288  

39b 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
New 2 lane 

arterial 
64th Ave S 76th Ave S Fargo $3,960,000 $9,440,640  $1,888,128  $7,552,512  $45,621,776  

38b 76th Ave S 
New 4 lane 

arterial 
45th St S 

Veterans Blvd 
Extension 

Fargo $4,925,000 $11,741,200  $2,348,240  $9,392,960  $36,228,816  

PR 
9th St North 

East 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
Main Ave 13th Ave E  West Fargo $2,000,000 $4,768,000  $953,600  $3,814,400  $32,414,416  

PR Center Street 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
Railroad 
bridge 

12th Ave West Fargo $1,334,000 $3,180,256  $636,051  $2,544,205  $29,870,211  

PR 6th St East 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
13th Ave 10th Ave West Fargo $1,076,000 $2,565,184  $513,037  $2,052,147  $27,818,064  

PR 
1st Ave North 

Bridge 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
- - 

Fargo Share 
Only 

$2,500,000 $5,960,000  $1,192,000  $4,768,000  $23,050,064  

  Transit Capital          $9,668,651 $28,812,580  $5,762,516  $23,050,064  $0  
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12-13 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

North Dakota Local Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project 
Name 

Project Description From To Jurisdiction 
Total Cost ($) 
Current Year 

Total 
Cost 
($) 

Future 
Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining 

Funds 

Illustrative         

32a 
Sheyenne 

St 
Widen 2 to 4 lanes  52nd Ave S 

76th Ave 
S 

Horace/Cass $5,000,000 

Illustrative Projects 
Projects identified as needed to mitigate 

congestion between 2031 and 2040 without 
available revenues. 

32b 
Sheyenne 

St 
Widen 2 to 4 lanes 64th Ave S 

76th Ave 
S 

Horace/Cass $5,000,000 

35 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial County Road 17 
Veterans 

Blvd 
Extension 

Horace $4,800,000 

37 76th Ave S New 4 lane arterial County Road 17 
Veterans 

Blvd 
Extension 

Horace/Fargo $4,950,000 

PR 
Grade 

Separation 
Major Rehabilitation 45th St 

19th Ave 
North 

Fargo $20,000,000 

PR 
NP/Center 
Ave Bridge 

Major Rehabilitation - - Fargo Share Only $10,000,000 

87 
76th/80th 

Avenue 
South 

Construct New 2 Lane Bridge - - Fargo Share Only $11,200,000 

89 

70th 
Avenue  
South 
Fargo 

Construct New 2 Lane Bridge 
(Option to 76th/80th) 

- - Fargo Share Only $10,800,000 
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12-14 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

MnDOT Projects  

Project 
ID 

Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current 
Year 

Total Cost 
($) 

Future Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP-U 

Available/ 
Remaining Funds 

Short-Term (2015-2020)         
TIP - 
HPB 

I-94 Structural Painting 
I-94 Red River Bridges 

9066 & 9067 
MnDOT $357,000 

Transportation Improvement Program  

TIM - 
NHS 

US-10 AC Payback 
North JCT 
of US-10 

 N. Clay Co. 
Line 

MnDOT $2,200,000 

TIP - 
NHS 

US-75/I-94 
Reconstruct 

interchange + auxiliary 
lanes 20th St to US 75 

US-75 and I-94 MnDOT $12,049,000 

TIP - 
NHS 

US-75/I-95 AC Payback US-75 and I-95 MnDOT $4,990,000 

TIP - 
STP 

MN 34 Pavement Rehab JCT TH-9 Dunvilla MnDOT $7,105,100 

Mid-Term (2021-2030) Mid-Term Revenues - YOE $7,456,000  

PR TH 10 Major Rehabilitation Red river 
TH 75 East 
Junction 

MnDOT $2,265,600 $2,811,153  $562,231  $2,248,923  $5,190,400  

PR TH 75 Major Rehabilitation I-94 
TH 10/75 

West 
Junction 

MnDOT $2,152,800 $2,671,191  $534,238  $2,136,953  $3,037,600  

77 SR-75 / 8th St S Widen 2 to 4 lanes 
46th Ave 

S 
60th Ave S MnDOT $6,050,000 

Illustrative Projects 
Projects identified as needed to mitigate congestion between 

2021 and 2030 without available revenues. 

81 
8th St/11th St 
Railroad Grade 

Separated Crossing 

Engineering, 
Environmental, ROW 

8th 
St/11th 

St 
Main Ave 

MnDOT/ 
Moorhead 

$6,305,716 

PR I-94 Major Rehabilitation Red River 
Just East of 

TH336 
MnDOT $5,200,000 

14 
I-94 Westbound  

(1/2 M) 
Interstate Widening 

from 3 to 4 lanes 
8th St S 

On-Ramp 
State Line MnDOT $940,000 

15 
I-94 Red River 
Bridge (1/2 M) 

Bridge Widening from 6 
to 8 lanes 

- - MnDOT $10,000,000 

13 
I-94 Eastbound 

(1/2 M) 
Interstate Widening 

from 3 to 4 lanes 
State Line 

8th St S 
Off-Ramp 

MnDOT $960,000 
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12‐15Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014

MnDOT Projects

Project 
ID  Project Name  Project Description  From  To  Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current 
Year 

Total 
Cost ($) 
Future 
Year 

Local/ 
State 

Federal/State 
STP‐U 

Available/ 
Remaining Funds 

Long‐Term (2031‐2040)

62  I‐94 / 20th St 
Interchange 

Rebuild 20th St. Interchange, 
Reconstruct 20th St. to 4 lanes widen 
I‐94 Eastbound to 3 Lanes to Rest 

Area 

24th 
Ave  30th Ave  Moorhead/

MnDOT  $38,300,000   Illustrative Projects 
Projects identified as needed to mitigate congestion between 

2021 and 2030 without available revenues. 
PR  TH 10  Major Rehabilitation  TH 

336 
Dilworth 
W Limits  MnDOT  $9,500,000 

                                
 

Local Minnesota Projects  

Project 
ID  Project Name  Project 

Description  From  To  Jurisdiction  Total Cost ($)
Current Year 

Total Cost ($)
Future Year  Local/ State  Federal/State 

STP‐U 

Available/ 
Remaining 
Funds 

Short‐Term (2015‐2020) Short‐Term Revenues ‐ YOE $1,955,000  

84  20th St Extension  New 2 lane 
arterial  43rd Ave  50th Ave  Moorhead  $4,080,000  $5,062,458   $1,012,492   $4,049,966   ($2,094,966) 

83  12th‐15th Ave Toll 
Bridge (1/2 MN) 

Remove Toll 
(Minor 

modifications) 
‐  ‐  Moorhead 

Share Only  $50,000  $62,040   $62,040  

Local Capital Improvement 
Revenues 

93  40th Street S  New local 
roadway  24th Avenue S  28th Avenue 

S  Moorhead  $985,352  $1,222,623   $1,222,623  

91  8th Avenue N  New collector 
roadway  28th Street N  34th Street N  Moorhead  $993,454  $1,232,676   $1,232,676  

81A  8th St/11th St RR 
Grade Crossing 

Preliminary 
Engineering  8th St/ 11th St  Main Ave  Moorhead  $2,000,000  $2,481,600  $2,481,600 

81B 
8th St/11th St 
Railroad Grade 

Separated Crossing 

Railroad 
underpass  8th St/11th St  Main Ave  MnDOT/ 

Moorhead  $40,000,000 
 Illustrative Projects 

Projects identified as needed to mitigate congestion between 
2015 and 2020 without available revenues. PR  7th St E  Reconstruction  TH 10  15th Ave N  Dilworth  $2,000,000 

97  8th Ave N  New collector 
roadway  CSAH 9  1300' E of 

34th Street  Dilworth  $530,542 

   



CHAPTER 12 – FISCAL CONSTRAINED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
 

16 

 
12-16 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

Local Minnesota Projects  

Project 
ID 

Project Name 
Project 

Description 
From To Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current Year 

Total Cost ($) 
Future Year 

Local/ State Federal/State STP-U 
Available/ 

Remaining Funds 

Mid-Term (2021-2030) Mid-Term Revenues - YOE $7,186,400  

80 

52nd Ave 
South / 60th 

Ave S 
(Minnesota) 

Widen 2 to 4 
lanes and 

bridge 
8th St S State Line 

Clay County  
Share Only 

$11,250,000 $18,135,000  $3,627,000  $14,508,000  ($5,366,600) 

82 

21st St 
Railroad Grade 

Separated 
Crossing 

Railroad 
underpass 

21st St Main Ave Moorhead $30,000,000 
Illustrative Project 

Project identified as needed between 2021 and 2030 without available 
revenues. 

PR Center Ave 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
4th St 8th St Moorhead $1,256,000 $2,024,672  $2,024,672  

Local Revenues 

92 4th Avenue S 
New collector 

roadway 
34th Street S 40th Street S Moorhead $1,050,950 $1,694,131  $1,694,131  

102 40th Street S 
Existing Gravel 

to Paved 
4th Avenue S 

12th Avenue 
S 

Moorhead $940,714 $1,516,431  $1,516,431  

94 46th Street S 
New collector 

roadway 
12th Avenue 

S 
28th Avenue 

S 
Moorhead $2,000,350 $3,224,564  $3,224,564  

95 28th Street S 
Existing Gravel 

to Paved 
current 
ending 

50th Avenue 
S 

Moorhead $1,133,262 $1,826,818  $1,826,818  

99 CSAH 16 
Existing Gravel 

to Paved 
40th Street S 50th Street S 

Clay County  
Share Only 

$2,014,636 $3,247,593  $3,247,593  

100 50th Street S 
Existing Gravel 

to Paved 
12th Avenue 

S 
28th Avenue 

S 
Moorhead $1,993,158 $3,212,971  $3,212,971  

101 28th Avenue S 
Existing Gravel 

to Paved 

1 mile west 
of 50th 
Street S 

- Moorhead $1,863,500 $3,003,962  $3,003,962  

PR 11th St South 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
Main Ave 22nd Ave S Moorhead $2,840,000 $4,578,080  $4,578,080  

PR 
30th Ave 

South 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
14th St 20th St Moorhead $932,000 $1,502,384  $1,502,384  

PR 14th St North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
1st Ave 15th Ave Moorhead $2,002,000 $3,227,224  $3,227,224  

PR 28th St North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
TH 10 15th Ave Moorhead $2,008,000 $3,236,896  $3,236,896  

PR 14th St South 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
20th Ave 28th Ave Moorhead $1,000,000 $1,612,000  $1,612,000  



CHAPTER 12 – FISCAL CONSTRAINED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
 
 

17 

 
12-17 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

Local Minnesota Projects  

Project 
ID 

Project Name 
Project 

Description 
From To Jurisdiction 

Total Cost 
($) 

Current Year 

Total Cost ($) 
Future Year 

Local/ State Federal/State STP-U 
Available/ 

Remaining Funds 

PR 
12th Ave 

South 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
4th St 34th St Moorhead $4,574,000 $7,373,288  $7,373,288  

90 3rd Street S 
New collector 

roadway 
50th Avenue 

S 
60th Avenue 

S 
Moorhead $1,980,852 $3,193,133  $3,193,133  

Long-Term (2031-2040) Long-Term Revenues - YOE $8,340,000  

85 
20th St 

Extension 
New 2 lane 

arterial 
50th Ave 60th Ave S Moorhead $3,920,000 $9,345,280  $1,869,056  $7,476,224  $863,776  

103 50th Avenue S 
Existing Gravel 

to Paved 
TH 75 28th Street S 

Clay County  
Share Only 

$2,987,354 $7,121,852  $7,121,852  

Local Revenues 

PR 17th St North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
1st Ave 15th Ave Moorhead $2,004,000 $4,777,536  $4,777,536  

PR 4th Ave North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
11th St 17th St Moorhead $938,000 $2,236,192  $2,236,192  

PR 4th Ave North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
TH 75 28th St Moorhead $672,000 $1,602,048  $1,602,048  

PR 7th Ave North 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
14th St TH 75 Moorhead $1,200,000 $2,860,800  $2,860,800  

PR 
1st Ave North 

Bridge 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
- - Moorhead $2,500,000 $5,960,000  $5,960,000  

PR 
NP/Center Ave 

Bridge 
Major 

Rehabilitation 
- - Moorhead  $10,000,000 $23,840,000  $23,840,000  

96 14th Street S 
Existing Gravel 

to Paved 
46th Avenue 

S 
50th Avenue 

S 
Moorhead $1,298,136 $3,094,756  $3,094,756  

87 
76th/80th 

Avenue South 
(1/2 MM) 

Construct New 
2 Lane Bridge 

- - 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$11,200,000 $26,700,800  $26,700,800  

89 
70th Avenue 

(1/2 MN) 
South Fargo 

Construct New 
2 Lane Bridge 

(Option to 
76th/80th) 

- - 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$10,800,000 $25,747,200  $25,747,200  

Illustrative         
98 8th Ave North New road CSAH 9  7th St East Dilworth $2,004,244 Illustrative Project 

       
Project identified as needed to mitigate congestion between 2031 and 

2040 without available revenues. 
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Fiscal Constrained Roadway Plan Map 
 
The Fiscal Constrained Roadway Plan Map is presented in Figure 12-2 on 
the following page. This map color codes each project based on whether 
it is a short-term project through 2020, a mid-term project between 
2021 and 2030, a long-term project between 2031 and 2040, or an 
Illustrative project that is based on the needs based analysis, but 
without available funds.  
 

Fiscal Constrained Plan Performance 
 
After the fiscal constrained projects were defined, the travel demand 
model was updated to include the selected projects, and a Level of 
Service map was prepared. This map is presented in Figure 12-3 on page 
12-20 for the 2020 forecasts with short-term fiscal constrained projects 
and Figure 12-4 on page 12-21 for 2040 forecasts. Similar to the traffic 
volumes and congestion maps presented in Chapter 6, Figure 12-3 and 
12-4 presents the forecast daily traffic via bandwidths, where the 
thicker the line, the higher the forecast traffic volumes, and color coded 
where green is uncongested Level of Service A through C, yellow, which 
is congesting or Level of Service D, or red, which is congested or Level of 
Service E and F. 
 
In review of Figure 12-3, the region will experience excellent levels of 
service with the existing roadway network, plus the committed 
Transportation Improvement Program projects and the addition of the 
Short-Term Fiscal Constrained Plan. 
 
The 2040 congestion with the fiscal constrained projects is significantly 
less than the 2040 impacts with only the E+C network, although there 
will be some roadways that will experience congestion. 
 

Most all local roadways will experience uncongested conditions in 2040 
because local jurisdictions are providing significant levels of funds for 
new local facilities that are included in the Fiscal Constrained Plan.  
 
The Fiscal Constrained Plan proposed improvements on I-94 are also 
forecasted to operate in 2040 with acceptable levels of congestion, 
except for some minor segments along I-94 where additional funds 
were not available. The greatest congestion impacts to the interstate 
system are forecasted along I-29. This is because of the high growth 
forecasted for development in the south-west areas of the region. 
Whereas the Vision Plan identified improvements along I-29 that would 
mitigate this congestion, there were not sufficient remaining funds to 
also include these improvements along I-29.  
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FIGURE  12‐2:  FISCAL  CONSTRAINED  PLAN  
 

 
Source: Metro COG 
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F IGURE 12-3:  2020  CONGESTION WITH SHORT-TERM F ISCAL CONSTRAINED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS  
 

 
Source: Metro COG  
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F IGURE 12-4:  2040  CONGESTION WITH F ISCAL CONSTRAINED PLAN IMPROVEMENTS  
 

 
Source: Metro COG  
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2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 1 
 

 



APPENDIX 6-1 – AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUME MAPS 
 
 

3 

 
6-1: 3 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 2 
 

  



APPENDIX 6-1 – AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUME MAPS 
 
 

4 

 
6-1: 4 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 3 
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2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 4 
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2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 5 
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2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 6 
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2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 7 
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2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 8 
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2010  EXISTING DAILY VOLUMES –  T ILE 9 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 1 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 2 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 3 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 4 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 5 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 6 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 7 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 8 
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2020  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON E+C  NETWORK –  T ILE 9 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  1 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  2 
 

  



APPENDIX 6-1 – AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) VOLUME MAPS 
 
 

22 

 
6-1: 22 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  3 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  4 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  5 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  6 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  7 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  8 
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2040  FORECAST DAILY VOLUMES ON F ISCALLY CONSTRAINED NETWORK –  T ILE  9 
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MAP-21 established National Performance Measures to measure the 
success of how the transportation improvements identified in the LRTP 
process are actually performing.  Although MAP-21 established these 
National Performance Measures, guidance on objectives, performance 
targets and evaluation measures has not yet been defined.  However, 
these National Performance Measures are a requirement of the LRTP.  
To address this requirement, Metro COG has developed a set of 
objectives, performance targets and measurements to track the success 
of the Metro 2040 LRTP. 
 

MAP-21 National Performance Based Goals 
 
The cornerstone of the MAP-21 transportation law is a transformation 
of the highway program to a performance and outcome-based program. 
MAP-21 established seven national performance goals for Federal 
highway programs. The overarching goals will be the hierarchy for which 
the performance objectives are based upon. The seven national 
performance goals are as follows: 
 

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

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

3. Congestion Reduction – To achieve a significant reduction in 
congestion on the National Highway System. 

4. System Reliability – To improve the efficiency of the surface 
transportation system. 

5. 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. 

6. Environmental Sustainability – To enhance the performance of 
the transportation system while protecting and enhancing the 
natural environment. 

7. 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. 
 

Performance Objectives 
 
The Performance Objectives that were developed by Metro COG for 
measuring the success of the implementation of the LRTP are broadly 
defined, value-based statements which describe the end state that the 
plan seeks to achieve. Each of the objectives defined fall under one of 
the MAP-21 National Performance Goals. The objectives create a bridge 
between the broad performance goal statement and specific 
performance targets. If performance targets are being achieved then we 
are meeting both our performance based goals and objectives. 
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Performance Targets 
 
Performance Targets provide a specific, desired outcome under the 
umbrella of the National Performance Goals and Objectives. A 
performance target can then be tracked through the performance 
measurement of the transportation system. The FHWA guidebook 
provides five characteristics of good planning for the development of 
performance targets, which form the acronym “SMART”: 
 

 Specific – Provides a clear desired outcome. 

 Measurable – The target can be assessed quantitatively, 
allowing for tracking progress toward achievement. 

 Agreed – The target has a consensus based support of planners, 
government officials, system operators and other stakeholders. 

 Realistic – The objective can be feasibly accomplished 
considering existing or future constraints such as funding, 
scheduling, or the impacts of other existing or planned projects. 

 Timely – The target has a specific timeframe by which it will be 
achieved and/or measured again. 

 
Some of the challenges with initiating the development of “SMART” 
performance targets include the following: 
 

 Identifying the current or baseline performance of the 
transportation system. If performance goals, objectives and 
targets are being initiated it is likely that they have not been 
tracked in the past. Therefore, the baseline performance of the 
specific goals and objectives will need to be determined as part 
of the update of this plan. 

 

 Determining if a performance target is realistic. Since some of 
the performance measurements have not been tracked in the 
past, it is difficult to set a specific performance target that is 
realistic. For example, during the initial phases of the 
performance based transportation system development, it may 
be difficult to specifically identify a realistic percentage or 
number of crashes to reduce on the system. However, a target 
that identifies wanting to reduce crash rates or reduce the total 
number of fatal resultant crashes on our roadways would still 
be measurable.  

 

 Determining a plan for data collection to track a performance 
measurement that is currently not being collected. For example, 
collecting regular travel time runs on major roadways would 
provide an excellent performance measurement for Congestion 
Reduction and or System Reliability. However, travel times are 
not regularly being collected at this time and manual travel time 
runs are extremely labor intensive.  

 

 Eventually, the U.S. Secretary of Transportation in consultation 
with States, MPOs and other stakeholders will establish 
performance measures and standards for 13 highway 
performance areas and 2 transit performance areas. The 
development of these performance measures will likely not be 
determined until near the end of the development of the LRTP. 
Therefore, this plan will need to be initially developed without a 
final rule of future performance targets that will be passed 
down from the USDOT and the States. The LRTP will likely need 
to be updated to include performance targets set by Federal 
and State agencies once they have been finalized. Figure 8-1.1 
graphically illustrates how the dates set for MAP-21 
performance measure development.
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F IGURE 8-1.1:  T IMELINE FOR MAP-21  PERFORMANCE 

MEASURE DEVELOPMENT  
  

MAP-21 National Performance 
Goal Development 

 Approximate Dates for 
Completion 

 MAP-21 Enacted 
 

 Federal PM Rule-Making 
Deadline to Set PM’s 

 

 States and MPOs to Match 
FHWA Language 

 
 October 2012 

 

 April 1, 2014 
 

 Spring 2015 

 
 

Purpose of a Performance Based Transportation 
System 
 
The intent of developing a performance based transportation system is 
to utilize the performance goals, objectives and targets as guidance 
when prioritizing projects for completion and evaluating the impact of a 
project after it is completed. As funds to invest in our transportation 
system stabilize or decrease, it is important to develop a method to 
ensure we are making sound investments in our transportation system 
with the funds that are available. Metro COG intends to utilize the 
performance based goals, objectives and targets to develop an 
evaluation method which will prioritize projects based on how they help 
to achieve the desired performance targets. In turn, the prioritized 
projects will assist with the development of a fiscally constrained list of 
short- and long-range projects in the Long Range Transportation Plan 

and in the development of future Transportation Improvement 
Programs (TIPs). As we continue to track the same performance 
measurements over time, we can then determine how the projects 
being completed are affecting our performance targets. Figure 8-1.2 
below graphically depicts how a performance based transportation 
system is a cyclical process, which assists us with continually selecting 
and programming projects for construction and then later evaluating 
their effectiveness to help us meet the desired targets for our 
transportation system as set by the Federal, State, and Local 
government agencies. 

 
F IGURE 8-1.2:  CYCLICAL PROCESS OF A PERFORMANCE 

BASED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM  
 

 
  

Project Selection/ 
Prioritization (LRTP and 

Other Modal Plans) 

Schedule Projects that 
have Funding (TIP, STIP, 

CIP) 

Construct Projects 

Collect Date to Develop 
and Evaluate 

Performance Targets 
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The following tables represent the performance based goals, objectives, 
performance targets, and performance measurements as developed for 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. The performance based 
objectives and targets were developed for the needs of the 
Metropolitan Area, but also include what the states believed to be 
potential future targets. The potential future target is currently the best 
guess/estimate of the performance targets that will comply with a 
future Federal rule and state set targets. Each performance target 
identifies a method of data collection and a baseline of the current or 
past performance of the transportation system. 
 

Tying the Performance Based Goals, Objectives 
and Measurements into a Project Selection 
Process 
 
Once the 16 Performance Targets identified in this plan have been 
reviewed, commented on and updated; they will serve as the basis for 
future project selection. The project prioritization process will be set up 
to score projects in pursuit of the same funds against one another. Each 
project will receive a score based on the number of performance targets 
that it will help our transportation system to meet. The public should be 
surveyed to determine which of the targets are of most importance to 
the traveling public so that the different targets can be weighted to 
reflect this determination. For example, if it is determined that 
reduction in fatal and serious injury resultant crashes is the most 
important performance measurement to the public it may receive a 
much higher rating than one of the other measurements. This final 
ranking will be used to develop project listings within this update of the 
LRTP and for future TIP/STIP project selections.
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MAP 21 National Performance Goal #1 - SAFETY 

Performance Objective: Reduce the number and severity of all modes of transportation system crashes. 

Performance Target 1a: Continue to 
reduce the total number of fatality 
resultant crashes for motorized 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. 

Measurement: Total number of fatality resultant crashes for both motorized and non-motorized vehicles within the four 
urban cities of the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 

Tracking Frequency: Annually as reported in the Metro Profile 

Performance Baseline: 2012 ND = 4 fatal crashes; 2012 MN = 0 fatal crashes 

Data Collection Source: Minnesota crash mapping analysis tool and North Dakota crash database. 

Performance Target 1b: Continue to 
reduce the total cost of motorized 
vehicle crashes on the Metropolitan 
Transportation network per Vehicle 
Mile Traveled (VMT). 

Measurement: Resultant Cost of Crashes per Million Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Tracking Frequency: Annually as reported in the Metro Profile 

Performance Baseline: 2008 = $29,481; 2009 = $28,684; 2010 = $31,558; 2011 = $29,853  

Data Collection Source: Minnesota crash mapping analysis tool, North Dakota crash database, National Safety Council 
estimated cost for different types of severity crashes, and Vehicle Miles Traveled from states.  

Performance Target 1c: Continue to 
reduce the total number of non-
motorized crashes per capita within 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area. 

Measurement: Total number of non-motorized vehicle crashes per capita. 

Tracking Frequency: Annually as reported in the Metro Profile 

Performance Baseline: 2012 = 0.45 non-motorized crashes per 1,000 capita  

Data Collection Source: Minnesota crash mapping analysis tool and North Dakota crash database 
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MAP 21 National Performance Goal #2 – INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITION 

Performance Objective: Maintain the condition of existing infrastructure such as roadway surface and bridges to an acceptable target as identified for different 
roadway facilities. 

Performance Target 2a: Maintain 
95% of the Metropolitan roadway 
network should have a pavement 
rating of fair or better. 

Measurement: Pavement Rating for the entire roadway networks pavement condition to excellent, good, fair or poor. 

Tracking Frequency: Every 5 years with the LRTP update 

Performance Baseline: West Fargo (2012) = 84%; Fargo (2012) = 97%; Cass (2007) = 100%; Moorhead (2006) = 99%; MnDOT 
(2012) = 100%; NDDOT (2012) = 94% 

Data Collection Source: MnDOT, NDDOT, Clay County, Cass County, Cities 

Performance Target 2b: Maintain a 
bridge condition Sufficiency Rating 
of 50 or higher on 95% of bridges 
within the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area. 

Measurement: Bridge sufficiency rating 

Tracking Frequency: Bi-annually 

Performance Baseline: 2008 = 95%; 2012 = 95.5% 

Data Collection Source: State DOT’s 
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MAP 21 National Performance Goal #3 – CONGESTION REDUCTION 

Performance Objective: Maintain acceptable travel times to the traveling public within the Fargo Moorhead area by reducing congestion on major roadways, 
reducing travel times, and increasing multi-modal opportunities. 

Performance Target 3a: Maintain the 
percent of congested Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) as modeled in the 
TDM network to a LOS D (0.9 v/c 
ratio) or better. 

Measurement: % of VMT on the modeled network with v/c ratio greater than 0.90. 

Tracking Frequency: Every 5 years with update of the TDM. 

Performance Baseline: 2010 = 2.7% 

Data Collection Source: Calibrated Base TDM 

Performance Target 3b: Continue to 
maintain or increase the average 
travel speed for the entire TDM 
network. 

Measurement: Average travel speed for the entire TDM network. 

Tracking Frequency: Every 5 years with update of the TDM 

Performance Baseline: 2010 = 40 mph 

Data Collection Source: Calibrated Base TDM 

Performance Target 3c: Continue to 
increase the mode split of total 
number of transit trips over the total 
number of motor vehicle trips. 

Measurement: Total number of annual transit trips/total number of annual motor vehicle trips. 

Tracking Frequency: Every 5 years with update of the TDM 

Performance Baseline: 2010 = 2,044,932 annual transit trips/240,397,760 annual auto trips = 0.85% 

Data Collection Source: MATBUS and Calibrated Base TDM 

Performance Target 3d: Annually 
increase the total mileage of bicycle 
facilities by 5 miles per year for the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 

Measurement: Total number of miles of bicycle facilities (includes shared use paths, bike lanes, sharrows, and wide paved 
shoulders. 

Tracking Frequency: Yearly through Metro Profile 

Performance Baseline: 2012 = 256.1 miles 

Data Collection Source: Existing Info is updated in GIS files through 2012 and will be added annually based on information 
collected through Metro Profile. 
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MAP 21 National Performance Goal #4 – SYSTEM RELIABILITY 

Performance Objective: Improve reliability of the transportation system through maintenance, reduced construction impact delays, and reduced incident related 
delays. 

Performance Target 4a: Continue to 
increase the total number of traveler 
information signs to inform the 
traveling public of construction and 
traffic incidents. 

Measurement: Total number of traveler information signs (DMS Boards) 

Tracking Frequency: Annually, updated with the Metro Profile 

Performance Baseline: 2012 = 7 (NDDOT = 4; MnDOT = 3) 

Data Collection Source: Metro Profile 

Performance Target 4b: Increase the 
number of agencies video sharing 
with other traffic operators, 
emergency responders and media 
outlets by 2018.  

Measurement: Total number of agencies sharing video with other traffic operators, emergency responders and media outlets. 

Tracking Frequency: Annually, updated with the Metro Profile 

Performance Baseline: 2013 = 0  

Data Collection Source: ITS Plan Updates, local jurisdictions reporting for the Metro Profile and through updates at Traffic 
Operations Working Group meetings. 

Performance Target 4c: Complete the 
UPWP item to develop an Alternate 
Routes guidebook.  

Measurement: Has the guidebook been completed. 

Tracking Frequency: With the next update of the TDM 

Performance Baseline: 2013 = Not yet completed 

Data Collection Source: Metro COG’s work program report 
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MAP 21 National Performance Goal #5 – FREIGHT MOVEMENT & ECONOMIC VITALITY 

Performance Objective: Maintain and improve efficient freight movement in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area – inclusive of freight transported by trucks, rail, 
and air. 

Performance Target 5a: Maintain the 
percent of congested Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) as modeled on the 
primary freight network to a LOS D 
(0.9 v/c ratio) or better. 

Measurement: % of VMT on the modeled primary freight network with v/c ratio greater than 0.90. 

Tracking Frequency: Every 5 years with update of the TDM. 

Performance Baseline: 2010 = 0.60% 

Data Collection Source: Calibrated Base TDM 
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MAP 21 National Performance Goal #6 – ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 

Performance Objective: Minimize or identify a plan to mitigate negative or adverse environmental impacts of transportation projects within the FM area. 

Performance Target 6a: Maintain the 
air quality status of attainment within 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area. 

Measurement: Maintain the attainment air quality status of the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan area. 

Tracking Frequency: Annually with the Dept. of Health letter to update MPO certification. 

Performance Baseline: 2012 = Non-Attainment Status 

Data Collection Source: Department of Health 

 
 

  



APPENDIX 8-1: MAP-21 NATIONAL PERFORMANCE GOALS AND METRO 2040 TARGETS AND 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
 

11 

 
8-1: 11 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

MAP 21 National Performance Goal #7 – REDUCED PROJECT DELIVERY DAYS 

Performance Objective: Reduce project costs and expedite the movement of people and goods by accelerating project completion. 

Performance Target 7a: 85% of 
programmed Federal-aid roadway 
projects within the annual element of 
the TIP should be completed each 
year. 

Measurement: % of programmed Federal-aid roadway projects listed in the TIP completed annually.  

Tracking Frequency: Annually, as a consistency review of the annual element of the TIP. Could be tracked as part of the Metro 
Profile. 

Performance Baseline: 2012 Minnesota = 5 of 6 projects completed = 83%;  
2012 North Dakota = 7 of 7 projects completed = 100% 

Data Collection Source: Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 

Performance Target 7b: Increase the 
number of projects utilizing the 
Planning and Environmental Linkages 
by combining the two into one 
document or process. 

Measurement: Number of projects completed within the MPO that utilize linking Planning and NEPA in the same 
document/process. 

Tracking Frequency: Annually, updated with the Metro Profile. 

Performance Baseline: 2013 = 1 Project (12
th

 Avenue North Cooperative PCR). 

Data Collection Source: Metro COG’s Work Program 
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The development of the Vision Plan or Needs based plan identified all 
necessary projects to address the 2040 growth and needs of the Fargo-
Moorhead Metro COG planning area. Because the cost of these 
improvements exceed the available transportation budget, it was 
necessary to develop a transparent evaluation process that measures 
the performance of each of the candidate projects to determine project 
importance and prioritization.  
 
The following appendix presents each of the Metro COG 2040 LRTP 
project goals and the performance measures that were used to evaluate 
each roadway project. To the extent possible, the evaluation was based 
on measureable criteria, such as cost effectiveness, delay, congestion, 
crash costs, etc. In other cases mapping techniques were used to 
determine if a project might be in a sensitive environmental area such 
as a flood plain. In other instances, the project was evaluated in regards 
to whether the proposed improvement was consistent with local land 
use plans.  
 

Goal 1: Maintain the Existing 
Transportation System  
(Weight 20)  
  
As the transportation system ages, increased funding is required for 
maintenance. There is often competition between funding for new 
projects and funding for the maintenance and operation of the existing 
system. Reductions in maintenance funding today lead to higher costs in 
the future. Constructing new roads increases future maintenance costs 
as the new facilities age. 

Objectives 
 

 Maintain and repair existing roads, bridges, sidewalks, and/or 
multi-use trails to good condition. This objective states that the 
proposed project includes maintenance of an existing road, 
trail, sidewalk or bridge facilities to a minimum good or better 
condition. 

 

 Increase access to additional modes by replacing and 
retrofitting transportation facilities in the existing system to 
allow for a wide range of transportation options. This objective 
recognizes that opportunities for walking, bicycling or taking 
transit may not be available for some facilities. In order to 
increase the efficiency of the overall system, non-motorized and 
transit travel choices should be considered in any retrofit 
project. 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
 

This goal is related directly to whether the proposed project will 
improve the condition of a road, bridge or bicycle/pedestrian facility 
that is currently in poor condition or functionally obsolete. Projects, 
which are currently rated as poor will receive a high score. Projects 
which are rated fair will receive a medium score. Projects rated good or 
excellent will receive a low score. 
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Roadways 

 Low (0): The project is currently rated at good or excellent 
condition with PCI greater than 70 or an RQI greater than 3.0. 

 Medium (5): The project is currently rated at fair condition with 
a PCI between 40 and 70 or a RQI between 2.0 and 3.0. 

 High (10): The project is currently rated at poor condition with a 
PCI less than 40 or a RQI less than 2.0. 
 

Transit 

 Low (0): The project is not to replace a vehicle. 

 Medium (5): The project is to replace a transit vehicle that is 
nearing the end of its life. 

 High (10): The project is to replace a transit vehicle that has 
exceeded its life. 
 

 
Bicycle / Pedestrian 

 Low (0): The project is not to rehabilitate a trail or sidewalk. 

 Medium (5): The project is to rehabilitate or improve a trail or 
sidewalk that is in fair condition. 

 High (10): The project is to rehabilitate a trail or sidewalk that is 
in poor condition. 

 

 

 

Goal 2: Improve the Efficiency, 
Performance and Connectivity of a 
Balanced Transportation System  
(Weight 19)  
 
Efficiency, performance and connectivity of the transportation system 
allows users to move from place to place in as direct a route as possible 
with reduced travel time, distance, and the amount of time spent in 
congested traffic. Connectivity allows people to make route decisions 
based on current traffic conditions, road access, or desired stopping 
points. A transportation system that performs well allows users to 
choose multiple transportation modes and to move through those 
modes in an efficient and safe manner.  
 

Objectives 
 

 Minimize travel times and congestion by methods, such as 
providing increased capacity, direct routes between 
destinations, use of intelligent transportations systems and 
transportation demand management. 

 

 Promote Complete Streets concepts so that streets are planned, 
designed, and operated to maximize safe access for all users 
including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and transit riders of 
all ages and abilities.  

 
Evaluation Criteria 
 
Each project was evaluated based on the FM Metro COG travel demand 
model for both the 2020 and 2040 condition. One of the travel demand 
model measurements available is the hours of delay saved if the project 
was implemented.  
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A project will score high if the project provides significant reductions in 
hours of delay.  
 

 
Roadways 

 (0): The project did not result in delay saved. 

 (2): The project resulted in the lower 20% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (4): The project resulted in the 20 to 40% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (6): The project resulted in the 40 to 60% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (8): The project resulted in the 60 to 80% of delay saved when 
compared to all projects. 

 (10): The project resulted in the 80 to 100% of delay saved 
when compared to all projects. 
 

Transit 

 (8): Increase transit service (new routes, frequency, extended 
hours of operations in locations with high demand (High trip 
density). 

 (4): Increase transit service (new routes, frequency, extended 
hours of operations in locations with medium demand (Medium 
trip density). 

 (2): Improves intermodal connectivity between transit and 
other modes (e.g., providing bike racks at bus shelters or on a 
bus. 

 
Bicycle / Pedestrian  

 (4): The project completes a low demand missing link.  

 (7): The project completes a middle demand missing link. 

 (10): The project completes a high demand missing link. 
 

Goal 3: Maximize the Cost Effectiveness of 
Transportation  
(Weight 14)  
 
Local, State and Federal transportation funding is constrained and not 
sufficient to provide for all of the transportation needs of the region. 
Projects with high capital construction costs decrease remaining funding 
for other projects. Conversely, low cost improvements leave available 
funds for other improvements. Improvements that provide the greatest 
delay saved or the greatest number of accidents reduced per dollar of 
investment maximizes the cost effectiveness of limited transportation 
revenues. 
 

Objectives 
 

 Plan for a transportation system that is affordable, sustainable, 
and makes the best use of public financial resources. 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
 
The cost effectiveness of the project was calculated based on the total 
cost of the project divided by the hours of delay saved to determine a 
delay saved to dollar expended measure. Those projects that resulted in 
high hours of delay saved per dollar expended received high scores, 
whereas projects that were calculated at lower hours of delay saved per 
dollar expended received a low score.  
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Roadway 

 (0): The project did not result in delay saved. 

 (2): The project resulted in the lower 20% of delay saved per 
dollar when compared to all projects. 

 (4): The project resulted in the 20 to 40% of delay saved per 
dollar when compared to all projects. 

 (6): The project resulted in the 40 to 60% of delay saved per 
dollar when compared to all projects. 

 (8): The project resulted in the 60 to 80% of delay saved per 
dollar when compared to all projects. 

 (10): The project resulted in the 80 to 100% of delay saved per 
dollar when compared to all projects.  

 

Transit 

 (0): Bottom 1/3 of increased transit ridership divided by cost. 

 (5): Middle 1/3 of increased transit ridership divided by cost. 

 (10): Top 1/3 of increased transit ridership divided by cost. 
 

 
Bicycle / Pedestrian 

 (0): The project did not result in any system connection or 
completion of missing link. 

 (3): The project resulted in a minor system connection or 
completion of missing link. 

 (7): The project resulted in a moderate system connection or 
completion of missing link. 

 (10): The project resulted in a major system connection or 
completion of missing link. 

Goal 4: Promote Consistency between 
Land Use and Transportation Plans To 
Enhance Mobility and Accessibility 
(Weight 16)  
 

There is a direct correlation between land use and transportation. The 
goal of the transportation plan is to demonstrate an integration of the 
land use plan and transportation plan by supporting transportation 
improvements that target the region’s future land use forecasts. 
 

Objectives 
 

 Provide a transportation network which supports existing and 
planned destination areas including City centers, activity 
centers, and corridors. 

 

 Develop transportation improvements to catalyze future 
planned development areas.  

 

Roadway 
As part of the development of the Needs Based Vision Plan it was 
determined that all selected projects were in fact selected to 
support the regional jurisdiction’s planned development plans. 
Therefore, this goal was not scored as all projects would be scored 
the same. 
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Transit 

 (0): The project will provide new or increased transit service to 
low trip density demand areas. 

 (5): The project will provide new or increased transit service to 
medium trip density demand areas. 

 (10): The project will provide new or increased transit service to 
high trip density demand areas. 
 

 
Bicycle / Pedestrian 

 (0): The project will provide new bicycle or pedestrian 
connections to low trip density demand areas. 

 (5): The project will provide new bicycle or pedestrian 
connections to medium trip density demand areas. 

 (10): The project will provide new bicycle or pedestrian 
connections to high trip density demand areas. 

 

 

 

Goal 5: Provide Safe and Secure 
Transportation  
(Weight 11)  
 
All transportation improvements should be designed to be safe and 
secure. Visibility, access control, and separation of modes, either 
through buffers or grade separations, are some of the methods that can 
be employed to decrease conflicts and increase comfort. These 
improvements can both decrease the number of crashes and the cost of 
crashes. They can also reduce the crash rate, which is the number of 
crashes along a link or at an intersection divided by the number of 
vehicles traveling along the link or through the intersection.  
 

Security devices at key facilities, such as bus stops and trail head 
facilities increase the safety and security of users. Educational programs 
that help travelers understand the particular safety concerns associated 
with various modes can help all users travel with increased confidence 
and security.  
 
Access to technology that helps identify clear, safe and rapid routes for 
first responders are vital for providing emergency services and security 
to the region. The ability to ensure alternative routes in times of 
weather emergencies, crashes, and other emergency incidents helps to 
secure the continued access of responders and regular users. 
 

Objective 
 

 Support transportation programs and design improvements 
which reduce crashes and improve safety. Accidents are often 
associated with standardized crash costs based on the severity 
of the crash (property damage, injury or fatality). Reducing the 
potential crash cost (normalized to a crash cost per mile) is an 
objective of this goal. 

 

 Facilitate the rapid movement of first responders and support 
incident management during times of emergency. 

 
Roadway 

 (4): Is the project defined as a regionally significant corridor or 
mitigated an at-grade rail crossing. 

 (2): Accident costs per mile is in the bottom third of all projects. 

 (4): Accident costs per mile is in the middle third of all projects. 

 (6): Accident costs per mile is in the top third of all projects. 
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Transit 

 (5): Does the project improve transit safety? 

 (5): Does the project improve transit security? 

 
Bicycle / Pedestrian 

 (0): The improvement is for a facility that that is within the 
lowest 25% pedestrian/bicycle crash costs per mile or 
intersection. 

 (3): The improvement is for a facility that that is within the 25% 
to 50% pedestrian/bicycle crash costs per mile or intersection. 

 (7): The improvement is for a facility that that is within the 50% 
to 75% pedestrian/bicycle crash costs per mile or intersection.  

 (10): The improvement is for a facility that that is within the 
highest 25% of pedestrian/bicycle crash costs per mile or 
intersection. 

 

 

Goal 6: Support Economic Vitality  
(Weight 13)  
 

Support the economic vitality of the Metro COG planning area, 
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and 
efficiency is one of the seven planning factors of the current federal 
transportation law MAP-21. Economic vitality is very complex and has 
many facets beyond the transportation system. Economic vitality 
requires a low cost of doing business, availability and access to 
technology, an educated and skilled workforce, choice of housing types, 
high quality schools, reduced municipal and state debt, and other less 
tangible qualities. A transportation system that provides good access for 
all modes benefits future development and employment opportunities, 
which stimulates the regions’ economic vitality.  

 

Objectives 
 

 Facilitate the movement of goods and freight to commercial 
and industrial centers. The ease with which industrial and 
commercial facilities can receive goods and ship products is 
important to their economic viability. Transportation facilities 
that allow direct, convenient access to these centers along the 
regions dedicated freight network can decrease the conflicts 
with other traffic and increase the efficiency of the shipping 
process. 

 
 Support new and existing commercial and industrial 

development by ensuring access by multiple transportation 
modes. While it is important that freight haulers have access to 
commercial and industrial facilities, it is equally important that 
the customers and employees of these facilities have safe and 
adequate access. Transportation facilities should include 
multiple modes to allow access by all users, as well as being 
appropriately sized to allow access by each mode without 
sacrificing the safety of another. 

 
Roadway 

 (0): The project did not result in delay saved on the regional 
freight network. 

 (2): The project resulted in the lower 20% of delay saved on the 
regional freight network when compared to all projects. 

 (4): The project resulted in the 20 to 40% of delay saved on the 
regional freight network when compared to all projects. 

Transit 

 (5): Does the project increase transit service to low income 
areas? 

 (5): Does the project improve transit service to locations of high 
commercial and industrial development? 
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Bicycle / Pedestrian 

 (5): Does the project increase bicycle and pedestrian 
connections to high density residential areas? 

 (5): Does the project increase bicycle and pedestrian 
connections to locations of high commercial and industrial 
development, the river corridor, or connection to the  
Heartland Trail? 

 
 

 

Goal 7: Protect the Environment and 
Conserve Resources  
(Weight 7)  
 
The Clean Air Act and MAP-21 requires that the LRTP planning process 
protect clean air and water, promote healthy lifestyles, and preserve 
our natural, historic and cultural resources.  

 
Air quality is affected by mobile source emissions resulting from vehicle 
miles of travel (VMT). Air quality impacts can be reduced through 
strategic roadway investments that reduce VMT or providing alternative 
transportation modes.  
 
New transportation facilities or expanding existing transportation 
facilities can negatively impact the environment such as wetlands, 
historic and cultural resources. These facility improvements can also 
impact existing neighborhoods, such as roadway widening that may 
require acquisition of a residential property or result in an improvement 
that might increase the volume of traffic and travel spend. 
 

Objectives 
 

 Reduce fossil fuel consumption by minimizing travel time and 
providing access to alternative modes. The use of fossil fuels 
affects our air quality through increased greenhouse gases, 
particulate matter, and potential impacts to global warming. 
The US Environmental Protection Agency defines Clean Air Act 
thresholds. 

 

 Minimize air pollution by reducing VMT. Mobile source 
emissions are directly related to VMT. The land use and 
transportation plan should, therefore, reduce to the extent 
possible VMT and delay. 

 

 Minimize impact to natural environments by taking 
opportunities to couple transportation projects with protection 
and enhancement of environmental resources.  

 

 New or widened transportation facilities should minimize 
impacts to established neighborhoods. Transportation projects 
should avoid displacing citizens, disrupting or impacting 
valuable cultural resources, and dividing neighborhoods. This is 
particularly true in regards to environmental justice by avoiding 
impacts in areas of low incomes and minority concentrations. 
Conversely, these impacts to low income and minority areas can 
be positive with additional mobility opportunities including 
walking, bicycling, and transit. 
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Roadway 

 (2): The project does not negatively impact neighborhoods  
with low income. 

 (1): The project does not impact neighborhoods with minority 
population. 

 (1): The project is not located in a 100-year flood plain. 

 (2): The project is not located in a 500-year flood plain. 

 (2): The project does not impact prime farm lands. 

 (2): The project provides high reduction in VMT (Top 1/3 of 
projects). 

 
 
Transit 

 (5): Does the project moderately increase transit service and 
reduce vehicle travel? 

 (10): Does the project significantly increase transit service and 
reduce vehicle travel? 

 
 
Bicycle / Pedestrian 

 (5): Does the project include landscaping or beautification, 
which may include street furniture, lighting or public art. 

 (5): Does the project provide bicycle and pedestrian 
connections that will increase active transportation modes and 
decrease vehicle miles of travel? 
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Introduction 
 
The Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Council of Governments (Metro 
COG) is currently in the process of updating its Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP). This update, known as Metro 2040, gives a 
detailed analysis in the ways the FM Metropolitan area plans to invest in 
the transportation system through the year 2040. Previous federal 
requirements under SAFETEA-LU, which have been retained under MAP-
21, instruct that the LRTP must include both short-range and long-range 
program strategies and actions that lead to the development of an 
integrated intermodal transportation system that facilitates the efficient 
movement of people and goods. 
 
A key component of the LRTP includes cost estimates and financial 
resources for operation, maintenance and capital investments for 
existing and committed transportation projects. Pursuant to 23 CFR 450 
operations and maintenance plans must contain system-level estimates 
of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be 
available to adequately operate and maintain federal- and state-aid 
highways and all municipal roadways. 
 
The Metro 2040 – Operations and Maintenance Plan accounts for the 
expenditures that will be required to maintain the transportation 
system between 2015 and 2040.  
 

Methodology 
 
In order to determine operations and maintenance (O&M) 
expenditures, several variables were defined. These variables include: 
 

 Number of base lane miles by jurisdiction; 

 Roadway surface types by jurisdiction; and 

 Costs associated with surface improvements. 
 
The current O&M element of Metro 2040 is consistent with the 
roadway networks for the areas covered within Metro COG’s current 
travel demand model. It includes all roadways within the expanded 
Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) approved in August 2013.  
 
Base lane miles were determined from two sources. The first source was 
the number of lane miles in Metro COG’s 2020 Existing plus Committed 
(E+C) Network GIS file developed as part of the LRTP. The second source 
was analyzing Metro COG’s 2013 Centerline GIS file, which held 
information on the number of local roadway miles and roadway types. 
 
Roadway surface types were determined from Metro COG’s 2013 
Centerline file and an analysis of county maps, with additional 
information provided by the City of Fargo Engineering Department. The 
three main roadway surface types that were analyzed include concrete, 
asphalt and gravel. A fourth surface type, composite, is included with 
asphalt roadways.  
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General cost estimates (in 2014 dollars) were developed by soliciting 
input from city, county and state transportation officials. The following 
cost estimates and life cycles were developed for use in developing the 
O&M element of Metro 2040: 
 

 Concrete Pavement Repair (NDDOT/MnDOT): $60,000 per lane 
mile; every 10 years 

 Concrete Pavement Repair (City of Fargo): $76,400 per lane 
mile; every 20 years 

 Concrete Pavement Repair (City of West Fargo): $250,000 total; 
every year 

 Asphalt Overlay: $150,000 per lane mile; every 20 years 

 Chip Seal: $13,000 per lane mile; every seven years 

 Crack Seal: $2,000 per lane mile; every four years (every two 
years for City of Dilworth) 

 Gravel Maintenance: $3,400 per mile average; every year 
 
A 4% adjustment was added to each year after 2015 to account for 
material cost increases and the rate of inflation. 
 
Table 9.1-1 breaks down the average costs for each roadway surface 
treatment for the short-, mid- and long-range.  
 

TABLE 9.1-1:  ROADWAY MAINTENANCE COST 

ASSUMPTIONS  
 

Roadway Surface Maintenance Type 

Short-
Range 
(2015-
2020) 

Mid-
Range 
(2021-
2030) 

Long-
Range 
(2031-
2040) 

Concrete Pavement Repair 
(NDDOT/MnDOT): $60,000/mi w/ 4% 
increase per year 

$66,330 $91,150 $134,925 

Concrete Pavement Repair (Fargo): 
$76,400/mi w/ 4% increase per year 

$84,460 $116,065 $171,800 

Concrete Pavement Repair (West 
Fargo): $250,000 total w/ 4% increase 
per year 

$276,375 $379,790 $562,180 

Asphalt Overlay: $150,000/mi w/ 4% 
increase per year 

$165,825 $227,875 $337,310 

Chip Seal: $13,000/mi w/ 4% increase 
per year 

$14,370 $19,750 $29,235 

Crack Seal: $2,000/mi w/ 4% increase 
per year 

$2,210 $3,040 $4,495 

Gravel Maintenance: $3,400/mi w/ 4% 
increase per year 

$3,780 $5,195 $7,690 
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The number of lane miles, roadway surface type and costs associated 
with surface improvements were all broken down within the various 
jurisdictions that are responsible for roadways in the FM Metropolitan 
area. There are eight jurisdictions for which operations and 
maintenance were determined. These jurisdictions include: 
 

NDDOT MnDOT 

Cass County 
City of Fargo 
City of West Fargo 

Clay County 
City of Moorhead 
City of Dilworth 

 
The short-range includes the years 2015 through 2020. The number of 
roadways for this period comes from Metro COG’s 2020 E+C network.  
 
The mid-range includes the ten-year period between 2021 and 2030. 
The number of roadways for this period are calculated by taking the 
2020 E+C network and adding half of all roadway projects identified in 
the Metro 2040 project list. 
 
The long-range includes the ten-year period between 2031 and 2040. 
The number of roadways for this period are calculated by taking the 
2020 E+C network and adding all roadway projects identified in the 
Metro 2040 project list. 
 
For both the mid- and long-range, future estimates for local roadway 
miles are based on an average 24 lane miles of local roads per square 
mile in new developments. The analysis of the E+C network was used to 
estimate how much additional development would occur during the 
mid- and long-range. 

 

Financial Summary by Entity 
 
The following financial summaries provide a general indication of the 
maintenance needs that can be reasonably expected in the future. 
 

NDDOT 
 
NDDOT is responsible for the maintenance of portions of Interstate 94, 
Interstate 29, State Highway 18 and State Highway 46. There are a total 
of 331 lane miles that NDDOT is responsible for, including 283 lane 
miles of concrete and 48 lane miles of asphalt. The number of lane miles 
is estimated to remain relatively constant in the mid- and long-range.  
 
In the short-range, it is estimated that 30% of the asphalt lane miles 
under NDDOT’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt overlay, 86% will receive 
chip seal and 150% will receive crack seal. For both the mid- and long-
range, it is estimated that 50% of the asphalt lane miles will receive 
asphalt overlay, 143% will receive chip seal and 250% will receive crack 
seal. Sixty percent of concrete lane miles in the short-range and 100% in 
both the mid- and long range will receive pavement repair.  
 
Table 9.1-2 details the expenditures that will be required of roadways 
under NDDOT’s jurisdiction. 
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TABLE 9.1-2:  NDDOT  ROADWAY MAINTENANCE ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete 
Pavement Repair 

170 $66,330 $11,262,835 

Asphalt Overlay 14 $165,825 $2,387,880 

Chip Seal 41 $14,370 $593,195 

Crack Seal 72 $2,210 $159,120 

Total Needs   $14,403,030 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete 
Pavement Repair 

283 $91,150 $25,795,450 

Asphalt Overlay 24 $227,875 $5,469,000 

Chip Seal 69 $19,750 $1,355,640 

Crack Seal 120 $3,040 $364,800 

Total Needs   $32,984,890 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete 
Pavement Repair 

283 $134,925 $38,183,775 

Asphalt Overlay 24 $337,310 $8,095,440 

Chip Seal 69 $29,235 $2,006,690 

Crack Seal 120 $4,495 $539,400 

Total Needs   $48,825,305 
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Cass County 
 
Cass County is responsible for a total of 223 lane miles, including 180 
lane miles of asphalt and 43 lane miles of gravel. For the purpose of this 
analysis, all gravel roads are considered single lanes. The number of lane 
miles is estimated to remain relatively constant in the mid- and long-
range. Bridge replacements have not been included as part of this 
operations and maintenance analysis. 
 
In the short-range, it is estimated that 30% of the asphalt lane miles 
under Cass County’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt overlay, 86% will 
receive chip seal and 150% will receive crack seal. For both the mid- and 
long-range, it is estimated that 50% of the asphalt lane miles will receive 
asphalt overlay, 143% will receive chip seal and 250% will receive crack 
seal. The average cost of gravel maintenance is applied to all gravel 
roads for each period.  
 
Table 9.1-3 details the expenditures required for roadways under Cass 
County’s jurisdiction.  
 

TABLE 9.1-3:  CASS COUNTY ROADWAY MAINTENANCE 

ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Asphalt Overlay 54 $165,825 $8,954,550 

Chip Seal 155 $14,370 $2,224,475 

Crack Seal 270 $2,210 $596,700 

Gravel 
Maintenance 

43 $3,780 $812,700 

Total Needs   $12,588,425 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Asphalt Overlay 90 $227,875 $20,508,750 

Chip Seal 257 $19,750 $5,083,650 

Crack Seal 450 $3,040 $1,368,000 

Gravel 
Maintenance 

43 $5,195 $2,233,850 

Total Needs   $29,194,250 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Asphalt Overlay 90 $337,310 $30,357,900 

Chip Seal 257 $29,235 $7,525,090 

Crack Seal 450 $4,495 $2,022,750 

Gravel 
Maintenance 

43 $7,690 $3,306,700 

Total Needs   $43,212,440 

 
 

  



APPENDIX 9-1: METRO 2040 – OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLAN 
 
 

6 

 
9-1: 6 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

City of Fargo 
 
The City of Fargo is responsible for a total of 1248 lane miles, including 
341 miles of arterials, 154 miles of collectors and 753 miles of local 
roadways. There are 483 lane miles of concrete and 765 lane miles of 
asphalt in the City of Fargo. In the mid-and long-range, it is estimated 
that Fargo will be responsible for 1350 lane miles and 1451 lane miles 
respectively. Alleyways have not been included as part of this analysis.  
 
In the short-range, 30% of asphalt arterial and collector lane miles 
under the City of Fargo’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt overlay, 86% of 
all asphalt lane miles will receive chip seal and 150% will receive crack 
seal. For both the mid- and long-range, it is estimated that 50% of the 
asphalt arterial and collector lane miles will receive asphalt overlay, 
143% or all asphalt lane miles will receive chip seal and 250% will 
receive crack seal. Thirty percent of concrete lane miles in the short-
range and 50% in the mid- and long range will receive pavement repair.  
 
Table 9.1-4 details the expenditures that will be required of roadways 
for the City of Fargo. 
 

9.1-4:  C ITY OF FARGO ROADWAY MAINTENANCE ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

145 $84,460 $12,238,255 

Asphalt Overlay 149 $165,825 $24,625,015 

Chip Seal 658 $14,370 $9,454,025 

Crack Seal 1148 $2,210 $2,535,975 

Total Needs   $48,853,270 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

261 $116,065 $30,321,980 

Asphalt Overlay 259 $227,875 $59,076,595 

Chip Seal 1183 $19,750 $23,356,550 

Crack Seal 2068 $3,040 $6,285,200 

Total Needs   $119,040,325 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

281 $171,800 $48,275,800 

Asphalt Overlay 271 $337,310 $91,411,010 

Chip Seal 1271 $29,235 $37,165,580 

Crack Seal 2223 $4,495 $9,990,140 

Total Needs   $186,842,530 

 
 

  



APPENDIX 9-1: METRO 2040 – OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE PLAN 
 
 

7 

 
9-1: 7 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

City of West Fargo 
 
The City of West Fargo is responsible for a total of 364 lane miles, 
including 89 miles of arterials, 38 miles of collectors and 237 miles of 
local roadways. In the mid-and long-range, it is estimated that West 
Fargo will be responsible for 404 lane miles and 444 lane miles 
respectively.  
 
In the short-range, it is estimated that 30% of arterial and collector lane 
miles under the City of West Fargo’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt 
overlay, 86% of all lane miles will receive chip seal and 150% will receive 
crack seal. For both the mid- and long-range, it is estimated that 50% of 
the arterial and collector lane miles will receive asphalt overlay, 143% or 
all asphalt lane miles will receive chip seal and 250% will receive crack 
seal. A total for concrete pavement repair is given for the short-, mid- 
and long-range based on scheduled work within the current Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP).  
 
Table 9.1-5 details the expenditures that will be required of roadways 
for the City of West Fargo. 
 

TABLE 9.1-5:  C ITY OF WEST FARGO ROADWAY 

MAINTENANCE ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

- - $1,658,250 

Asphalt Overlay 36 $165,825 $6,002,035 

Chip Seal 297 $14,370 $4,273,465 

Crack Seal 519 $2,210 $1,146,325 

Total Needs   $13,080,075 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

- - $3,797,900 

Asphalt Overlay 64 $227,875 $14,504,245 

Chip Seal 549 $19,750 $10,839,470 

Crack Seal 960 $3,040 $2,916,880 

Total Needs   $32,058,495 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

- - $5,621,800 

Asphalt Overlay 67 $337,310 $22,591,335 

Chip Seal 603 $29,235 $17,633,790 

Crack Seal 1055 $4,495 $4,739,980 

Total Needs   $50,586,905 
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MnDOT 
 
MnDOT is responsible for the maintenance of portions of Interstate 94 
and all Trunk Highways within the MPA. There are a total of 383 lane 
miles that MnDOT is responsible for, including 129 lane miles of 
concrete and 254 lane miles of asphalt. The number of lane miles is 
estimated to remain relatively constant in the mid- and long-range.  
 
In the short-range, it is estimated that 30% of the asphalt lane miles 
under MnDOT’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt overlay, 86% will receive 
chip seal and 150% will receive crack seal. For both the mid- and long-
range, it is estimated that 50% of the asphalt lane miles will receive 
asphalt overlay, 143% will receive chip seal and 250% will receive crack 
seal. Sixty percent of concrete lane miles in the short-range and 100% in 
both the mid- and long range will receive pavement repair.  
 
Table 9.1-6 details the expenditures that will be required of roadways 
under MnDOT’s jurisdiction. 
 

TABLE 9.1-6:  MNDOT  ROADWAY MAINTENANCE ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

77 $66,330 $5,133,940 

Asphalt Overlay 76 $165,825 $12,635,865 

Chip Seal 218 $14,370 $3,138,985 

Crack Seal 381 $2,210 $842,010 

Total Needs   $21,750,800 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

129 $91,150 $11,758,350 

Asphalt Overlay 127 $227,875 $28,940,125 

Chip Seal 363 $19,750 $7,173,595 

Crack Seal 635 $3,040 $1,930,400 

Total Needs   $49,802,470 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

129 $134,925 $16,191,000 

Asphalt Overlay 127 $337,310 $42,838,370 

Chip Seal 363 $29,235 $10,618,735 

Crack Seal 635 $4,495 $2,854,325 

Total Needs   $72,502,430 
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Clay County 
 
Clay County is responsible for a total of 662 lane miles, including 375 
lane miles of asphalt and 287 lane miles of gravel. For the purpose of 
this analysis, all gravel roads are considered single lanes. The number of 
lane miles is estimated to remain relatively constant in the mid- and 
long-range. Bridge replacements have not been included as part of this 
operations and maintenance analysis. 
 
In the short-range, it is estimated that 30% of the asphalt lane miles 
under Clay County’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt overlay, 86% will 
receive chip seal and 150% will receive crack seal. For both the mid- and 
long-range, it is estimated that 50% of the asphalt lane miles will receive 
asphalt overlay, 143% will receive chip seal and 250% will receive crack 
seal. The average cost of gravel maintenance is applied to all gravel 
roads for each period.  
 
Table 9.1-7 details the expenditures that will be required of roadways 
under Clay County’s jurisdiction. 
 

TABLE 9.1-7:  CLAY COUNTY ROADWAY MAINTENANCE 

ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Asphalt Overlay 113 $165,825 $18,655,315 

Chip Seal 321 $14,370 $4,634,325 

Crack Seal 563 $2,210 $1,243,125 

Gravel 
Maintenance 

287 $3,780 $5,424,300 

Total Needs   $29,957,065 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Asphalt Overlay 188 $227,875 $42,726,565 

Chip Seal 536 $19,750 $10,590,940 

Crack Seal 938 $3,040 $2,850,000 

Gravel 
Maintenance 

287 $5,195 $14,909,650 

Total Needs   $71,077,155 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Asphalt Overlay 188 $337,310 $63,245,625 

Chip Seal 536 $29,235 $15,677,270 

Crack Seal 938 $4,495 $4,214,065 

Gravel 
Maintenance 

287 $7,690 $22,070,300 

Total Needs   $105,207,260 
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City of Moorhead 
 
The City of Moorhead is responsible for a total of 429 lane miles, 
including 83 miles of arterials, 53 miles of collectors and 293 miles of 
local roadway. There are 33 lane miles of concrete and 396 lane miles of 
asphalt in the City of Moorhead. In the mid-and long-range, it is 
estimated that Moorhead will be responsible for 490 lane miles and 550 
lane miles respectively. Alleyways and other gravel roads have not been 
included as part of this analysis.  
 
In the short-range, it is estimated that 30% of arterial and collector lane 
miles under the City of Moorhead’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt 
overlay, 86% of all lane miles will receive chip seal and 150% will receive 
crack seal. For both the mid- and long-range, it is estimated that 50% of 
arterial and collector lane miles will receive asphalt overlay, 143% of all 
lanes will receive chip seal and 250% will receive crack seal. Thirty 
percent of concrete lane miles in the short-range and 50% in the mid- 
and long range will receive pavement repair.  
 
Table 9.1-8 details the expenditures that will be required of roadways 
for the City of Moorhead. 
 

TABLE 9.1-8:  C ITY OF MOORHEAD ROADWAY 

MAINTENANCE ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

10 $84,460 $836,155 

Asphalt Overlay 38 $165,825 $6,258,235 

Chip Seal 341 $14,370 $4,893,845 

Crack Seal 594 $2,210 $1,312,740 

Total Needs   $13,300,975 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

17 $116,065 $2,263,270 

Asphalt Overlay 66 $227,875 $15,018,385 

Chip Seal 644 $19,750 $12,709,125 

Crack Seal 1125 $3,040 $3,420,000 

Total Needs   $33,410,780 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane 

Mile 
Cost for 
Activity 

Concrete Pavement 
Repair 

17 $171,800 $3,865,500 

Asphalt Overlay 69 $337,310 $23,244,875 

Chip Seal 722 $29,235 $21,112,055 

Crack Seal 1263 $4,495 $5,674,940 

Total Needs   $53,897,370 
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City of Dilworth 
 
The City of Dilworth is responsible for a total of 49 lane miles, including 
10 miles of collectors and 39 miles of local roadways, all of which are 
asphalt. In the mid-and long-range, it is estimated that Dilworth will be 
responsible for 64 lane miles and 79 lane miles respectively.  
 
In the short-range, it is estimated that 30% of all lane miles under the 
City of Dilworth’s jurisdiction will receive asphalt overlay, 86% will 
receive chip seal and 300% will receive crack seal. For both the mid- and 
long-range, it is estimated that 50% of all lane miles will receive asphalt 
overlay, 143% will receive chip seal and 500% will receive crack seal.  
 
Table 9.1-9 details the expenditures that will be required of roadways 
under the City of Dilworth’s jurisdiction. 
 

TABLE 9.1-9:  C ITY OF D ILWORTH ROADWAY MAINTENANCE 

ANALYSIS  
 

 
Short-Range (2015-2020) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane Mile Cost for Activity 

Asphalt 
Overlay 

15 $165,825 $2,437,630 

Chip Seal 42 $14,370 $605,550 

Crack Seal 147 $2,210 $324,870 

Total Needs   $3,368,050 

 
Mid-Range (2021-2030) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane Mile Cost for Activity 

Asphalt 
Overlay 

32 $227,875 $7,292,000 

Chip Seal 92 $19,750 $1,807,520 

Crack Seal 320 $3,040 $972,800 

Total Needs   $10,072,320 

 
Long-Range (2031-2040) 

Activity 
Total Lane 

Miles 
Cost per Lane Mile Cost for Activity 

Asphalt 
Overlay 

40 $337,310 $13,323,745 

Chip Seal 113 $29,235 $3,302,680 

Crack Seal 395 $4,495 $1,775,525 

Total Needs   $18,401,950 
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Comparison of Financial Summaries and 
Available Funding 
 
Table 9.1-10 compares the total O&M costs with available funding for 
each jurisdiction in the short-, mid- and long-range. 
 

TABLE 9.1-10:  O&M  COSTS AND PROJECTED FUNDING  
($  IN M ILLIONS) 

 

Costs 
Short-
Range  

(2015-2020) 

Mid-Range  
(2021-2030) 

Long-Range  
(2031-2040) 

Total 

NDDOT $14.4 $33.0 $48.8 $96.2 

Cass County $12.6 $29.2 $43.2 $85.0 

City of Fargo $48.9 $119.0 $186.8 $354.7 

City of West Fargo $13.1 $32.1 $50.6 $95.8 

MnDOT $21.8 $49.8 $72.5 $144.1 

Clay County $30.0 $71.1 $105.2 $206.3 

City of Moorhead $13.3 $33.4 $53.9 $100.6 

City of Dilworth $3.4 $10.1 $18.4 $31.9 

 

Projected 
Funding 

Short-
Range  

(2015-2020) 

Mid-Range  
(2021-2030) 

Long-Range  
(2031-2040) 

Total 

NDDOT $22.1 $41.6 $48.2 $111.9 

Cass County $71.2 $155.2 $216.7 $443.1 

City of Fargo $77.3 $125.1 $213.1 $415.5 

City of West Fargo $12.8 $28.0 $39.3 $80.1 

MnDOT $21.2 $46.2 $45.1 $112.5 

Clay County $24.3 $48.9 $62.3 $135.5 

City of Moorhead $61.6 $139.0 $202.5 $403.1 

City of Dilworth $0.2 $0.4 $0.6 $1.2 

 
 

O&M Costs 
Minus Projected 

Funding 

Short-Range  
(2015-2020) 

Mid-Range  
(2021-2030) 

Long-Range  
(2031-2040) 

Total 

NDDOT $7.7 $8.6 ($0.6) $15.7 

Cass County $58.6 $126.0 $173.4 $358.0 

City of Fargo $28.5 $6.0 $26.2 $60.7 

City of West Fargo ($0.3) ($4.1) ($11.3) ($15.7) 

MnDOT ($0.5) ($3.6) ($27.4) ($31.5) 

Clay County ($5.6) ($22.2) ($43.0) ($70.8) 

City of Moorhead $48.3 $105.6 $148.6 $302.5 

City of Dilworth ($3.2) ($9.6) ($17.8) ($30.6) 
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North Dakota Projects 
 

Year Jurisdiction 
Type/Network 
Characteristic 

Description Location 

2
0

1
5

 

NDDOT Link Reconstruction Main Avenue from I-94 to Morrison Street 

W. Fargo/ Fargo/ 
Cass County 

Link Convert from 2-lanes to 3-lane section 12th Ave N from CR 19 to 45th Street 

W. Fargo/ Fargo/ 
Cass County 

Intersection Control Add roundabout (from 2-way stop) 12th Ave N and 9th Street E 

Fargo Link Reconstruction 1st Ave N from University Drive to Broadway 

            

2
0

1
6

 

West Fargo Intersection Control Add Permanent Signals (from temporary signals) Sheyenne Street @ 40th Ave E and @ 32nd Ave E 

Cass County no planned network changes in 2016 

Fargo no planned network changes in 2016 

NDDOT no planned network changes in 2016 

            

2
0

1
7

 -
 2

0
2

0
 

Fargo Link 
New Construction as a 2-lane with turn lanes on 
64th Avenue South from 62nd to 64th Avenue 
South (Collector) 

21st Street 

Fargo Link 
New Construction from 52nd to 64th Avenue 
South as a 2-lane roadway 

31st Street 

West Fargo Link 
Reconstruct 9th Street E/13th Avenue E 
Intersection per HSIP Plan - Includes Signal Timing 
Changes 

9th Street East & 13th Avenue E 

Fargo Link 
New Construction 2-lane roadway (Collector) in 
Deer Creek n/s from 52nd Avenue South and turns 
e/w to tie into Sheyenne Street 

63rd Street (n/s) and Deer Creek (e/w) 

Fargo Link 
New Construction as a 3-lane section from Maple 
Valley Drive to University Drive 

64th Avenue South 

Fargo Link 
New Construction - Extend 51st Street from 23rd 
to 32nd Avenue South 

51st Street (Collector) 

Fargo Link Reduce from 4-lane section to 3-lane  4th Street from 1st Avenue N to 2nd Avenue S 

Fargo Link Reduce from 4-lane section to 3-lane  2nd Street from 1st Avenue N to 7th Avenue N 
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Year Jurisdiction 
Type/Network 
Characteristic 

Description Location 

Fargo Link 
Widen 4 lanes to 6 lanes and New ramp to 
facilitate travel from 32nd Avenue S WB to I-29 SB  

32nd Avenue S from 42nd Street S to 36th Street S and New 
ramp to facilitate travel from 32nd Avenue S WB to I-29 SB  

Fargo Link Widen to 5 lane section 32nd Avenue S from 45th Street to Veterans Blvd 

Fargo Intersection Control New Signal 40th Avenue S and 36th Street SW 

Fargo Intersection Control New Signal 17th Avenue S and 38th Street S 

West Fargo Link Widen 2 lanes to 4 lanes 32nd Avenue S from Sheyenne Street to Veterans Blvd 

West Fargo Intersection Control New Signal 32nd Avenue W and 9th Street W 

West Fargo Intersection Control New Signal 26th Avenue & Sheyenne Street 

West Fargo  Link 
Add 26th Avenue into network as local roadway 
just west of Sheyenne Street 

26th Avenue  

NDDOT Link Reconstruction Main Avenue from 2nd Street to University Drive 

West Fargo/Fargo Link Revise to 3-lane section  40th Ave E from 7th Street East to Sheyenne River 

Cass County Link Check with County on Improvements CR 20 from University Drive to I-29 
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Minnesota Projects 
 

Year Jurisdiction 
Type/Network 
Characteristic 

Description Location 

2
0

1
5

 

Mrhd/MnDOT New Turn Lane Add NB to EB Right Turn Lane TH 75/8th Street and TH 10/Main Avenue 

Mrhd/MnDOT Link Widen 2 to 4 lanes TH 75 from 40th Avenue S to south of 44th Avenue S 

Mrhd/MnDOT New Turn Lane Add EB to SB Turn Right Lane TH 75/8th Street and TH 10/Main Avenue 

Moorhead New Turn Lane Add SB and NB Left Turn Lanes 11th Street and TH 10/Main Avenue 

Clay County Turn Lanes 
Locations TBD - Currently it appears that new turns 
lanes are not warranted. 

CSAH 18 from CSAH 3 to TH 75 

MnDOT No planned network changes in 2015 

Dilworth  No planned network changes in 2015 

  

2
0

1
6

 

MnDOT New Interchange Construct divergent diamond interchange TH 75 and I-94 Interchange  

Moorhead Link Revise to 3-lane section 20th Street S from I-94 to 12th Avenue 

MnDOT Reconstruct 
Revise EB/WB sections from 2-lane to 3-lane (WB lane 
from TH 75 off-ramp to TH 75 on-ramp to remain 2-
lane) 

I-94 from west of TH 75 to 34th Street S 

Dilworth  No planned network changes in 2016 

Clay County No planned network changes in 2016 

  

2
0

1
7

-2
0

2
0

 Moorhead Link Extension Construct 20th St as a 3-lane Section 20th Street from 34th Ave S to 41st Ave S 

Moorhead Reconstruct 
Construct turn lanes and signal at 20th St & 30th 
Avenue S 

20th Street from I-94 to 34th Ave S 

Moorhead Link Widen 4 to 6 lanes 8th Street S / TH 75 from 24th Avenue S to 30th Avenue S 

MnDOT Reconstruct Add medians and left turn lanes TH 10 through Glyndon MN 
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Metro COG is responsible under federal law for maintaining a 
continuous, comprehensive and coordinated transportation planning 
process. A component of the process is the maintenance of the Transit 
Development Plan (TDP) which is intended to identify strategies and 
recommendations to improve transit service delivery in the FM 
Metropolitan area. The TDP is developed under a defined five year 
planning horizon and functions as a sub-element of the LRTP. 
Development and adoption of the TDP is recommended by the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) for the purposes of establishing a transit 
agency’s vision for public transportation, assessing needs and 
identifying a framework for program implementation. This is done in 
cooperation with Metro Area Transit (MATBUS), MnDOT and NDDOT. 
 
The 2012-2016 TDP is a comprehensive summary of data, analysis and 
recommendations which focus on all aspects of the public transit 
system (i.e., fixed route, paratransit, senior ride and rural commuter). 
The TDP considers both short-range and long-range strategies and 
actions that lead to the development of an integrated multimodal 
transportation system that efficiently moves people and addresses 
current and future transportation demand.  
 
Metro Area Transit is currently the function of two separate municipal 
departments within the City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead. Since 
2006, MATBUS has made significant progress and improvements in the 
delivery of transit services, specific to the coordination efforts between 
operating between jurisdictions. Currently, there are a total of 21 fixed 
routes which serve the FM Metropolitan area.  
 
A component of the TDP is the Existing Conditions Report (ECR). The 
ECR provides a summary of existing conditions and the operating 
environment (i.e. transit history, operations, agreements, ridership 
trends and finances) of public transit in the FM Metropolitan area. 

According to the ECR, MATBUS provided a total of 2,133,908 rides in 
2010. These included all fixed routes, paratransit services, rural 
commuter services, senior ride services and ADA demand response 
services.  
 
Student ridership has been a key component to the success of MATBUS 
and the fixed route system over the last decade. This is due in part to 
the U-pass program, where each college (NDSU, MSUM, Concordia and 
M-State) contracts separately with the respective city and provides an 
annual contribution thereby allowing students to use any MAT fixed 
route for free by using their student ID as a transit pass.  
 
Metro Area Transit’s operating budget is constructed and supported 
through a variety of federal, state and local funds. Both operating 
budgets are highly subsidized by state and federal resources with the 
City of Fargo at 50% (2010) and the City of Moorhead at 77% (2010). 
Total operating costs in 2010 for the City of Fargo were $4,634,499, 
while costs for the City of Moorhead were $1,735,396.  
 
The City of Fargo and the City of Moorhead have entered into several 
agreements over the past few decades, both formal and informal, to 
assist in the operation of various elements MATBUS. Some of these 
agreements have been specifically drafted to set forth a cost 
sharing/allocation plan for the distribution of costs related to major 
transit system expenditures. Significant MATBUS operating agreements 
include the Metro Transit Garage, MAT Paratransit and the Master 
Operating Agreement. 
 
An important element of the TDP is the coordinated financial plan for 
each City, which identifies how preferred alternatives are implemented 
over the life of the Plan. This describes the ability to fund the 
continuation and expansion of MATBUS services in the City of Fargo and 
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the City of Moorhead over the next 5 years and includes operating 
costs, projected revenues, and capital needs. 
 
In the TDP, revenue forecasts, financial assumptions and the five year 
financial plan are based on the 2010 operating costs and revenues set 
forth within the ECR. The City of Fargo assumptions indicate revenues to 
increase by two percent between the base condition (2010) and the TDP 
planning horizon of 2016. The City of Moorhead assumptions utilize a 
two percent growth rate for city general funds and farebox revenue; 
however, federal revenues are shown to increase at two percent only 
through 2012 and no increase in state funding from the 2010 base 
condition to 2016. Under the baseline scenario, the City of Moorhead 
shows an annual surplus in the range of $60,000 to $130,000 through 
2016 while the City of Fargo shows an annual deficit ranging from 
$50,000 to $110,000. 
 
The TDP outlines three different fixed route alternatives and 
operational scenarios. These include a five percent reduction scenario, a 
service restructure scenario and a service expansion scenario.  
 
The five percent reduction scenario assumes a five percent reduction in 
the number of hours of service by the City of Fargo and the City of 
Moorhead. Based on ridership and productivity, the TDP determined 
that impacts from the five percent reduction scenario would be 
negligible. 

 
The cost-constrained service restructure scenario assumes that 2010 
funding levels are the depth of resources available to address 
community and MATBUS service needs. The principal reasons for 
looking at route modification were to give routes the opportunity to 
improve system speed, reliability and on-time performance. These 
issues were identified by both users and non-users, as well as MATBUS 
staff to be of critical importance. In addressing on-time performance, 
effort was made to maintain existing coverage to minimize route 
disruption. The overall number of hours and buses under this scenario is 
equivalent to 2010 funding levels. Figures 10.1-1 and 10.1-2 show the 
route specific recommendations for the service restructure scenario for 
the City of Moorhead and Figure 10.1-3 shows recommendations for the 
City of Fargo.  
 
The service expansion scenario is based on issue identification/needs 
assessment, public outreach findings and an examination of the local 
market for expansion opportunities. This scenario is cost-unconstrained, 
with non-route specific system-wide recommendation including Sunday 
service, later evening service and earlier a.m. service. Figures 10.1-4 and 
10.1-5 shows the expansion recommendations for MATBUS in the City 
of Moorhead and Figure 10.1-6 shows recommendations for the City of 
Fargo.  
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F IGURE 10.1-1:  COST-CONSTRAINED SERVICE RESTRUCTURE FOR THE C ITY OF MOORHEAD:  DAY ROUTE  
 

 
Source: Nelson/Nygaard 
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F IGURE 10.1-2:  COST-CONSTRAINED SERVICE RESTRUCTURE FOR THE C ITY OF MOORHEAD:  N IGHT ROUTE  
 

 
Source: Nelson/Nygaard 
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F IGURE 10.1-3:  COST-CONSTRAINED SERVICE RESTRUCTURE FOR THE C ITY OF FARGO  
 

 
Source: Nelson/Nygaard 
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F IGURE 10.1-4:  COST-UNCONSTRAINED SERVICE EXPANSION RECOMMENDATIONS FOR T HE C ITY OF MOORHEAD:  DAY ROUTE  
 

 
Source: Nelson/Nygaard  
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F IGURE 10.1-5:  COST-UNCONSTRAINED SERVICE EXPANSION RECOMMENDATIONS FOR T HE C ITY OF MOORHEAD:   
N IGHT ROUTE  

 

 
Source: Nelson/Nygaard 



APPENDIX 10-1: TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 
 

8 

 
10-1: 8 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

F IGURE 10.1-6:  COST-UNCONSTRAINED SERVICE EXPANSION RECOMMENDATIONS FOR T HE C ITY OF FARGO  
 

 
Source: Nelson/Nygaard 
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Interstate Interchange Improvements 
 

As part of the 2020 and 2040 forecast year analysis, congested 
roadways, interstates and interchanges were identified.  Chapter 10 
presents the analysis for determining what Interstate mainline 
improvements.  In addition, conceptual interchange improvements 
were developed to support the local arterial and interstate facilities.  
The following appendix presents conceptual aerial graphics for each 
interchange that would require improvements for the interchanges on  
I-94 and I-29.
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F IGURE 10.2-1:  I-94  &  SHEYENNE INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-2:  I-94  &  VETERAN ’S BLVD.  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-3:  I-94  &  45TH ST.  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-4:  I-94  &  I-29  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-5:  I-94  &  25TH ST.  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-6:  I-94  &  UNIVERSITY INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-7:  I-94  &  TH  75/8TH STREET INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-8:  I-94  &  20TH ST.  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
 

 



APPENDIX 10-2: INTERSTATE INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 
 
 

10 

 
10-2: 10 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

F IGURE 10.2-9:  I-29  &  I-94  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-10:  I-29  &  32ND AVE S.  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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F IGURE 10.2-11:  I-29  &  52ND AVE S  INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS  
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North Dakota DOT 
 

 NHPP – Interstate Maintenance (IM) – Originally the historical 
use of these funds within the last 5 years of the TIP within the 
Metropolitan area was averaged to be around $10 million/year. 
Discussion with NDDOT indicated that a more realistic number 
and need for the IM funds within the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area would be approximately $3.5 million/year. 

 

 NHPP – Highway Bridge Program (HBP) – Identified the 
historical use of these funds within the last 5 years of the TIP 
within the Metropolitan area and averaged them per year. 

 

 NHPP – Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) – Identified the 
historical use of these funds within the last 5 years of the TIP 
within the Metropolitan area and averaged them per year. 

 

 NHPP – National Highway System (NHS) – This funding 
category is new per MAP-21. This funding category takes the 
place of what used to be the Surface Transportation Program 
(STP) Regional Funds. It was estimated by the NDDOT that the 
12 Urban Cities with a population over 5,000 will receive 
approximately $8 million per year for this funding category. The 
cities of Fargo and West Fargo make up 35.12% urban cities 
population according to the 2010 census. It will be assumed 
that 35.12% of $8 million will be allocated to the metropolitan 
area per year for NHPP-NHS Funds. 

 

 Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality (CMAQ) – These are funds 
that each state is to use in areas within their state that have air 
quality issues. Since, there are no areas within the state of 
North Dakota with identified air quality issues, they typically get 
distributed or rolled in to the STP Urban money. These funds 
are already accounted for in the STP/Urban funds shown under 
the cities’ revenues. 

 

 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) – These funds 
have recently become distributed based on a statewide 
competitive grant. NDDOT has an annual budgeted amount of 
approximately $8.0 million in HSIP funds to spend on safety 
projects throughout the state. For the purposes of projecting 
HSIP dollars to be used for revenue forecasts, we have assumed 
that the Metropolitan area will receive $1.0 million dollars in 
HSIP funds every 5 years to be used on the state’s system. 

 

 North Dakota State Funds - Identified the historical use of state 
funds within the last 5 years of the TIP within the Metropolitan 
area and averaged them per year. 

 

 North Dakota Local Cost Shares – We have identified what the 
cities/counties have paid over the past 5 years on state led 
projects. However, this is only identified as expenditure and 
does not account for the local revenues. Therefore, this number 
is for informational purposes only and will not be projected out 
into the future. 
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NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS)  
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2010 0.6120$           0.1000$         3.5344$           

2011 0.2894$           

2012 1.0820$           2.4680$           

2013 0.7770$           0.2880$         0.7170$           

2014 0.0470$           2.1090$           

Annual Avg. 3.5000$            0.6295$           2.8100$            0.0776$         0.2000$         1.8236$           3.0000

2015 3.5525$            0.6389$           2.8522$            0.0788$         0.2030$         5.6100$        1.8783$           6.5909 0.7740 17.5000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3540

2016 3.6058$            0.6485$           2.8949$            0.0799$         0.2060$         1.9346$           9.2080 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2017 3.6599$            0.6583$           2.9384$            0.0811$         0.2091$         1.9927$           2.9300 0.0520 9.6510 0.0000 0.0000 1.9960

2018 3.7148$            0.6681$           2.9824$            0.0824$         0.2123$         2.0524$           

2019 3.7705$            0.6782$           3.0272$            0.0836$         0.2155$         2.1140$           

2020 3.8271$            0.6883$           3.0726$            0.0849$         0.2187$         2.1774$           

Total 22.1305$          3.9803$           17.7676$          0.4907$         1.2646$         5.6100$        12.1494$         -$         22.1305 18.7289 0.8260 27.1510 0.0000 0.0000 2.3500

2021 3.8845$            0.6986$           3.1187$            0.0861$         0.2220$         2.2428$           

2022 3.9427$            0.7091$           3.1654$            0.0874$         0.2253$         2.3100$           

2023 4.0019$            0.7198$           3.2129$            0.0887$         0.2287$         2.3793$           

2024 4.0619$            0.7306$           3.2611$            0.0901$         0.2321$         2.4507$           

2025 4.1228$            0.7415$           3.3100$            0.0914$         0.2356$         2.5242$           

2026 4.1847$            0.7526$           3.3597$            0.0928$         0.2391$         2.6000$           

2027 4.2474$            0.7639$           3.4101$            0.0942$         0.2427$         2.6780$           

2028 4.3111$            0.7754$           3.4612$            0.0956$         0.2464$         2.7583$           

2029 4.3758$            0.7870$           3.5132$            0.0970$         0.2500$         2.8411$           

2030 4.4414$            0.7988$           3.5658$            0.0985$         0.2538$         2.9263$           

Total 41.5743$          7.4774$           33.3782$          0.9218$         2.3757$         25.7107$         -$         41.5743 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Revenue Expenses

Committed Projects* from TIP (Fed, State and Local)

Year

Federal State
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2031 4.5081$            0.8108$           3.6193$            0.1000$         0.2576$         3.0141$           

2032 4.5757$            0.8230$           3.6736$            0.1014$         0.2615$         3.1045$           

2033 4.6443$            0.8353$           3.7287$            0.1030$         0.2654$         3.1976$           

2034 4.7140$            0.8478$           3.7847$            0.1045$         0.2694$         3.2936$           

2035 4.7847$            0.8606$           3.8414$            0.1061$         0.2734$         3.3924$           

2036 4.8565$            0.8735$           3.8991$            0.1077$         0.2775$         3.4941$           

2037 4.9293$            0.8866$           3.9575$            0.1093$         0.2817$         3.5990$           

2038 5.0033$            0.8999$           4.0169$            0.1109$         0.2859$         3.7069$           

2039 5.0783$            0.9134$           4.0772$            0.1126$         0.2902$         3.8181$           

2040 5.1545$            0.9271$           4.1383$            0.1143$         0.2945$         3.9327$           

Total 48.2486$          8.6779$           38.7368$          1.0697$         2.7571$         34.5530$         -$         48.2486 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

111.9534$        20.1356$         89.8826$          2.4822$         6.3973$         5.6100$        72.4131$         -$         111.9534 18.7289 0.8260 27.1510 0.0000 0.0000 2.3500

Revenue Expenses

Committed Projects* from TIP (Fed, State and Local)

Year

Federal State

Lo
ng
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m

Grand Total
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Cass County, ND 
 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) Rural – Cass County’s 
2014 to 2018 Capital Improvement Plan provided an annual 
dollar amount for Federal Aid Highway Funding and a table that 
projects the amount of Federal Aid Bridge Funding that will be 
received over a 5-year period.  

 

 State Aid (Highway Distribution Tax) – Cass County provided a 
spreadsheet with historic revenue information dating from 2000 
to 2012. Five years of data for 2008-2012 were averaged for the 
annual average State Aid. It should be noted that there were a 
few years that additional one-time funding was provided under 
this funding source noted as “Highway Distribution Tax One 
Time Funding.” These additional dollars were not included in 
the average, but would significantly increase the total if it were 
included. 

 

 Property Tax – Cass County provided a spreadsheet with 
historic revenue information dating from 2000 to 2012. Five 
years of data for 2008-2012 were averaged for the annual 
average Property Tax revenue. 

 

 Other – Cass County provided a spreadsheet with historic 
revenue information dating from 2000 to 2012. Five years of 
data for 2008-2012 were averaged for the annual average 
“Other” revenue. It should be determined and noted within the 
plan, what the “Other” revenue includes. 
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CASS COUNTY REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS)  
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2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Annual Avg. $0.9000 $0.6500 $6.7810 $3.7700 $0.3200

2015 $0.9135 $0.6598 $6.9844 $3.9208 $0.3328 $0.3200

2016 $0.9272 $0.6696 $7.1940 $4.0776 $0.3461

2017 $0.9411 $0.6797 $7.4098 $4.2407 $0.3600 $0.0410

2018 $0.9552 $0.6899 $7.6321 $4.4104 $0.3744

2019 $0.9696 $0.7002 $7.8610 $4.5868 $0.3893

2020 $0.9841 $0.7107 $8.0969 $4.7703 $0.4049

Total $5.6907 $4.1099 $45.1782 $26.0066 $2.2075 $71.1847 $0.3200 $0.0410

2021 $0.9989 $0.7214 $8.3398 $4.9611 $0.4211

2022 $1.0138 $0.7322 $8.5900 $5.1595 $0.4379

2023 $1.0291 $0.7432 $8.8477 $5.3659 $0.4555

2024 $1.0445 $0.7544 $9.1131 $5.5805 $0.4737

2025 $1.0602 $0.7657 $9.3865 $5.8037 $0.4926

2026 $1.0761 $0.7772 $9.6681 $6.0359 $0.5123

2027 $1.0922 $0.7888 $9.9581 $6.2773 $0.5328

2028 $1.1086 $0.8006 $10.2569 $6.5284 $0.5541

2029 $1.1252 $0.8127 $10.5646 $6.7896 $0.5763

2030 $1.1421 $0.8248 $10.8815 $7.0611 $0.5994

Total $10.6905 $7.7209 $95.6062 $59.5631 $5.0557 $155.1692 $0.0000 $0.0000

Revenue Expenses
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2031 $1.1592 $0.8372 $11.2080 $7.3436 $0.6233

2032 $1.1766 $0.8498 $11.5442 $7.6373 $0.6483

2033 $1.1943 $0.8625 $11.8905 $7.9428 $0.6742

2034 $1.2122 $0.8755 $12.2472 $8.2605 $0.7012

2035 $1.2304 $0.8886 $12.6147 $8.5910 $0.7292

2036 $1.2488 $0.9019 $12.9931 $8.9346 $0.7584

2037 $1.2675 $0.9154 $13.3829 $9.2920 $0.7887

2038 $1.2866 $0.9292 $13.7844 $9.6637 $0.8203

2039 $1.3059 $0.9431 $14.1979 $10.0502 $0.8531

2040 $1.3254 $0.9573 $14.6238 $10.4522 $0.8872

Total $12.4068 $8.9605 $128.4867 $88.1679 $7.4837 $216.6546 $0.0000 $0.0000

$28.7880 $20.7913 $269.2710 $173.7375 $14.7469 $443.0085 $0.3200 $0.0410

Revenue Expenses

O & M

Committed 

Projects from TIP 

(Federal, State & 

Local)

LocalFederal

Grand Total
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City of Fargo, ND 
 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) Urban – The City of 
Fargo’s current target sub-allocation for STP Urban dollars is 
$3.8 million dollars annually. 

 

 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) – These funds 
have recently become distributed based on a statewide 
competitive grant. NDDOT has an annual budgeted amount of 
approximately $8.0 million in HSIP funds to spend on safety 
projects throughout the state. For the purposes of projecting 
HSIP dollars to be used for revenue forecasts, we have assumed 
that the metropolitan area will receive $1.0 million dollars in 
HSIP funds every 5 years to be used on the City of Fargo’s 
system. 

 

 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) – Identified the 
historical use of these funds within the last 5 years of the TIP for 
the City of Fargo and averaged them per year. 

 

 State Aid (Highway Distribution Tax) – Based on the 2012-2016 
City of Fargo CIP, the State Highway Distribution Tax revenue for 
the City of Fargo is $4.8 million annually. According to City of 
Fargo staff, the State Highway Distribution Tax revenue is split 
between street rehab projects ($2.0 million) and general 
purpose operations activities ($2.8 million). For the purposes of 
the revenue projections only the $2.0 million in State Aid 
dedicated to street rehab revenue is assumed available for the 
financial plan of the LRTP.  

 

 Street Sales Tax – The City of Fargo developed a Revenue 
spreadsheet as part of the development of the 2012-2016 CIP. 
Five years of data from 2007-2011 were averaged to determine 
the average annual street sales tax. 

 

 Special Assessments – The City of Fargo has a policy for special 
assessments. The total revenue dollars obtained from special 
assessments for transportation projects varies annually. 
However, the City’s policy for new construction projects is to 
assess for 50% of the cost and for reconstruction projects to 
assess for 25% of the cost. This information can be used when 
determining the special assessment dollars that may or can be 
used on new and reconstruction projects for future years. 
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C ITY OF FARGO REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
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2010 $0.2800

2011 $0.2280

2012 $0.2820

2013 $0.3600

2014

Annual 

Avg. $3.8000 $0.2000 $0.2300 $2.0000 $2.8000 $9.2750

2015 $3.8570 $0.2030 $0.2335 $2.0600 $2.8840 $9.6460 $3.0000 $2.0000 $0.2400

2016 $3.9149 $0.2060 $0.2370 $2.1218 $2.9705 $10.0318 $3.0000

2017 $3.9736 $0.2091 $0.2405 $2.1855 $3.0596 $10.4331 $8.2360

2018 $4.0332 $0.2123 $0.2441 $2.2510 $3.1514 $10.8504

2019 $4.0937 $0.2155 $0.2478 $2.3185 $3.2460 $11.2845

2020 $4.1551 $0.2187 $0.2515 $2.3881 $3.3433 $11.7358

Total $24.0274 $1.2646 $1.4543 $13.3249 $18.6549 $63.9817 $77.3066 $6.0000 $10.2360 $0.2400

Revenue Expenses
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Committed Projects from 
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2021 $4.2174 $0.2220 $0.2553 $2.4597 $3.4436 $12.2053

2022 $4.2807 $0.2253 $0.2591 $2.5335 $3.5470 $12.6935

2023 $4.3449 $0.2287 $0.2630 $2.6095 $3.6534 $13.2012

2024 $4.4101 $0.2321 $0.2669 $2.6878 $3.7630 $13.7293

2025 $4.4762 $0.2356 $0.2709 $2.7685 $3.8759 $14.2784

2026 $4.5433 $0.2391 $0.2750 $2.8515 $3.9921 $14.8496

2027 $4.6115 $0.2427 $0.2791 $2.9371 $4.1119 $15.4436

2028 $4.6807 $0.2464 $0.2833 $3.0252 $4.2353 $16.0613

2029 $4.7509 $0.2500 $0.2876 $3.1159 $4.3623 $16.7038

2030 $4.8221 $0.2538 $0.2919 $3.2094 $4.4932 $17.3719

Total $45.1378 $2.3757 $2.7320 $28.1983 $39.4776 $146.5377 $125.0726 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

2031 $4.8945 $0.2576 $0.2962 $3.3057 $4.6280 $18.0668

2032 $4.9679 $0.2615 $0.3007 $3.4049 $4.7668 $18.7894

2033 $5.0424 $0.2654 $0.3052 $3.5070 $4.9098 $19.5410

2034 $5.1180 $0.2694 $0.3098 $3.6122 $5.0571 $20.3227

2035 $5.1948 $0.2734 $0.3144 $3.7206 $5.2088 $21.1356

2036 $5.2727 $0.2775 $0.3191 $3.8322 $5.3651 $21.9810

2037 $5.3518 $0.2817 $0.3239 $3.9472 $5.5260 $22.8602

2038 $5.4321 $0.2859 $0.3288 $4.0656 $5.6918 $23.7746

2039 $5.5136 $0.2902 $0.3337 $4.1876 $5.8626 $24.7256

2040 $5.5963 $0.2945 $0.3387 $4.3132 $6.0385 $25.7147

Total $52.3842 $2.7571 $3.1706 $37.8961 $53.0545 $216.9117 $213.0524 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

$121.5494 $6.3973 $7.3569 $79.4193 $111.1870 $427.4311 $415.4317 $6.0000 $10.2360 $0.2400

Revenue Expenses

O & M
Committed Projects from 

TIP (Federal, State & Local)
Federal State Local

Grand Total

Year
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City of West Fargo, ND  
 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) Urban – The City of West 
Fargo’s current target sub-allocation for STP Urban dollars is 
$0.83 million dollars annually. 

 

 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) – These funds 
have recently become distributed based on a statewide 
competitive grant. NDDOT has an annual budgeted amount of 
approximately $8.0 million in HSIP funds to spend on safety 
projects throughout the state. For the purposes of projecting 
HSIP dollars to be used for revenue forecasts, we have assumed 
that the Metropolitan area will receive $1.0 million dollars in 
HSIP funds every 5 years to be used on the City of West Fargo’s 
system. 

 

 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) – For the purposes 
of projecting TAP dollars to be used for revenue forecasts, we 
have assumed that the City of West Fargo will receive one TAP 
project for $220,000 every 5 years. 

 

 State Aid (Highway Distribution Tax) – Based on the historical 
average of actual funds received from 2008-2012, the City of 
West Fargo has received an average of $1,076,600/year in State 
Highway Distribution Tax Funds.  

 

 General Funds – The annual dollar amount projected in the 
2013-2016 TIP was used for the base 2014 general fund amount 
for the City of West Fargo. This number was originally taken 
from West Fargo CIP data.  
 

 Special Assessments – The City of West Fargo has a policy for 
special assessments. The total revenue dollars obtained from 
special assessments for transportation projects varies annually. 
The City typically special assesses the local match for federal aid 
projects and special assesses new construction and major 
reconstruction projects that need to be paid for with local 
funds. This information can be used when determining the 
special assessment dollars that may or can be used on new and 
reconstruction projects for future years. 
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C ITY OF WEST FARGO REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS) 
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2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Annual 

Avg. $0.8300 $0.2000 $0.0440 $1.0766 $0.4340 $0.3750

2015 $0.8425 $0.2030 $0.0447 $1.1089 $0.4514 $0.3900 $11.4540

2016 $0.8551 $0.2060 $0.0453 $1.1422 $0.4694 $0.4056 $1.0830

2017 $0.8679 $0.2091 $0.0460 $1.1764 $0.4882 $0.4218 $1.8850

2018 $0.8809 $0.2123 $0.0467 $1.2117 $0.5077 $0.4387

2019 $0.8941 $0.2155 $0.0474 $1.2481 $0.5280 $0.4562

2020 $0.9076 $0.2187 $0.0481 $1.2855 $0.5491 $0.4745

Total $5.2481 $1.2646 $0.2782 $7.1728 $2.9939 $2.5869 $12.7535 $0.0000 $12.5370 $1.8850

Revenue Expenses

O & M
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2021 $0.9212 $0.2220 $0.0488 $1.3241 $0.5711 $0.4935

2022 $0.9350 $0.2253 $0.0496 $1.3638 $0.5940 $0.5132

2023 $0.9490 $0.2287 $0.0503 $1.4047 $0.6177 $0.5337

2024 $0.9632 $0.2321 $0.0511 $1.4469 $0.6424 $0.5551

2025 $0.9777 $0.2356 $0.0518 $1.4903 $0.6681 $0.5773

2026 $0.9924 $0.2391 $0.0526 $1.5350 $0.6948 $0.6004

2027 $1.0072 $0.2427 $0.0534 $1.5810 $0.7226 $0.6244

2028 $1.0224 $0.2464 $0.0542 $1.6285 $0.7515 $0.6494

2029 $1.0377 $0.2500 $0.0550 $1.6773 $0.7816 $0.6754

2030 $1.0533 $0.2538 $0.0558 $1.7276 $0.8129 $0.7024

Total $9.8590 $2.3757 $0.5226 $15.1791 $6.8569 $5.9247 $27.9607 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

2031 $1.0691 $0.2576 $0.0567 $1.7795 $0.8454 $0.7305

2032 $1.0851 $0.2615 $0.0575 $1.8328 $0.8792 $0.7597

2033 $1.1014 $0.2654 $0.0584 $1.8878 $0.9144 $0.7901

2034 $1.1179 $0.2694 $0.0593 $1.9445 $0.9509 $0.8217

2035 $1.1347 $0.2734 $0.0602 $2.0028 $0.9890 $0.8545

2036 $1.1517 $0.2775 $0.0611 $2.0629 $1.0285 $0.8887

2037 $1.1690 $0.2817 $0.0620 $2.1248 $1.0697 $0.9243

2038 $1.1865 $0.2859 $0.0629 $2.1885 $1.1125 $0.9612

2039 $1.2043 $0.2902 $0.0638 $2.2542 $1.1570 $0.9997

2040 $1.2223 $0.2945 $0.0648 $2.3218 $1.2033 $1.0397

Total $11.4418 $2.7571 $0.6066 $20.3995 $10.1498 $8.7700 $39.3193 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

$26.5489 $6.3973 $1.4074 $42.7514 $20.0005 $17.2816 $80.0335 $0.0000 $12.5370 $1.8850

Revenue Expenses

O & M
Committed Projects from TIP 

(Federal, State & Local)
Local

Grand Total
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Fargo Transit 
 

 FTA 5307 – Based on the Transit Development Plan (TDP) 
projections for FTA 5307 and FTA 5316, which under MAP-21 
now falls under FTA 5307. These forecasts were combined and 
grown with a 3% annual inflation factor. 

 

 FTA 5310 – Based on previous FTA 5317 allocations, which 
under MAP-21 now fall under FTA 5310. It is also in line with 
their current year 5310 applications. 

 

 FTA 5339 – Statewide allocation is $1.6 million/year. We 
assumed that Fargo Transit would receive one $800,000 bus 
every four years, which equates to $200,000/year. 

 

 State-Aid - Based on the 2013 State-aid revenue with a 3% 
inflation factor as used in the TDP. 

 

 West Fargo and NDSU System Contributions – Based on Transit 
Development Plan (TDP) projections. The system contributions 
in the TDP are based on the usage and service levels of West 
Fargo and NDSU. The forecasts were grown with a 3% annual 
inflation factor. 

 

 General Fund – Based on TDP projections. The General Fund 
comes from property taxes. The projections are developed 
based on historical funds used to match federal aid and 
shortages in other funding sources. The forecasts were grown 
with a 3% annual inflation factor. 

 

 Farebox Revenue/Misc. – These revenues are based on 
projections included in the Fargo Transit TDP. The projections 
are developed based on historical revenues, future ridership 
projected growth, and anticipated fare increases. The forecasts 
were grown with a 3% annual inflation factor. 
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FARGO TRANSIT REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS) 
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2010 $1.8600 $0.4220 $0.6590 $0.3700

2011 $1.9000 $0.4310 $0.6720 $0.3780

2012 $1.9400 $0.4390 $0.6850 $0.3850 $1.1600

2013 $1.9800 $0.5580 $0.4480 $0.6990 $0.3930 $1.1716

2014 $2.0200 $0.5636 $0.4570 $0.7130 $0.4010 $1.1833

Annual Avg. $0.2000 $0.2000

2015 $2.2000 $0.2000 $0.6500 $0.6500 $0.7500 $1.0000 $0.9000 $0.3000 $5.6000 $0.6500 $0.2500

2016 $2.4000 $0.2020 $0.6500 $0.6695 $0.7575 $1.0000 $0.9090 $0.3030 $5.8500 $0.6500 $0.2525

2017 $2.4240 $0.2040 $0.6500 $1.5000 $0.6896 $0.7651 $1.0100 $0.9181 $0.3060 $6.1000 $2.4000 $0.2550

2018 $2.4482 $0.2061 $0.6500 $0.7103 $0.7727 $1.0201 $0.9273 $0.3091 $6.1610 $0.6000 $0.2576

2019 $2.4727 $0.2081 $0.6500 $2.0000 $0.7316 $0.7805 $1.0303 $0.9365 $0.3122 $6.2226 $2.6000 $0.2602

2020 $2.4974 $0.2102 $0.6500 $0.7535 $0.7883 $1.0406 $0.9459 $0.3153 $6.2848 $0.6000 $0.2628

Total $14.4424 $1.2304 $3.9000 $3.5000 $4.2045 $0.0000 $0.0000 $4.6140 $6.1010 $5.5368 $1.8456 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $36.2184 $7.5000 $1.5380

Revenue Expenses

Federal State Local Operating & Capital (Federal, State & Local)
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2021 $2.5224 $0.2123 $1.0000 $0.7761 $0.7961 $1.0510 $0.9554 $0.3185 $6.3477 $1.1600 $0.2654

2022 $2.5476 $0.2144 $1.0100 $0.7994 $0.8041 $1.0615 $0.9649 $0.3216 $6.4112 $1.1716 $0.2680

2023 $2.5731 $0.2166 $1.0201 $0.8234 $0.8121 $1.0721 $0.9746 $0.3249 $6.4753 $1.1833 $0.2707

2024 $2.5989 $0.2187 $1.0303 $0.8481 $0.8203 $1.0829 $0.9843 $0.3281 $6.5400 $1.1951 $0.2734

2025 $2.6248 $0.2209 $1.0406 $0.8735 $0.8285 $1.0937 $0.9942 $0.3314 $6.6054 $1.2071 $0.2762

2026 $2.6511 $0.2231 $1.0510 $0.8998 $0.8368 $1.1046 $1.0041 $0.3347 $6.6715 $1.2192 $0.2789

2027 $2.6776 $0.2254 $1.0615 $0.9267 $0.8451 $1.1157 $1.0141 $0.3380 $6.7382 $1.2314 $0.2817

2028 $2.7044 $0.2276 $1.0721 $0.9545 $0.8536 $1.1268 $1.0243 $0.3414 $6.8056 $1.2437 $0.2845

2029 $2.7314 $0.2299 $1.0829 $0.9832 $0.8621 $1.1381 $1.0345 $0.3448 $6.8736 $1.2561 $0.2874

2030 $2.7587 $0.2322 $1.0937 $1.0127 $0.8707 $1.1495 $1.0449 $0.3483 $6.9424 $1.2687 $0.2902

Total $26.3901 $2.2212 $10.4622 $0.0000 $8.8975 $0.0000 $0.0000 $8.3294 $10.9959 $9.9953 $3.3318 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $66.4108 $12.1362 $2.7765

2031 $2.7863 $0.2345 $1.1046 $1.0431 $0.8794 $1.1610 $1.0553 $0.3518 $7.0118 $1.2814 $0.2931

2032 $2.8142 $0.2369 $1.1157 $1.0744 $0.8882 $1.1726 $1.0659 $0.3553 $7.0819 $1.2942 $0.2961

2033 $2.8423 $0.2392 $1.1268 $1.1066 $0.8971 $1.1843 $1.0765 $0.3588 $7.1527 $1.3071 $0.2990

2034 $2.8708 $0.2416 $1.1381 $1.1398 $0.9061 $1.1961 $1.0873 $0.3624 $7.2243 $1.3202 $0.3020

2035 $2.8995 $0.2440 $1.1495 $1.1740 $0.9151 $1.2081 $1.0982 $0.3661 $7.2965 $1.3334 $0.3050

2036 $2.9285 $0.2465 $1.1610 $1.2092 $0.9243 $1.2202 $1.1092 $0.3697 $7.3695 $1.3467 $0.3081

2037 $2.9577 $0.2489 $1.1726 $1.2455 $0.9335 $1.2324 $1.1202 $0.3734 $7.4432 $1.3602 $0.3112

2038 $2.9873 $0.2514 $1.1843 $1.2828 $0.9429 $1.2447 $1.1314 $0.3771 $7.5176 $1.3738 $0.3143

2039 $3.0172 $0.2539 $1.1961 $1.3213 $0.9523 $1.2572 $1.1428 $0.3809 $7.5928 $1.3875 $0.3174

2040 $3.0474 $0.2565 $1.2081 $1.3610 $0.9618 $1.2697 $1.1542 $0.3847 $7.6687 $1.4014 $0.3206

Total $29.1511 $2.4536 $11.5568 $0.0000 $11.9575 $0.0000 $0.0000 $9.2008 $12.1463 $11.0410 $3.6803 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $73.3589 $13.4059 $3.0669

$69.9837 $5.9051 $25.9190 $3.5000 $25.0595 $0.0000 $0.0000 $22.1442 $29.2432 $26.5731 $8.8577 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $175.9881 $33.0420 $7.3814

Revenue Expenses

Federal State Local Operating & Capital (Federal, State & Local)
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 
 

 NHPP – Interstate NHS Pavement (IM) – MnDOT approved 
subtarget for ATP 4 of $2.6 million/ year. MnDOT has estimated 
that they will complete two pavement rehabs in the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area between 2015-2040. This would 
estimate to be $400,000/year. 

 

 NHPP – NHS Bridge Program (HBP) – MnDOT approved 
subtarget for ATP 4 of $2.1 million/year. MnDOT has estimated 
that the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area will receive 
$50,000 per year. This is based on the conditions of the bridges 
in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area being above average 
for the district. 

 

 NHPP – Non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS) for 
Pavements & Performance – MnDOT approved subtarget for 
ATP 4 of $12.5 million/year. MnDOT has estimated that the 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area will receive $800,000/year. 

 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) – Statewide/District Risk 
Management (DSR) – MnDOT approved subtarget for ATP 4, 
then distributed by % of the population and/lane miles, etc. in 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area compared to population of 
ATP 4. In cooperation with MnDOT District 4 it was determined 
that $1,339,500/year would be available to the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area. However, of this amount, 
approximately $1.038 million is set aside for the following 
categories of improvements (City Roads, County Roads, Transit 
Capital, HSIP and TAP). 

 

 Traveler Safety (other than HSIP) – Investments in project 
elements that add or improve features with proven safety 
benefits – $24,400/year. 

 

 Roadside Infrastructure – Includes repair, replacement or 
rehabilitation of existing non-pavement, non-bridge 
infrastructure elements including culverts, other drainage 
structures, guardrails, fencing, overhead structures, other 
structures, rest areas, signs, lighting, signals, other traffic 
control devices, retaining walls and concrete barriers - 
$249,300/year. 

 

 Bicycle Infrastructure – Historically used to add bicycle 
infrastructure to new bridges - $40,000/year available only for 
the next 10 years. 

 

 Accessible Pedestrian Infrastructure – $118,400/year for the 
next 10 years and will be reduced to about 25% of this amount 
after 10 years. 

 

 Regional and Community Improvement Priorities (RCIP) – ATP 
4 is estimated to receive $1.93 million/year. Based on lane miles 
and population, the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area is 
estimated to receive $300,000/year for the next 10 years. This 
will not be available after 10 years. 

 

 Project Support – MnDOT has estimated the amount of funds to 
deliver projects and programs including right of way, consultant 
services, supplemental agreements and construction incentives. 
MnDOT has estimated $440,400/year for NHS projects, 
$147,000/year for Non-NHS Pavement projects, and 
$20,000/year for Non-NHS Bridge projects for project support in 
the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 
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 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) – MnDOT 
approved subtarget for ATP 4 of $900,000/year. MnDOT has 
estimated that the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area will 
receive $30,000/year. 

 

 State Funds/Gas Tax - MnDOT approved subtarget for ATP 4, 
then distributed by % of the population in Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area compared to population of ATP 4. The Fargo-
Moorhead Area has approximately 16% of the total ATP 4 
population. $14.0 million/year * 16% = $2.24 million/year. 
However, these funds are to provide state match on Federal 
revenues and should not be used for specific investments.  

 

 State Funds/Other (CIMS/TED) – Assuming $15 million/year will 
be available to Greater MN ATPs and ATP 4 is estimated to 
receive $1.8 million/year, the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area has approximately 16% of ATP 4 population and is 
estimated to receive $288,000/year. MnDOT has advised that 
these funds will not be available after 10 years. 
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M INNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS)  
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2010 $0.9217

2011 $0.9857

2012 $0.2710

2013 $0.7930

2014
Annual Avg. $0.0500 $0.5500 $1.1250 $0.0000 $0.0300 $0.4404 $0.7350 $0.0200 $0.0244 $0.2493 $0.0400 $0.1184 $2.2400 $0.3000 $0.3600

2015 $0.0510 $0.5605 $1.1464 $0.0000 $0.0306 $0.4488 $0.7490 $0.0204 $0.0251 $0.2568 $0.0412 $0.1220 $2.3072 $0.3090 $0.3708

2016 $0.0519 $0.5711 $1.1682 $0.0000 $0.0312 $0.4573 $0.7632 $0.0208 $0.0259 $0.2645 $0.0424 $0.1256 $2.3764 $0.3183 $0.3819

2017 $0.0529 $0.5819 $1.1904 $0.0000 $0.0317 $0.4660 $0.7777 $0.0212 $0.0267 $0.2724 $0.0437 $0.1294 $2.4477 $0.3278 $0.3934

2018 $0.0539 $0.5930 $1.2130 $0.0000 $0.0323 $0.4748 $0.7925 $0.0216 $0.0275 $0.2806 $0.0450 $0.1333 $2.5211 $0.3377 $0.4052

2019 $0.0549 $0.6043 $1.2360 $0.0000 $0.0330 $0.4839 $0.8075 $0.0220 $0.0283 $0.2890 $0.0464 $0.1373 $2.5968 $0.3478 $0.4173

2020 $0.0560 $0.6158 $1.2595 $0.0000 $0.0336 $0.4931 $0.8229 $0.0224 $0.0291 $0.2977 $0.0478 $0.1414 $2.6747 $0.3582 $0.4299
Total $0.3206 $3.5265 $7.2134 $0.0000 $0.1924 $2.8238 $4.7127 $0.1282 $0.1626 $1.6610 $0.2665 $0.7888 $14.9239 $1.9987 $2.3985

2021 $0.0570 $0.6275 $1.2834 $0.0000 $0.0342 $0.5024 $0.8385 $0.0228 $0.0300 $0.3066 $0.0492 $0.1456 $2.7549 $0.3690 $0.4428

2022 $0.0581 $0.6394 $1.3078 $0.0000 $0.0349 $0.5120 $0.8544 $0.0233 $0.0309 $0.3158 $0.0507 $0.1500 $2.8376 $0.3800 $0.4428

2023 $0.0592 $0.6515 $1.3327 $0.0000 $0.0355 $0.5217 $0.8707 $0.0237 $0.0318 $0.3253 $0.0522 $0.1545 $2.9227 $0.3914 $0.4560

2024 $0.0604 $0.6639 $1.3580 $0.0000 $0.0362 $0.5316 $0.8872 $0.0241 $0.0328 $0.3350 $0.0538 $0.1591 $3.0104 $0.4032 $0.4560

2025 $0.0615 $0.6765 $1.3838 $0.0000 $0.0369 $0.5417 $0.9041 $0.0246 $0.0338 $0.3451 $0.0554 $0.1639 $3.1007 $0.0000 $0.0000

2026 $0.0627 $0.6894 $1.4101 $0.0000 $0.0376 $0.5520 $0.9213 $0.0251 $0.0348 $0.3554 $0.0570 $0.1688 $3.1937 $0.0000 $0.0000

2027 $0.0639 $0.7025 $1.4369 $0.0000 $0.0383 $0.5625 $0.9388 $0.0255 $0.0358 $0.3661 $0.0587 $0.1739 $3.2895 $0.0000 $0.0000

2028 $0.0651 $0.7158 $1.4642 $0.0000 $0.0390 $0.5732 $0.9566 $0.0260 $0.0369 $0.3771 $0.0605 $0.1791 $3.3882 $0.0000 $0.0000

2029 $0.0663 $0.7294 $1.4920 $0.0000 $0.0398 $0.5841 $0.9748 $0.0265 $0.0380 $0.3884 $0.0623 $0.1845 $3.4898 $0.0000 $0.0000

2030 $0.0676 $0.7433 $1.5203 $0.0000 $0.0405 $0.5952 $0.9933 $0.0270 $0.0392 $0.4001 $0.0642 $0.1900 $3.5945 $0.0000 $0.0000
Total $0.6217 $6.8391 $13.9891 $0.0000 $0.3730 $5.4763 $9.1396 $0.2487 $0.3440 $3.5149 $0.5640 $1.6693 $31.5820 $1.5436 $1.7976

2031 $0.0689 $0.7574 $1.5492 $0.0000 $0.0413 $0.6065 $1.0122 $0.0275 $0.0403 $0.4121 $0.0661 $0.1957 $3.7024 $0.0000 $0.0000

2032 $0.0702 $0.7718 $1.5787 $0.0000 $0.0421 $0.6180 $1.0314 $0.0281 $0.0415 $0.4244 $0.0681 $0.2016 $3.8135 $0.0000 $0.0000

2033 $0.0715 $0.7865 $1.6087 $0.0000 $0.0429 $0.6297 $1.0510 $0.0286 $0.0428 $0.4371 $0.0701 $0.2076 $3.9279 $0.0000 $0.0000

2034 $0.0729 $0.8014 $1.6392 $0.0000 $0.0437 $0.6417 $1.0710 $0.0291 $0.0441 $0.4503 $0.0722 $0.2138 $4.0457 $0.0000 $0.0000

2035 $0.0742 $0.8166 $1.6704 $0.0000 $0.0445 $0.6539 $1.0913 $0.0297 $0.0454 $0.4638 $0.0744 $0.2203 $4.1671 $0.0000 $0.0000

2036 $0.0756 $0.8321 $1.7021 $0.0000 $0.0454 $0.6663 $1.1120 $0.0303 $0.0468 $0.4777 $0.0766 $0.2269 $4.2921 $0.0000 $0.0000

2037 $0.0771 $0.8479 $1.7344 $0.0000 $0.0463 $0.6790 $1.1332 $0.0308 $0.0482 $0.4920 $0.0789 $0.2337 $4.4208 $0.0000 $0.0000

2038 $0.0786 $0.8641 $1.7674 $0.0000 $0.0471 $0.6919 $1.1547 $0.0314 $0.0496 $0.5068 $0.0813 $0.2407 $4.5535 $0.0000 $0.0000

2039 $0.0800 $0.8805 $1.8010 $0.0000 $0.0480 $0.7050 $1.1766 $0.0320 $0.0511 $0.5220 $0.0838 $0.2479 $4.6901 $0.0000 $0.0000

2040 $0.0816 $0.8972 $1.8352 $0.0000 $0.0489 $0.7184 $1.1990 $0.0326 $0.0526 $0.5376 $0.0863 $0.2553 $4.8308 $0.0000 $0.0000

Total $0.7505 $8.2555 $16.8862 $0.0000 $0.4503 $6.6104 $11.0323 $0.3002 $0.4623 $4.7237 $0.7579 $2.2434 $42.4436 $0.0000 $0.0000

$1.6928 $18.6211 $38.0887 $0.0000 $1.0157 $14.9104 $24.8846 $0.6771 $0.9689 $9.8996 $1.5884 $4.7016 $88.9496 $3.5423 $4.1961
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2010

2011

2012

2013

2014
Annual Avg.

2015 $1.5570 $3.4020 $2.2000 $7.1050

2016 $0.0000

2017 $0.3570 $4.9900

2018

2019

2020
Total $21.4759 $0.0000 $0.0000 $1.5570 $3.4020 $0.3570 $0.0000 $7.1900 $7.1050

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030
Total $48.0558 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

2031

2032

2033

2034

2035

2036

2037

2038

2039

2040

Total $48.7210 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

$118.2526 $0.0000 $0.0000 $1.5570 $3.4020 $0.3570 $0.0000 $7.1900 $7.1050
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Clay County, MN (MPA Portion) 
 

 Levy Dollars –  
 

o County currently programs $1,100,000/year for general 
O&M (includes materials and labor for graveling, patching, 
shoulder work, etc.). 
 

o County currently programs $1,000,000/year for culvert and 
bridge replacement. 
 

o County currently programs $350,000/year to use as a 
federal aid match or backfill state aid dollars. 

 

 State-Aid - County currently receives $2,650,000/year in state-
aid gas tax to be used on state-aid designated roadways and 
bridges. 

 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) - County’s current 
annual sub-target is $291,000/year in Federal STP Funds. 
 

Estimates are based on the percentage of facilities within the MPA. 
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CLAY COUNTY REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS)  
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2010

2011

2012

2013

2014
Annual Avg. $0.2910 $2.6500 $1.1000 $0.3500 $1.0000

2015 $0.2954 $2.6898 $1.1440 $0.3640 $1.0400 $3.7250

2016 $0.2998 $2.7301 $1.1898 $0.3786 $1.0816

2017 $0.3043 $2.7710 $1.2374 $0.3937 $1.1249

2018 $0.3089 $2.8126 $1.2868 $0.4095 $1.1699

2019 $0.3135 $2.8548 $1.3383 $0.4258 $1.2167

2020 $0.3182 $2.8976 $1.3919 $0.4429 $1.2653
Total $1.8400 $16.7559 $7.5881 $2.4144 $6.8983 $24.3441 $0.0000 $0.0000 $3.7250 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

Revenue Expenses

O & M Committed TIP Projects (Federal, State & Local)State Local
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2021 $0.3230 $2.9411 $1.4475 $0.4606 $1.3159

2022 $0.3278 $2.9852 $1.5054 $0.4790 $1.3686

2023 $0.3327 $3.0300 $1.5656 $0.4982 $1.4233

2024 $0.3377 $3.0754 $1.6283 $0.5181 $1.4802

2025 $0.3428 $3.1216 $1.6934 $0.5388 $1.5395

2026 $0.3479 $3.1684 $1.7611 $0.5604 $1.6010

2027 $0.3531 $3.2159 $1.8316 $0.5828 $1.6651

2028 $0.3584 $3.2642 $1.9048 $0.6061 $1.7317

2029 $0.3638 $3.3131 $1.9810 $0.6303 $1.8009

2030 $0.3693 $3.3628 $2.0603 $0.6555 $1.8730
Total $3.4566 $31.4777 $17.3791 $5.5297 $15.7992 $48.8568 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

2031 $0.3748 $3.4133 $2.1427 $0.6818 $1.9479

2032 $0.3804 $3.4645 $2.2284 $0.7090 $2.0258

2033 $0.3861 $3.5164 $2.3175 $0.7374 $2.1068

2034 $0.3919 $3.5692 $2.4102 $0.7669 $2.1911

2035 $0.3978 $3.6227 $2.5066 $0.7976 $2.2788

2036 $0.4038 $3.6770 $2.6069 $0.8295 $2.3699

2037 $0.4098 $3.7322 $2.7112 $0.8627 $2.4647

2038 $0.4160 $3.7882 $2.8196 $0.8972 $2.5633

2039 $0.4222 $3.8450 $2.9324 $0.9330 $2.6658

2040 $0.4286 $3.9027 $3.0497 $0.9704 $2.7725

Total $4.0115 $36.5311 $25.7254 $8.1853 $23.3867 $62.2565 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

$9.3081 $84.7647 $50.6926 $16.1295 $46.0842 $73.2009 $0.0000 $0.0000 $3.7250 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

Revenue Expenses

O & M Committed TIP Projects (Federal, State & Local)State Local
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City of Moorhead, MN 
 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) - Moorhead’s current 
annual sub-target is $605,000/year in Federal STP Funds.  

 

 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) – MnDOT approved 
subtarget for ATP 4, then distributed by % of the population in 
Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area compared to population of 
ATP 4. The Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area has 
approximately 16% of the total ATP 4 population. $0.6 
million/year * 16% = $96,000/year. 

 

 State-Aid - The City of Moorhead currently receives 
$1,700,000/year in state-aid gas tax to be used on state-aid 
designated roadways and bridges. 

 

 Assessments - The City of Moorhead developed a Revenue 
spreadsheet as part of the development of the 2012-2016 CIP. 
Five years of data for 2012-2016 were averaged to determine 
the average annual assessment for transportation projects. 

 

 Property Tax - The City of Moorhead developed a Revenue 
spreadsheet as part of the development of the 2012-2016 CIP. 
Five years of data for 2012-2016 were averaged to determine 
the average annual property tax utilized for transportation 
projects.  
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C ITY OF MOORHEAD REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
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2013

2014
Annual $0.6050 $0.0960 $1.7000 $2.2772 $5.0050

2015 $0.6141 $0.0974 $1.7510 $2.3683 $5.2052 $10.1830

2016 $0.6233 $0.0989 $1.8035 $2.4630 $5.4134 $4.6320

2017 $0.6326 $0.1004 $1.8576 $2.5615 $5.6299

2018 $0.6421 $0.1019 $1.9134 $2.6640 $5.8551

2019 $0.6518 $0.1034 $1.9708 $2.7706 $6.0893

2020 $0.6615 $0.1050 $2.0299 $2.8814 $6.3329
Total $3.8254 $0.6070 $11.3262 $15.7088 $34.5260 $61.5609 $14.8150 $0.0000 $0.0000

Revenue Expenses

Committed Projects from 

TIP (Federal, State & 
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2021 $0.6715 $0.1065 $2.0908 $2.9966 $6.5862

2022 $0.6815 $0.1081 $2.1535 $3.1165 $6.8497

2023 $0.6918 $0.1098 $2.2181 $3.2412 $7.1237

2024 $0.7021 $0.1114 $2.2847 $3.3708 $7.4086

2025 $0.7127 $0.1131 $2.3532 $3.5056 $7.7050

2026 $0.7233 $0.1148 $2.4238 $3.6459 $8.0132

2027 $0.7342 $0.1165 $2.4965 $3.7917 $8.3337

2028 $0.7452 $0.1182 $2.5714 $3.9434 $8.6670

2029 $0.7564 $0.1200 $2.6485 $4.1011 $9.0137

2030 $0.7677 $0.1218 $2.7280 $4.2652 $9.3743
Total $7.1864 $1.1403 $23.9685 $35.9780 $79.0751 $139.0216 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

2031 $0.7793 $0.1236 $2.8098 $4.4358 $9.7492

2032 $0.7909 $0.1255 $2.8941 $4.6132 $10.1392

2033 $0.8028 $0.1274 $2.9810 $4.7977 $10.5448

2034 $0.8148 $0.1293 $3.0704 $4.9896 $10.9666

2035 $0.8271 $0.1312 $3.1625 $5.1892 $11.4052

2036 $0.8395 $0.1332 $3.2574 $5.3968 $11.8614

2037 $0.8521 $0.1352 $3.3551 $5.6127 $12.3359

2038 $0.8648 $0.1372 $3.4557 $5.8372 $12.8293

2039 $0.8778 $0.1393 $3.5594 $6.0706 $13.3425

2040 $0.8910 $0.1414 $3.6662 $6.3135 $13.8762

Total $8.3401 $1.3234 $32.2117 $53.2562 $117.0504 $202.5183 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

$19.3519 $3.0707 $67.5064 $104.9430 $230.6515 $403.1008 $14.8150 $0.0000 $0.0000

Revenue Expenses

Committed Projects from 

TIP (Federal, State & 
Federal State Local
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City of Dilworth, MN 
 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) - Dilworth is currently 
under the population of 5,000 and is not a direct recipient of 
Federal Aid. 

 

 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) – Dilworth is 
currently under the population of 5,000 and is not a direct 
recipient of Federal Aid. However, in the past Dilworth has 
received Federal-Aid for TAP eligible projects under the 
sponsorship of Clay County. We will assume that the City of 
Dilworth receives $200,000 for a project every 10 years with 
equals to $20,000/year. 

 

 State-Aid - Dilworth is currently under the population of 5,000 
and is not a recipient of funds for state-aid roadways. 

 

 Property Taxes and State LGA Funds - Dilworth currently 
spends approximately $27,000 a year on street repair and 
maintenance which is covered by property taxes and state LGA 
funds. 

 

 Special Assessments - On new construction and major 
reconstruction projects, the City has the ability to set up a 
special assessment district and special assess property owners 
within the district for up to 50% of the cost. The chart identifies 
this funding amount as “Varies” as it is a source of funds that 
can be used, but doesn’t have a yearly programmed amount.  

 

 Bonds - For large street improvement projects, the City also 
sometimes sells bonds for financing and asses according to 
policy. Again, the funding chart identifies this funding amount 
as “Varies” as it is a source of funds that can be used, but 
doesn’t have a yearly programmed amount. 
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C ITY OF D ILWORTH REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS) 
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2010

2011

2012

2013

2014
Annual Avg. N/A $0.0200 N/A Varies $0.0270 Varies

2015 $0.1200 $0.0000 $0.1620 $5.5630

2016 $0.1218 $0.1685

2017 $0.1236 $0.1752

2018 $0.1255 $0.1822

2019 $0.1274 $0.1895

2020 $0.1293 $0.1971
Total $0.0000 $0.7475 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $1.0745 $0.0000 $1.0745 $5.5630 $0.0000 $0.0000

Revenue Expenses
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2021 $0.2000 $0.2700

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030
Total $0.0000 $0.2000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.2700 $0.0000 $0.2700 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

2031 $0.2000 $0.2700

2032

2033

2034

2035

2036

2037

2038

2039

2040

Total $0.0000 $0.2000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.2700 $0.0000 $0.2700 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000

$0.0000 $1.1475 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $1.6145 $0.0000 $1.6145 $5.5630 $0.0000 $0.0000

Revenue Expenses

Year

Federal State Local O & M
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Moorhead Transit 
 

 FTA 5307 – Based on guidance from MnDOT, the actual FFY 
2013 apportionment was $707,000 and should be used as the 
baseline for the assumption. These forecasts were grown with a 
2% annual inflation factor. 

 

 FTA 5310 – Based on guidance from MnDOT, since this program 
is new, the previously programmed funds for FTA 5317 should 
be used as a baseline. The 2013 Federal share was $21,600. The 
forecasts were grown with a 2% inflation factor. 

 

 FTA 5339 – Statewide allocation is $1.6 million/year. We 
assumed that Moorhead Transit would receive one $350,000 
bus every four years, which equates to $87,500/year. MnDOT 
concurred with this assumption noting that it may be a bit on 
the optimistic side of reality. The forecasts were grown with a 
2% inflation factor. 

 

 Surface Transportation Program (STP) – Assume one $85,000 
paratransit bus every four years, which equates to 
$21,250/year. The forecasts were grown with a 2% inflation 
factor. 

 

 State-Aid – The state-aid for transit comes from two sources; 
the General Fund and the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax (MVST). 
State-aid funding projections are based on 2013 funding levels 
of $571,000. These forecasts were grown with a 2% annual 
inflation factor. 

 

 Greater Minnesota Transit Fund – The greater MN Transit Fund 
comes from the general fund and dedicated funds from 
revenues from the Motor Vehicle Sales Tax and from sales tax 
on leased motor vehicles. These funding projections are based 
on the 2013 funding levels of $350,000. These forecasts were 
grown with a 2% annual inflation factor. 

 

 Moorhead and Dilworth System Contributions – Based on TDP 
projections. The system contributions in the TDP are based on 
the usage and service levels of Moorhead and Dilworth. 
Moorhead’s contributions come from property tax. The 
forecasts were grown with a 2% annual inflation factor. 

 

 Farebox Revenue – These revenues are based on projections 
included in the Moorhead Transit TDP. The projections are 
developed based on historical revenues; future ridership 
projected growth, and anticipated fare increases. The forecasts 
were grown with a 2% annual inflation factor. 
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MOORHEAD TRANSIT REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS (M ILL IONS OF DOLLARS) 
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2010 $0.5870 $0.3180

2011 $0.5980 $0.3300

2012 $0.6100 $0.3370 $1.4997

2013 $0.7070 $0.0216 $0.6220 $0.3440 $1.5019

2014 $0.7070 $0.0216 $0.6350 $0.3510 $1.8777
Annual Avg. $0.7070 $0.0216 $0.0875 $0.0213 $1.6264

2015 $0.7211 $0.0220 $0.0875 $0.0213 $0.6480 $0.3650 $2.0043 $2.5324 $0.2481

2016 $0.7356 $0.0225 $0.0875 $0.0213 $0.6610 $0.3720 $2.1659 $2.7087 $0.8577

2017 $0.7503 $0.0234 $0.0875 $0.0213 $0.6740 $0.3800 $2.2589 $2.8171 $1.1755

2018 $0.7653 $0.0243 $0.0875 $0.0213 $0.6870 $0.3870 $2.3556 $2.9298 $1.2856

2019 $0.7806 $0.0253 $0.0875 $0.0213 $0.7010 $0.3950 $2.4563 $3.0470 $1.9409

2020 $0.7962 $0.0263 $0.0893 $0.0217 $0.7150 $0.4030 $2.5609 $3.1688 $1.4527
Total $4.5490 $0.1438 $0.5268 $0.1279 $0.0000 $4.0860 $2.3020 $0.0000 $0.0000 $13.8019 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $17.2039 $0.0000 $6.9604 $0.0000

2021 $0.8121 $0.0273 $0.0910 $0.0221 $0.7290 $0.4110 $2.6698 $3.2956 $0.4846

2022 $0.8284 $0.0284 $0.0929 $0.0226 $0.7440 $0.4190 $3.1280 $3.7725 $0.7732

2023 $0.8449 $0.0296 $0.0947 $0.0230 $0.7590 $0.4270 $3.4148 $4.0786 $0.3580

2024 $0.8618 $0.0308 $0.0966 $0.0235 $0.7740 $0.4360 $3.5577 $4.2418 $0.2606

2025 $0.8791 $0.0320 $0.0985 $0.0239 $0.7900 $0.4450 $2.6572 $3.2592 $0.8837

2026 $0.8966 $0.0333 $0.1005 $0.0244 $0.8050 $0.4540 $2.7104 $3.3896 $0.9190

2027 $0.9146 $0.0346 $0.1025 $0.0249 $0.8210 $0.4630 $2.7646 $3.5252 $0.9558

2028 $0.9329 $0.0360 $0.1046 $0.0254 $0.8380 $0.4720 $2.8199 $3.6662 $0.9940

2029 $0.9515 $0.0374 $0.1067 $0.0259 $0.8550 $0.4810 $2.8763 $3.8128 $1.0338

2030 $0.9706 $0.0389 $0.1088 $0.0264 $0.8720 $0.4910 $2.9338 $3.9654 $1.0751
Total $8.8925 $0.3283 $0.9968 $0.2421 $0.0000 $7.9870 $4.4990 $0.0000 $0.0000 $29.5324 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $37.0069 $0.0000 $7.7379 $0.0000

2031 $0.9900 $0.0405 $0.1110 $0.0270 $0.8890 $0.5010 $0.2119 $2.9925 $4.1240 $1.1181

2032 $1.0098 $0.0421 $0.1132 $0.0275 $0.9070 $0.5110 $0.2119 $3.0523 $4.2889 $1.1629

2033 $1.0300 $0.0438 $0.1155 $0.0280 $0.9250 $0.5210 $0.2119 $3.1134 $4.4605 $1.2094

2034 $1.0506 $0.0455 $0.1178 $0.0286 $0.9440 $0.5320 $0.2119 $3.1756 $4.6389 $1.2578

2035 $1.0716 $0.0473 $0.1201 $0.0292 $0.9630 $0.5420 $0.2119 $3.2391 $4.8245 $1.3081

2036 $1.0930 $0.0492 $0.1225 $0.0298 $0.9820 $0.5530 $0.2119 $3.3039 $5.0174 $1.3604

2037 $1.1149 $0.0512 $0.1250 $0.0304 $1.0000 $0.5640 $0.2119 $3.3700 $5.2181 $1.4148

2038 $1.1372 $0.0533 $0.1275 $0.0310 $1.0200 $0.5760 $0.2119 $3.4374 $5.4269 $1.4714

2039 $1.1599 $0.0554 $0.1300 $0.0316 $1.0400 $0.5870 $0.2119 $3.5061 $5.6439 $1.5303

2040 $1.1831 $0.0576 $0.1326 $0.0322 $1.0600 $0.5990 $0.2119 $3.5763 $5.8697 $1.5915

Total $10.8399 $0.4859 $1.2151 $0.2951 $0.0000 $9.7300 $5.4860 $0.0000 $0.0000 $2.1190 $32.7666 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $49.5129 $0.0000 $13.4246 $0.0000

$24.2814 $0.9579 $2.7387 $0.6651 $0.0000 $21.8030 $21.8030 $21.8030 $21.8030 $2.1190 $76.1008 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 $103.7236 $0.0000 $28.1229 $0.0000Grand Total
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Bond Issues 
 
State and local governments are given authority to issue General 
Obligation and Revenue Bonds. General Obligation bonds are secured 
by full faith and credit of the issuer. Revenue bonds are payable from a 
specific source of revenue and do not pledge full faith of the issuer. 
These bonds must be approved by popular vote and can be used to fund 
major transportation projects or programs. 
 

Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
 
TIF allows cities and towns to borrow against an area’s future tax 
revenues in order to invest in immediate projects or encourage present 
development. When used properly and sparingly, TIF can promote 
enduring growth and stronger communities. When used improperly, 
however, TIF can waste taxpayer resources or channel money to 
politically favored special interests. 
 

Special Districts 
 
A “Special District” designation allows a local government to deliver 
specific public services within a defined boundary and assess a special 
tax to cover the cost of these services. Many special districts are created 
to serve a single purpose, such as wastewater treatment, but there are 
multi‐function districts that provide a range of special services including 
transit, roadways, parking, streetscapes, and other services determined 
to be critical to the operation and success of the district. 
 

Tolls 
 
Traditional toll roads require users to pay a fee for using the roadway. A 
number of states and communities have turned to tolling to finance 
major highway projects. MAP-21 expands tolling authority if road 
capacity is increased, though there must be more free lanes than tolled 
lanes. Often a regional tolling authority is created to manage the 
construction of the highway corridor, to maintain the road once it is 
completed, and to collect and account for the toll revenues that are 
generated. Toll roads have been developed in 31 states, including 
Minnesota, but none in North Dakota and none in the Minnesota 
portion of the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area.  
 

Shadow Tolling 
 
Shadow tolling, or pass‐through financing, is a way for developers of 
transportation infrastructure to fund a road and be reimbursed for the 
costs of construction for a highway project. A public or private entity 
would finance, construct, maintain, and operate the new or expanded 
road project and then be reimbursed by a public sector entity, in most 
cases a state agency, through periodic payments for each vehicle that 
uses the highway. Enabling legislation must be in place in North Dakota 
and Minnesota for this type of financing tool to be used. This type of 
financing has been effectively used by other states, including Texas and 
Kentucky. 
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Toll Credits 
 
If a state spends toll revenue on public road projects, the state receives 
toll credit for the unused eligible federal share of the project. For 
instance, a $100 million facility is funded using toll revenues, but was 
eligible for federal funding; the state receives an $80 million in toll 
credits that may be used as soft match for other federal-aid projects. 
 

Impact Fees 
 
Transportation impact fees provide funding for construction of 
transportation facilities needed to support traffic generated by new 
development and to meet state law requirements. Transportation 
impact fees are charges assessed by local governments on new 
development projects and will help fund transportation improvements 
that will be needed as development occurs. Fees could be assesses on 
building permits and some conditional use permits. Developers pay 
impact fees on new developments to help mitigate traffic impacts and 
to provide part of the funding for the jurisdiction’s transportation 
infrastructure. An impact fee schedule is typically based on trip 
generation, the cost of additional lane construction, trip length, percent 
of new trips added to the system, and existing lane capacity. 
 

Design/Build Strategies 
 
Design/build strategies have become a popular infrastructure delivery 
process allowing developers and governments to reduce costs and 
shorten the time needed to complete a major capital project. In a 
design/build process, the design of the project and the construction are 
performed by the same business entity. This can reduce the cost of the 
project and creates a significant incentive to incorporate design and 
construction efficiencies and advanced technologies into the project. 

These savings result in lower project costs which are shared with the 
community. 
 

State Infrastructure Banks (SIBs) 
 
State Infrastructure Banks are revolving infrastructure investment funds 
for surface transportation that are established and administered by the 
States. North Dakota and Minnesota are two of 35 States that have 
infrastructure banks. SIBs function as revolving funds that, much like 
banks, can offer loans and other credit products to public and private 
sponsors of Title 23 highway construction projects or Title 49 transit and 
rail capital projects.  
 

Public-Private Partnerships 
 
Public-private partnerships are contractual agreements between a 
public agency and a private entity that allow for greater private 
participation in the delivery of transportation projects. Typically, this 
participation involves the private sector taking on additional project 
risks, such as design, construction, finance, long-term operation, and 
traffic revenue.  
 

Transportation Investment Generating Economic 
Recovery Discretionary Grant Program 
 
The Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery, or 
TIGER Discretionary Grant program, provides a unique opportunity for 
the UD Department of Transportation (USDOT) to invest in road, rail, 
transit and port projects that will have a significant impact on the 
nation, a metropolitan area or a region.  The TIGER program enables 
USDOT to examine a broad array of projects on their merits.  In each 
round of TIGER, USDOT receives many applications to build and repair 
critical pieces of our freight and passenger transportation networks.  
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Applicants must detail the benefits their project would deliver for five 
long-term outcomes: safety, economic competitiveness, state of good 
repair, livability and environmental sustainability.  USDOT also evaluates 
projects on their expected contributions to economic recovery, as well 
as their ability to facilitate innovation and new partnerships.  The 
competitive structure of the TIGER program and its broad eligibility 
allow project sponsors at the State and local level to avoid narrow, 
formula-based categories, and fund multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional 
projects not eligible for funding through traditional DOT programs. 
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NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION   

 
MAP-21 GOALS 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2020 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2040 Project 

ID 
Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

1. 
Maintenance 

20 

2. Efficiency & 
Performance 

19 

3. Cost Effectiveness 
14 

4. Land Use & 
Transportation 

16 

5. Safe & Secure 
Transportation 

11 

6. Economic Vitality 
13 

7. Environment & 
Resources 

7 

              2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 2020/2040 2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 
  

1 3 4   6 8 10 20 19 19   14 14   16 11 13 13   7 7       

NDDOT Projects 

1 
I-94 Sheyenne St 

Interchange 

Widen underpass from 2 
to 4 lanes + Interchange 

Modification 
- - Fargo/ NDDOT $10,000,000 0 2 10 6 4 10 7 0 8 6 8 7 9 9 9 323 585 

7 I-29 to I-94 Ramp 
I-29 SB to I-94 EB Flyover 
and Ramp Widening from 

1 to 2 lanes 

I-29 SB Off-
Ramp to I-94 

EB 

I-94 EB Merge 
with I-29 NB 

Off-Ramp 
NDDOT $5,000,000 0 4 6 5 2 8 5 0 8 4 8 6 8 8 8 300 474 

8 I-94 Eastbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 

I-29 SB & I-29 
NB Off-Ramp 

Merge 

I-94 EB Off-
Ramp to 25th St 

SB 
NDDOT $1,800,000 0 4 4 4 6 8 7 0 8 4 8 6 8 8 8 356 436 

11A I-94 Eastbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

25th St S On-
Ramp 

S University Dr 
Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $1,240,000 0 4 4 4 4 8 6 0 8 2 6 4 8 8 8 302 410 

2 
I-94 Veterans Blvd 

Interchange 
(Phase I) 

Add 2nd NB left to WB 
On-Ramp and Widen WB 

On-Ramp to 2 lanes 
- - 

West Fargo/ 
Fargo/ NDDOT 

$750,000 0 4 4 4 6 8 7 0 8 4 6 5 8 8 8 356 410 

11B I-94 Eastbound 
Widening 25th Street 

Interchange Underpass 
from 3 to 4 lanes 

25th St S Off-
Ramp 

25th St. to I-94 
EB On-Ramp 

NDDOT $300,000 0 4 4 2 4 8 6 0 8 2 6 4 8 8 8 302 410 

16 I-29 Northbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

32nd Ave S On-
Ramp 

I-94 Off-Ramp NDDOT $580,000 0 2 4 4 4 6 5 0 8 4 8 6 8 8 8 290 408 

21 
I-29 / 76th Ave S 

Interchange 
New Interchange - - Fargo / NDDOT $25,000,000 0 2 10 6 2 8 5 0 2 2 2 2 6 7 6.5 156 399 

9 I-94 Westbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

25th St S On-
Ramp 

I-29 NB On-
Ramp 

NDDOT $1,260,000 0 2 4 3 6 8 7 0 8 3 5 4 8 8 8 305 397 

15 
I-94 Red River 

Bridge (1/2 ND) 
Bridge Widening from 6 

to 8 lanes 
- - NDDOT $10,000,000 0 2 2 2 4 6 5 0 10 4 8 6 5 5 5 291 371 

14 
I-94 Westbound 

(1/2 ND) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
State Line 

S University Dr 
Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $940,000 0 2 3 2.5 8 8 8 0 8 4 6 5 5 5 5 325 370 

20 I-29 Northbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes 

52nd Ave S On-
Ramp 

32nd Ave S On-
Ramp 

NDDOT $4,600,000 0 2 4 4 4 6 5 0 8 3 5 4 8 8 8 277 369 

13 
I-94 Eastbound 

(1/2 ND) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
S University Dr 

On-Ramp 
State Line NDDOT $960,000 0 2 3 2.5 6 8 7 0 9 2 5 2.5 5 5 5 282 368 

49 S University Dr Widen 4 to 6 lanes 13th Ave S 18th Ave S 
NDDOT  
Fargo 

$6,000,000 5 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 10 2 2 2 8 8 8 358 358 

12 I-94 Westbound 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes) 

S University Dr 
On-Ramp 

25th St S On-
Ramp 

NDDOT $1,920,000 0 2 4 3 4 4 4 0 8 4 6 5 8 8 8 290 354 

6 I-94 Westbound 
Widening Underpass 

from 2 to 3 lanes 

I-94 WB to I-29 
SB Loop Off-

Ramp 

I-29 SB to I-94 
WB On-Ramp 

Merge 
NDDOT $740,000 0 2 2 2 6 6 6 0 8 4 6 5 8 8 8 318 344 

19 I-29 Southbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes (Auxiliary 
Lanes 

32nd Ave S Off-
Ramp 

52nd Ave S Off-
Ramp 

NDDOT $3,460,000 0 2 2 2 2 6 4 0 8 2 6 4 7 7 7 229 337 

4 I-94 Westbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes 
45th St S WB 

Off-Ramp 
Veterans Blvd 
WB Off-Ramp 

NDDOT $1,980,000 0 2 2 2 4 8 6 0 8 2 4 3 5 5 5 243 325 
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NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION   

 
MAP-21 GOALS 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2020 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2040 Project 

ID 
Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

1. 
Maintenance 

20 

2. Efficiency & 
Performance 

19 

3. Cost Effectiveness 
14 

4. Land Use & 
Transportation 

16 

5. Safe & Secure 
Transportation 

11 

6. Economic Vitality 
13 

7. Environment & 
Resources 

7 

              2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 2020/2040 2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 
  

1 3 4   6 8 10 20 19 19   14 14   16 11 13 13   7 7       

NDDOT Projects 

5 I-94 Eastbound 
Interstate Widening from 

2 to 3 lanes 
I-29 SB Off-

Ramp 

I-29 NB On-
Ramp Merge to 

I-94 EB 
NDDOT $900,000 0 2 2 2 4 6 5 0 8 2 2 2 8 8 8 264 292 

3 
I-94 Veterans Blvd 

Interchange 
(Phase II) 

Remove NB left turn 
lanes and replace with 
NB to WB loop ramp 

- - 
West Fargo/ 

Fargo/ NDDOT 
$7,000,000 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 8 2 2 2 8 8 8 236 236 

50 S University Dr Widen 2 to 3 lanes 1st Ave S 5th Ave S NDDOT $750,000                                   

51 10th St N Widen 2 to 3 lanes 4th Ave N 7th Ave N NDDOT $475,000                                   

52 10th St S Widen 2 to 3 lanes 1st Ave S 5th Ave S NDDOT $710,000                                   

Total Interstate Projects - North Dakota $86,365,000                                   
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 NORTH DAKOTA LOCAL JURISDICTIONS  

  
MAP-21 GOALS 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2020 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2040 Project 

ID 
Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

1. 
Maintenance 

20 

2. Efficiency & 
Performance 

19 

3. Cost Effectiveness 
14 

4. Land Use & 
Transportation 

16 

5. Safe & Secure 
Transportation 

11 

6. Economic Vitality 
13 

7. Environment & 
Resources 

7 

              2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 2020/2040 2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 
  

1 3 4   6 8 10 20 19 19   14 14   16 11 13 13   7 7       

Local North Dakota Projects 

27 Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes 19th Ave W 32nd Ave E West Fargo $7,000,000 0 2 8 5 8 8 8 0 8 6 8 7 7 8 7.5 365 512 

43 
64th Ave S 

Extension and 
I-29 Overpass 

New 4 lane arterial and 
bridge 

38th St SW 36th St SW Fargo $11,700,000 0 2 8 5 8 8 8 0 8 6 8 7 7 8 7.5 365 512 

36A 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 45th St S 38th St SW Fargo $5,050,000 0 2 8 5 6 8 7 0 6 6 8 7 6 6 6 308 476 

44 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 36th St SW 25th St S Fargo $3,250,000 0 2 8 5 2 8 5 0 6 6 8 7 5 5 5 245 469 

41A 
38th St 

Extension 
New 4 lane arterial 55th Ave S 64th Ave S Fargo $4,375,000 0 2 10 6 8 10 9 0 2 4 6 5 7 5 6 273 465 

83 
12th-15th Ave 

Toll Bridge 
(1/2 ND) 

Remove Toll 
(Minor modifications) 

- - 
Fargo Share 

Only 
$50,000 5 4 4 2 10 10 10 0 8 2 2 2 5 5 5 465 465 

40A 
45th St S 
Extension 

New 4 lane arterial 55th Ave S 64th Ave S Fargo $3,980,000 0 2 8 5 8 8 8 0 6 6 6 6 8 8 8 350 464 

80 
52nd Ave 

South / 60th 
Ave S (ND) 

Widen 2 to 4 lanes and 
bridge 

State Line S University Dr 
Fargo Share 

Only 
$7,500,000 5 2 6 4 4 6 5 0 8 2 4 3 3 3 3 329 459 

28 Sheyenne St 
Reconstruct and  Widen 

2 to 4 lanes  
32nd Ave E 40th Ave S West Fargo $5,125,000 0 2 10 6 2 8 5 0 8 2 2 2 6 6 6 222 458 

45 
76th  Ave S 
Extension 

New 4 lane arterial 38th St SW 25th St S Fargo $5,150,000 0 2 8 5 6 10 8 0 8 2 2 2 5 7 6 271 455 

34 52nd Ave S 
Reconstruction + Widen 

2 to 4 lanes  
Sheyenne St 42nd St S 

West Fargo/ 
Fargo/ Cass 

County 
$11,450,000 0 2 8 5 2 8 5 0 8 2 4 3 4 6 5 208 446 

39A 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
New 2 lane arterial 52nd Ave S 64th Ave S Fargo $3,960,000 0 2 10 6 2 10 6 0 2 2 2 2 5 7 6 149 427 

41B 
38th St 

Extension 
New 4 lane arterial 64th Ave S 76th Ave S Fargo $4,375,000 0 2 10 6 8 10 9 0 2 2 2 2 7 5 6 247 413 

36B 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
45th St S Fargo $5,050,000 0 2 8 5 6 8 7 0 2 4 6 5 6 6 6 238 406 

31 Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes  40th Ave E 52nd Ave S West Fargo $5,125,000 0 2 6 4 2 8 5 0 8 2 2 2 6 6 6 222 382 

40B 
45th St S 
Extension 

New 4 lane arterial 64th Ave S 76th Ave S Fargo $3,980,000 0 2 8 5 8 8 8 0 2 2 2 2 8 8 8 254 368 

29 Veterans Blvd Widen 4 to 6 lanes 19th Ave E 32nd Ave S 
West Fargo/ 

Fargo 
$4,500,000 0 2 6 4 4 8 6 0 2 4 6 5 6 6 6 210 368 

26 Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes  13th Ave W 
19th Ave 

North 
West Fargo $3,250,000 0 2 8 5 2 4 3 0 8 2 2 2 6 6 6 222 364 

46 76th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 25th St S 
County Road 

81 
Fargo $4,950,000 0 2 8 5 2 4 3 0 8 2 2 2 6 6 6 222 364 

38A 76th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 45th St S 38th St SW Fargo $4,925,000 0 2 4 3 4 8 6 0 8 2 2 2 4 4 4 236 330 

38B 76th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
45th St S Fargo $4,925,000 0 2 4 3 4 8 6 0 8 2 2 2 4 4 4 236 330 

33 45th St S Widen 6 to 8 lanes 
I-94 EB On-

Ramp 
23rd Ave S Fargo $660,000 0 2 4 3 2 4 3 0 10 2 2 2 8 8 8 258 324 

32A Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes  52nd Ave S 64th Ave S Horace $5,000,000 0 2 4 6 2 6 6 0 8 2 2 2 5 5 5 215 309 

32B Sheyenne St Widen 2 to 4 lanes  64th Ave S 76th Ave S Horace $5,000,000 0 2 4 6 2 6 6 0 8 2 2 2 5 5 5 215 309 

87 
76th/80th 

Avenue South 
Construct New 2 Lane 

Bridge 
- - 

Fargo Share 
Only 

$11,200,000 0 2 4 3 2 6 4 0 2 2 6 4 5 6 5.5 149 302 
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 NORTH DAKOTA LOCAL JURISDICTIONS  

  
MAP-21 GOALS 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2020 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2040 Project 

ID 
Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

1. 
Maintenance 

20 

2. Efficiency & 
Performance 

19 

3. Cost Effectiveness 
14 

4. Land Use & 
Transportation 

16 

5. Safe & Secure 
Transportation 

11 

6. Economic Vitality 
13 

7. Environment & 
Resources 

7 

              2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 2020/2040 2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 
  

1 3 4   6 8 10 20 19 19   14 14   16 11 13 13   7 7       

Local North Dakota Projects 

39B 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
New 2 lane arterial 64th Ave S 76th Ave S Fargo $3,960,000 0 2 4 3 2 8 5 0 2 2 2 2 5 7 6 149 285 

35 64th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 
County Road 

17 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
Horace $4,800,000 0 2 2 2 8 8 8 0 2 2 2 2 5 5 5 233 233 

37 76th Ave S New 4 lane arterial 
County Road 

17 
Veterans Blvd 

Extension 
Horace/Fargo $4,950,000 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 8 2 2 2 7 7 7 229 229 

89 
70th Avenue  
South Fargo 

Construct New 2 Lane 
Bridge 

(Option to 76th/80th) 
- - 

Fargo Share 
Only 

$10,800,000 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 142 142 

Total Local Projects - North Dakota $156,040,000                                   

TOTAL NORTH DAKOTA $242,405,000                                   
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 M INNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS  
  

MAP-21 GOALS COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2020 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2040 Project ID Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

1. 
Maintenance 

20 

2. Efficiency & 
Performance 

19 

3. Cost Effectiveness 
14 

4. Land Use & 
Transportation 

16 

5. Safe & Secure 
Transportation 

11 

6. Economic Vitality 
13 

7. Environment & 
Resources 

7 

              2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 2020/2040 2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 
  

1 3 4   6 8 10 20 19 19   14 14   16 11 13 13   7 7       

MnDOT Projects 

77 TH 75 / 8th St S Widen 2 to 4 lanes 46th Ave S 60th Ave S MnDOT $6,050,000 0 2 8 5 4 6 5 0 8 6 6 6 7 7 7 309 451 

14 
I-94 Westbound (1/2 

M) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
8th St S On-

Ramp 
State Line MnDOT $940,000 0 2 6 4 8 8 8 0 8 4 6 5 5 5 5 325 427 

15 
I-94 Red River Bridge 

(1/2 M) 
Bridge Widening from 6 

to 8 lanes 
- - MnDOT $10,000,000 0 2 2 2 4 6 5 0 10 4 6 5 5 5 5 291 345 

13 
I-94 Eastbound (1/2 

M) 
Interstate Widening from 

3 to 4 lanes 
State Line 

8th St S Off-
Ramp 

MnDOT $960,000 0 2 2 2 6 8 7 0 8 2 4 3 5 5 5 271 325 

62 
I-94 / 20th St 
Interchange 

Rebuild 20th St. 
Interchange, Reconstruct 
20th St. to 4 lanes widen 

I-94 Eastbound to 3 
Lanes to Rest Area 

24th Ave 30th Ave 
Moorhead/ 

MnDOT 
$38,300,000 0 2 4 3 4 4 4 0 8 2 4 3 4 4 4 236 300 

Total Interstate Projects - Minnesota $56,250,000                                   

                                    

  



APPENDIX 12–1: ROADWAY PROJECT EVALUATIONS 
 
 

6 

 
12-1: 6 Metro 2040: Mobility for the Future    Approved July 17, 2014 

 M INNESOTA LOCAL JURISDICTIONS  

  
MAP-21 GOALS COMPOSITE 

SCORE  
2020 

COMPOSITE 
SCORE  
2040 Project 

ID 
Project Name Project Description From To Jurisdiction Cost ($) 

1. 
Maintenance 

20 

2. Efficiency & 
Performance 

19 

3. Cost Effectiveness 
14 

4. Land Use & 
Transportation 

16 

5. Safe & Secure 
Transportation 

11 

6. Economic Vitality 
13 

7. Environment & 
Resources 

7 

              2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 2020/2040 2020/2040 2020 2040 Average 2020 2040 Average 
  

1 3 4   6 8 10 20 19 19   14 14   16 11 13 13   7 7       

Local Minnesota Projects 

81 

8th St/11th St 
Railroad Grade 

Separated 
Crossing 

Railroad underpass 8th St/11th St Main Ave Moorhead $40,000,000 5 6 6 6 8 8 8 0 10 2 2 2 7 7 7 511 511 

95 28th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved current ending 50th Avenue S Moorhead $1,133,262 0 2 6 4 2 44 3 0 2 2 2 2 6 6 6 156 820 

82 
21st St Railroad 

Grade Separated 
Crossing 

Railroad underpass 21st St Main Ave Moorhead $30,000,000 5 6 6 6 8 8 8 0 10 2 2 2 8 8 8 518 518 

80 
52nd Ave South / 

60th Ave S 
(Minnesota) 

Widen 2 to 4 lanes and 
bridge 

8th St S State Line 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$11,250,000 5 2 2 2 2 4 3 0 10 2 4 3 3 3 3 323 377 

91 8th Avenue N New Collector Roadway 28th Street N 34th Street N Moorhead $993,454 0 2 6 4 2 6 4 0 8 2 2 2 6 8 7 222 368 

93 40th Street S New Local Roadway 24th Avenue S 28th Avenue S Moorhead $985,352 0 2 6 4 2 6 4 0 2 2 6 4 8 8 8 170 354 

97 8th Ave New Road 
1300 feet east of 

34th St 
CSAH 9 Dilworth $530,542 0 2 6 4 2 6 4 0 2 2 6 4 7 7 7 163 347 

84 20th St Extension New 2-Lane Arterial 40th Ave 50th Ave Moorhead $4,080,000 0 2 6 4 8 8 8 0 2 4 4 4 4 6 5 252 342 

83 
12th-15th Ave 
Toll Bridge (1/2 
North Dakota) 

Remove Toll 
(Minor Modifications) 

- - 
Moorhead 
Share Only 

$50,000 5 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 8 4 4 4 5 5 5 341 341 

92 4th Avenue S New Collector Roadway 34th Street S 40th Street S Moorhead $1,050,950 0 2 4 3 2 2 2 0 8 2 2 2 8 9 8.5 236 281 

102 40th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved 4th Avenue S 12th Avenue S Moorhead $940,714 0 2 6 4 2 4 3 0 2 2 2 2 7 7 7 163 267 

94 46th Street S New Collector Roadway 12th Avenue S 28th Avenue S Moorhead $2,000,350 0 2 6 4 2 4 3 0 2 2 2 2 6 6 6 156 260 

99 CSAH 16 Existing Gravel to Paved 40th Street S 50th Street S 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$2,014,636 0 2 6 4 2 4 3 0 2 2 2 2 6 6 6 156 260 

100 50th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved 12th Avenue S 28th Avenue S Moorhead $1,993,158 0 2 6 4 2 4 3 0 2 2 2 2 6 6 6 156 260 

101 28th Avenue S Existing Gravel to Paved 
1 mile west of 
50th Street S 

- Moorhead $1,863,500 0 2 6 4 2 4 3 0 2 2 2 2 6 6 6 156 260 

85 20th St Extension New 2-Lane Arterial 50th Ave 60th Ave S Moorhead $3,920,000 0 2 4 3 4 4 4 0 2 4 4 4 7 7 7 217 255 

90 3rd Street S New Collector Roadway 50th Avenue S 60th Avenue S Moorhead $1,980,852 0 2 4 3 2 4 3 0 2 2 4 3 7 7 7 163 255 

87 
76th/80th 

Avenue South 
Construct New 2 Lane 

Bridge 
- - 

Clay County  
Share Only 

$11,200,000 0 2 4 3 2 4 3 0 2 2 4 3 5 6 5.5 149 248 

98 8th Ave North New road CSAH 9  7th St East Dilworth $2,004,244 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 8 2 2 2 7 8 7.5 229 236 

96 14th Street S Existing Gravel to Paved 46th Avenue S 50th Avenue S Moorhead $1,298,136 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 4 3 6 7 6.5 156 189 

103 50th Avenue S Existing Gravel to Paved TH 75 28th Street S 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$2,987,354 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 6 6 6 156 156 

89 
70th Avenue  
South Fargo 

Existing Gravel to Paved - - 
Clay County  
Share Only 

$10,800,000 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 142 142 

                                                

Total Local Projects - Minnesota $133,076,504                                   

TOTAL MINNESOTA $189,326,504                                   

TOTAL Metro COG $431,731,504                                   

 


