






















SRF No. 0086728 

RECORD OF MEETING 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

Consider Preservation Alternates for South Bridge and Corridor 

July 22, 2009, 2:00 p.m. 
Metro COG Conference Room 

Members in Attendance:   Representing: 

John Everett     Clay County Board of Commissioners 
Jim Hinderaker    City of Fargo Planning 
Jeremy Gorden    City of Fargo Engineering 
Tim Solberg     Cass County Planning 
Tim Magnusson    Clay County Planning 
Keith Berndt     Cass County Engineering 
Bonnie Johnson    Cass County Administator 
Vijay Sethe     Clay County Administrator 
Jim Gilmour     City of Fargo Planning 
Mark Bittner     City of Fargo Engineering 
Wade Kline     Fargo-Moorhead Metro COG 
Richard Lane     SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 
Cindy Gray     SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 

Wade Kline welcomed everyone to the meeting and thanked them for attending.  He provided 
background on the process of updating the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and 
explained that from a regional transportation perspective, Metro COG is interested in 
preservation of a south bridge corridor.  The TTC and Policy Board agreed it was an opportune 
time to revisit the matter of the 70th and 76th Avenue S corridors to determine if the timing is 
right to select a preferred corridor.  From the standpoint of the MTP, selecting a preferred 
corridor would allow that decision to be reflected in the plan, particularly identifying corridor 
preservation in the list of short and long range projects. Wade acknowledged that the 2009 flood 
has resulted in potential buy-outs of properties along and near the river, and while that presents 
an opportunity, it also presents a situation where certain funding sources are not the best choice 
for purchasing property if there is a chance those properties may be needed for road or bridge 
ROW.   Wade summarized Metro COG’s discussions with NDDOT and MnDOT regarding the 
preservation of a south bridge corridor, and explained that their preference is 76th Avenue S due 
to the resulting system continuity with Clay CR 67 and Cass CR 6. He asked the group for their 
thoughts and their reaction to the information presented in the July 17th memo from SRF.  

Keith Berndt stated the County is taking the potential need for the corridor into account when 
considering buy-outs. Bonnie Johnson stated that the County submitted its application for FEMA 
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buy-outs of 20 properties, and they were aware that they needed to limit that application to those 
properties that would not interfere with use of either corridor for a future roadway and bridge. 

Keith Berndt stated that there are houses currently on the buy-out list in Forest River that would 
correlate with the “jogged” 76th Avenue alignment, where the corridor is offset from 76th Avenue 
S between University Drive and the Red River, running south of Maple Prairie.  Cindy and Rick 
confirmed that the jogged alignment was rejected in the last phase of the study in 2003.

John Everett asked about Fargo’s south side flood protection project, and if the proposed 
channelization of the river, with the cut-off ditches through the oxbows, results in a situation 
where two bridges would be needed on either the 70th or 76th Avenue alternates. He specifically 
asked if the flood protection plan shows a channel through the oxbow on the Minnesota side, 
between Forest River Subdivision and Orchard Glenn Subdivision. Mark Bittner stated that the 
plan does not place an oxbow on the Minnesota side in that location.

It was explained that one channel cuts through the oxbow on the ND side at the south end of 
Forest River Subdivision, while another channel cuts through the oxbow on the ND side at 
Orchard Glenn.  Neither location interferes with a 70th or 76th Avenue bridge corridor.

Mark Bittner stated that the selection of a bridge corridor (or the lack of consensus) was a 
political decision a few years ago, and he doesn’t know if that’s changed.

Vijay Sethe asked if the charge of the contract with SRF to make a specific recommendation?  
He asked what the next step is. 

Wade stated that Metro COG’s intent is to have a technical memo that would be an attachment to 
the MTP, stating the recommendations for corridor preservation, and it isn’t vital that one 
corridor or the other be selected at this time, although Metro COG had hoped that might be the 
case, but this would be an updated direction in terms of the intent to preserve both corridors. He 
added that the Metro COG Policy Board was very supportive of examining this issue with 
respect to the MTP update.

Mark Bittner stated that the process of studying the bridge corridor was a lengthy one, and there 
was no doubt that from a technical staff perspective the 76th Avenue S corridor was preferred, 
but it was a political decision that led to a decision to stop the process a few years ago, and he 
would hate to see the process short circuited now for the sake of choosing one alternate over the 
other as part of the MTP.

John Everett reminded everyone that there was a conscious decision not to move the decision 
any farther along than the Planning Commission recommendations in late 2003 or early 2004 
because of their inconsistent recommendations.  It was considered better to let it be at that point, 
with the intent to revisit and come to consensus at some point in the future.  

Jim Gilmour stated that the City of Fargo’s extraterritorial area agreement with Briarwood has 
expired and would need to be renegotiated.

Jim Gilmour stated that we are talking about corridor preservation of the 76th Avenue corridor 
from University Drive to I-29.  East of University Drive, the 76th Avenue corridor consists more 
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of corridor acquisition.  He stated that the City is not preserving the 70th Avenue corridor west of 
University Dr.

John Everett asked Jim if the political concern of Fargo was the homes that would need to be 
bought out with the 76th Avenue S alternate.

Jim responded that this was the primary concern of the Planning Commission, because Maple 
Prairie subdivision was relatively new. He added that at this time, the city hasn’t received 
permits for any south side flood protection, and there are too many unknowns. If the city doesn’t 
get flood control, there may not even be a need for a bridge, as there won’t be any more south 
side development.  He said the timing isn’t right to identify a preferred alternate. 

Cindy Gray stated that the timing may not be right from a flood control perspective, but at some 
point after flood control decisions are made, and before additional zoning and subdivision 
approvals are made, a decision on a bridge corridor should be made before a significant amount 
of development occurs in the vicinity of 70th or 76th Avenues. She stated it was this timing issue, 
i.e. waiting until development had already occurred along the 32nd and 40th Avenue corridors, 
that prevented them from being approved as bridge corridors, because policy makers were faced 
with too much opposition from nearby property owners. There will be a point in time when it 
will be appropriate to make the decision, when the existing small number of home owners will 
be affected as opposed to hundreds of home owners.  

Bonnie Johnson stated the current timing of deciding on an alternate corridor doesn’t allow 
Fargo to get flood protection approvals made, and the corridor isn’t developed or developing.

Rick Lane clarified that what is meant is to find a time that is right, after flood protection 
decisions are made, and before development is approved.   

Cindy Gray confirmed, stating that Horace has already approved a development along the south 
side of 76th Avenue S. Lakeview Heights Addition to Horace was discussed, since that 
subdivision already placed residential land use along the 76th Avenue S corridor. However, a 75’ 
half section of ROW was provided, and rear yard setbacks will be deep due to a power line 
easement along the south side of the roadway. There’s no direct residential access to the corridor, 
and well-spaced street intersections. It was recognized that this kind of development in Fargo or 
Clay County would result in much higher levels of objection to a bridge corridor.

Wade Kline stated that the technical memorandum that goes to the TTC and Policy Board will 
reflect that there are still two corridors on the table. They will consist of 70th Avenue S from 
Hwy 75 to University Drive, and 76th Avenue S from CR 6 to CR 67.  He directed the meeting 
participants to the language on page 4 of the memo, where there is a recommendation that Fargo 
and Cass County work together to use funding for buy-out properties that does not encumber the 
property for future use.

Bonnie Johnson, Keith Berndt, and Mark Bittner confirmed that the city and county are working 
together on identifying lots that should not be purchased with funds that will limit their future 
use for a roadway and bridge corridor.



Record of Meeting  - 4 - July 22, 2009 
Metro Transportation Plan 

Jim Gilmour stated that Clay County should do everything they can to preserve their side of the 
corridor too. 

Mark Bittner stated Fargo is doing everything they can do at this time to preserve the 76th

Avenue S corridor. He indicated that a lot is riding on the flood protection decision, and he 
believes Clay County has an important role to play in that decision as well.

Tim Magnusson stated Clay County has already preserved most of the corridor through CR 67 
ROW, which extends for ½ mile west of Hwy 75.  Additional width would need to be acquired 
west of Hwy 75. There are already some limitations at one point between the drainage ditch on 
the south side of the highway and a large power transmission line on the north side of the ROW.  
On the 70th Avenue alignment, Tim said a house has been placed along the east side of Hwy 75 
directly across from where the 70th Avenue S alignment would intersect with Hwy 75.  

Vijay asked about the signage for arterial roadways.  He asked if Clay County should do the 
same as Cass County and place a Future High Volume High Speed Arterial Roadway sign on the 
CR 67 alignment west of Hwy 75.  The signs were discussed, relative to their location in Cass 
County.

Jim Hinderaker asked for clarification as to whether there is any reason why both corridors can’t 
continue to move forward for preservation in the MTP.  Everyone agreed that they should, and 
that Metro COG will follow up with affected jurisdictions periodically to ensure that the 
alternative selection is made at the optimal time.         
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Background
The Metro COG is a bi-state MPO with an urbanized area population of 160,000. By 
2020 the population of the urbanized areas is projected to grow to almost 200,000. The 
MPO includes the Cities of Fargo and West Fargo, and Cass County, North Dakota, and 
the Cities of Dilworth and Moorhead, and Clay County, Minnesota. Seventy-five percent 
of the urbanized population resides in North Dakota. There is a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) between the North Dakota Department of Transportation 
(NDDOT) and the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT) which gives 
primary oversight of the MPO to NDDOT. However, MNDOT does apply a measurable 
degree of input and guidance to the overall planning activities of Metro COG. The Metro 
COG has a staff of 7 and an annual planning (UPWP) budget over $1,000,000. Planning 
dollars spent by Metro COG are based on the urbanized area of both the Minnesota and 
North Dakota and are blended per the MOU listed above. Metro COG provides a broad 
range of planning and technical assistance to its member communities beyond the 
required Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Long Range Transportation 
Plan (LRTP). As will be discussed, Metro COG is currently in the process of trying to 
establish the security element of its LRTP. 

Starting the Process 
In 2007 Metro COG contracted with the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute 
(UGPTI) to assist in meeting the new security requirement established by SAFETEA-LU. 
SAFETEA-LU, Title VI – Transportation Planning and Project Delivery, Section 6001 
(a) included this language to direct MPOs to specifically address security in their 
planning activities: 

Metropolitan Planning Principles of SAFETEA-LU (SAFETEA-LU, Sec.  450.306)  
SAFETEA-LU, Title VI – Transportation Planning and Project Delivery, Section 6001 
(a) included this language to direct MPOs to specifically address security in their 
planning activities: 
Scope of the metropolitan transportation planning process-- 
“(a) The metropolitan transportation planning process shall be continuous, cooperative, 
and comprehensive, and provide for consideration and implementation of projects, 
strategies, and services that will address the following factors: 
    (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 accessibility and mobility of people and 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, for people and freight; 

    (7) Promote efficient system management and operation; and 
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    (8) Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system” (Federal 
Register, 2007) 

Furthermore, 23 CFR 450.322(h) provides additional language for the mandate: 

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan should include ….. “(as appropriate) emergency 
relief and disaster preparedness plans and strategies and policies that support 
homeland security (as appropriate) and safeguard the personal security of all 
motorized and non-motorized users.” 

An exhaustive review of existing MPO practices, particularly smaller MPOs, reveals 
guidance/accepted practices for integrating security into an MPO planning program.  
Moving forward Metro COG wanted to proactively engage a broad range of regional 
stakeholders in emergency management.  

Developing Key Entity/Stakeholder Dialog 
Information was gathered through interviews with key entity/stakeholders in the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area.  The goal of the interviews was to establish a disaster 
activities profile focusing on the transportation aspects of disaster situations and to 
provide feedback as to what role(s) the FM Metro COG should play in disaster planning 
given the nature of SAFETEA-LU legislation. The responsibilities, interoperability 
resources, coordination and other transportation security related activities as well as the 
perceived role of the Metro COG in security planning activities were discussed.  Entities 
interviewed have various levels of involvement depending on the nature and type of 
disaster. The key entities represented included: Fargo and Moorhead Police Departments, 
Fargo and Moorhead Fire Departments, Fargo-Moorhead Ambulance, Cass Fargo 
Emergency Management, Public Works, Metro Area Transit, Fargo Traffic Engineering, 
Clay County Sheriff’s Office, North Dakota Highway Patrol, North Dakota Department 
of Transportation and District Office and federal organizations. These entities were 
identified as having a vast range of experience and present front line and executive level 
perspectives of security in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area.   

A review of current local security and related all-hazards activities revealed a complex 
organizational network (Figure 1).  Figure 1 shows a simplified chain of command for 
typical response to all hazards events.  
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Figure 1.  Response Schematic 

Figure 2 provides a more detailed schematic for one of the cities.  The diagram identifies 
potential all hazards events with their relevant activities and functions at the local level.  



Lqwhjudwlqj#Vhfxulw|#Lqwr#Wkh#Phwur#FRJ#Sodqqlqj#Surjudp#0##

5

Figure 2. City of Fargo Emergency Response Organization 

Source: City of Fargo Emergency Operations Plan Adopted by City Commission July 9, 2003. 

Understanding these local protocols, along with the state and national frameworks, 
provides valuable context for moving forward to heighten the attention in Metro COG 
planning activities.

Survey/Interview Results 
Information gathered through individual stakeholder interviews throughout the Fargo-
Moorhead metropolitan area provided valuable insight into current multi-jurisdictional 
planning efforts, critical factors in all hazards planning, suggested security related 
investments, and the role that Metro COG can play in security and related all-hazards 
planning.

Feedback/results from the survey indicated several areas in which the Metro COG can 
begin to integrate security as a separate planning element in the metropolitan planning 
program.  Based on input from the regional stakeholder group, several themes emerged to 
assist in defining Metro COG’s role in security and related all-hazards planning.  The 
following list is a summarization of the individual survey results/feedback from the 
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stakeholder group which represents what role(s) the Metro COG can play in all hazards 
planning activities: 

Planning and coordinating evacuation routes. 
Signage and public education and info dissemination. 
Act as forum for regional assessment. 
Database of critical transportation routes and traffic flow, infrastructure and 
sheltering.
Funding for training and/or exercises. 
Points of distribution planning and recovery strategies/policies. 
Possible support role-define the Metro COG’s capabilities (internal capabilities 
audit).
Form a critical partners group or take part in existing groups in conjunction with 
Emergency Services Management.  Some feel the Metro COG should sit in on 
existing as not to create more meetings.    
None.

At the conclusion of the stakeholder interview process, the Metro COG decided to bring 
the group of entities/stakeholders together to further discuss initiatives and priorities for 
incorporating the security element into the transportation planning process.  A roundtable 
discussion was formed to further advance the security initiative. Table 1 lists the 
attendees.

Table 1. Roundtable Attendees 
Bob Bright FM Metro COG 
Wade Kline FM Metro COG 
Kevin Gorder NDDOT-Fargo District 
Lori VanBeek City of Moorhead-Transit 
Julie Bommelman City of Fargo-Transit 
Rob Wilson Fargo Fire Department 
Dean Meyer Fargo Fire Department 
Dave Rogness Cass County Emergency Management 
Leon Schlafmann City of Fargo Emergency Management 
James Prochniak ND Highway Patrol 
Bryan Green Clay County Emergency Management 
Matt Siiro Clay County Sheriff/Emergency Management 
Mark A. Johnson Federal Highway Administration ND-Bismarck 
Tara Hanson Fargo Police Department 
Gene Anderson  Fargo Police Department 
Ken Krupich F-M Ambulance Service 
Wade Hockert F-M Ambulance Service 
Al Weigel City of Fargo Public Works 

The goal of the roundtable discussion was to bring focus to the potential role(s) for the 
FM Metro COG in the community’s security and emergency activities, as they relate to 
the metropolitan planning process and its ability to contribute to those activities. In 
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addition, the roundtable was expected to create the needed dialogue for the Metro COG 
as they seek opportunities to participate as a partner in well-established and ongoing 
multi-institutional activities related to security and all-hazard events. The roundtable 
discussion provided an important step in collaborative dialogue on issues related to 
security. 

Stakeholders offered feedback on critical issues related to the transportation system 
security, how local/regional transportation assets can be enhanced as a component in 
multiagency/all hazards activities, knowledge most valuable for integrating security into 
the transportation planning process and what priorities should be addressed by the Metro 
COG in the five-year transportation plan for the community.  Whether or not to draw 
from the roundtable contingency to form a separate group that addresses transportation 
planning was also discussed. However, no consensus or conclusion was reached as to the 
formation of a separate group at the time of the roundtable discussion.    

Based on input from the previous individual survey and the regional stakeholder group 
roundtable, consistent themes emerged to assist in defining the Metro COG’s role in 
security planning. 

Integrating Security into Metro COG’s Planning Program 

In effort to address the Transportation Security Planning requirement put forth in SAFETEA-LU 
Metro COG has defined how it wishes to integrate security into the metropolitan planning 
program. Inevitably, Metro COG approaches security from a (transportation) network 
perspective. However the issue is broader than that. Metro COG will utilize its Unified Planning 
Work Program (UPWP) and Public Participation Plan (PPP) to enhance its metropolitan planning 
program to more accurately take into account transportation security issues. 

Metro COG proposes the following security definition as related to its metropolitan planning 
program:  Metro COG’s security planning initiative includes the analysis, inventory, assessment, 
improvement, and system management of regional transportation infrastructure and investments 
vital to sustain the operational capability of the region during manmade or natural disasters.

Metro COG has expertise in collecting and analyzing data regarding the region’s transportation 
network. Based on stakeholder input it appears Metro COG collects adequate types and kinds of 
information. The strategy is putting the data into a security context. Metro COG is an 
organization that deals almost exclusively with infrastructure. Metro COG will work with 
regional emergency management and transportation stakeholders to establish a regionally 
significant transportation infrastructure (RSTI) for the region. The RSTI will include not only 
surface facilities, but also include components such as the public transit system and airports. Once 
defined, Metro COG can tailor the information it collects and relate it back to the RSTI in an 
effort to annually assess how local, state, and Federal agencies are working to address the 
integrity of the network. 

Metro COG will elevate the role of regional emergency management stakeholders with in the 
metropolitan planning program. In the recent past Metro COG staffed an Incident Management 
Committee, which has been dormant since 2001. Since 2001, Metro COG has engaged 
emergency management stakeholders only minimally. Metro COG will use the foundations of the 
Incident Management Committee to again engage emergency management stakeholders on the 
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front end of its planning efforts, from sub-area transit studies, corridor studies, and long range 
planning efforts.  

Metro COG will make itself available as a venue for coordination among regional stakeholders on 
issues related to their ongoing planning and coordination efforts related to incident management 
and emergency response. The update of Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and 
development of its Goals, Objectives, and Emerging Issues give Metro COG an opportunity 
address the need and or desire for increased coordination and collaboration on the issue of 
security planning and incident response at the regional level.  

The ability to monitor and manage the transportation network is critical to the regions security. In 
working with regional stakeholders it is clear Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) deployment 
will be critical to the region’s transportation security. The planning, design, and implementation 
of ITS infrastructure is critical to the overall security of the region’s transportation system. The 
ability to monitor and manage the region’s transportation network is critical to its overall security. 
Metro COG will approach ITS from a security planning (incident management) perspective. 
Metro COG will engage its transportation stakeholder on ITS deployment not only as an issue of 
transportation demand management (TDM) and transportation system management (TSM), but as 
an issue of transportation security. 

Recommendations for Metro COG 

Strengthen human and institutional capacity 
Metro COG should work proactively with key entities to address transportation security 
planning in the region, both internal and external to the metropolitan planning program.  

Metro COG should coordinate with existing pre-established emergency management and 
security related groups. However, the Metro COG should be available and offer itself as a 
platform for further regional dialog. 

Metro COG should coordinate all hazards training exercises and activities with 
neighboring jurisdictions, and state and federal agencies based on recommendations and 
needs from these entities. 

Institutionalize project security profile and assessment 
Metro COG should add a Transportation Security Planning element to its 2009 Unified 
Planning Work Program (UPWP). 

As part of ongoing security planning work, Metro COG needs to better clarify the types 
of information available for inclusion in its planning program.  

As part of the MTP update establish a protocol to assess security aspects of transportation 
projects.

Coordinate asset management and planning 
As part of the MTP update develop a Regionally Significant Transportation Infrastructure 
(RSTI) and establish a protocol for tracking changes and modifications to the RSTI. 

Metro COG should work with key entities to analyze the transportation network for 
redundancies in moving large numbers of people and offer assistance for interagency 
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coordination of evacuation routes, the identification of collection/shelter points, etc.   
(E.g. Alternate Route/Evacuation Planning).  

Metro COG should integrate incident management and emergency responders into the 
deployment ITS infrastructure.   

o Areas of significance may include:  
1. Advanced Traffic Management Systems (e.g. closed circuit television 

(CCTV) connectivity and expansion, real time traffic counts),  
2. Advanced Traveler Information Systems (e.g. dynamic message signs, 

flood warning systems)  
3. Emergency Response (e.g. signal preemption) 
4. Traffic Operations Center 

Establish sustainability in regional security partnerships 
Metro COG should evaluate its existing Public Participation Plan (PPP) to ensure 
adequate input is provided for entities involved in Incident Management and Emergency 
Management. 

Metro COG should evaluate its Public Participation Plan (PPP) to ensure Incident 
Management and Emergency Management stakeholders are listed as “interested persons” 
in relation to the development of major modal plans and smaller sub-area and corridor 
studies.

Metro COG should encourage consultation with Incident Management and Emergency 
Management stakeholders as local communities update existing comprehensive plan, 
growth plans, as well as zoning and subdivision ordinances.  

Implementation Plan 

Metro COG has developed the following implementation plan and timeline for integration of 
security into its planning and programming activities. The following actions steps and timeline 
specifically demonstrate how Metro COG will implement the recommendations which outlined 
earlier. The following actions are to be considered dynamic, and additional elements will likely 
be added as initial steps are implemented.   

2008  

Metro COG engages incident management and emergency management stakeholders in the 
review and adoption of the Metro Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Deployment Plan.  
Metro COG establishes a critical partners group of incident management, emergency 
management, and transportation stakeholders to participate in a Focus Group for Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) Update.  The critical partners group will assist Metro COG in 
defining the Regional Significant Transportation Infrastructure (RSTI) and assist in adequately 
integrating transportation security into the MTP. 

The critical partners group will be used on at least three occasions beyond the initial MTP Focus 
Group in 2008 to more clearly define specific security related elements within Metro COG’s 
2009/2010 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP).   The outcome will be a clearly defined set 
of measurable UPWP work elements for Metro COG related to transportation security.  
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The critical partners group begins to discuss integration of incident and emergency management 
into ITS Deployment. The critical partners group will set in motion a redefined ITS Deployment 
Committee.  

2009  

Metro COG initiates work on major program element, likely an Alternate Route/Evacuation 
Planning effort as per input from the critical partners groups. Effort will look at both concepts and 
integrate existing tools and technologies, such as Regional Travel Demand and freeway micro 
simulation models. Alternative/Evacuation Route Planning looks also at integration of existing 
ITS infrastructure and possible new infrastructure needed.  

Metro COG’s works with redefined ITS Deployment Committee on deployment of Metro ITS 
Deployment Plan. Metro COG facilitates dialogue and actions aimed at increasing collaborate 
between ITS and incident management stakeholders. 




