
 

 

 

SRC Meeting #2 – Meeting Summary 

76th Avenue South Corridor Study – SRC #2 

Metro COG Conference Room – Case Plaza – One 2nd Street North, Suite 232, Fargo, ND 58102 

Date:  February 20, 2019 from 1:00 to 4:00 pm 

Meeting Attendees:  

• Peggy Harter – Stantec Consulting 

• Mike Rutkowski – Stantec Consulting 

• Carron Day – Stantec Consulting 

• James Dahlman – City of Horace/Interstate Engineering 

• Matt Lower – City of Horace 

• Barrett Voigt – Cass County 

• Jason Benson – Cass County 

• Tom Soucy – Cass County 

• Michael Maddox – Metro COG 

• Cindy Gray – Metro COG 

• Jeremy Gorden – City of Fargo 

• Aaron Nelson – City of Fargo 

• Bob Walton – NDDOT Fargo District 

• Mark Lemer – West Fargo Public Schools 

• Richard Duran – FRA (via Phone Conference) 

• Angela Bolstad – Stantec Consulting (via Phone Conference) 

Meeting Discussion Items: 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

Peggy Harter welcomed everyone to the SRC Meeting for the 76th Avenue South Corridor Study and 

asked the meeting attendees to introduce themselves and their agency that they are representing.  

Peggy then reviewed the project schedule and provided a project update as follows: 

 

• Held SRC #1 on December 18, 2018 

• The Project Website is LIVE https://www.76thavestudy.com 

• Sent Newsletter #1 to everyone within a ½ mile buffer of 76th Ave S 

• Held one on one meetings with multiple project stakeholders 

• Completed Draft Existing Conditions Chapter 

https://www.76thavestudy.com/
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2. Comments on the Existing Conditions Chapter 

 

Peggy referenced the existing conditions chapter handout that was also previously sent out to the 

entire SRC via email and that no comments have been received to date.  Due to the busy meeting 

scheduled, the SRC would not be taking time to go through the report page by page during the 

meeting.  Peggy requested that all additional comments be sent to her via e-mail no later than 

Thursday February 28, 2019 by 4:00 p.m.  At that time the existing conditions chapter will be finalized 

and placed on the project website.  Peggy noted that the relevant studies section of the report is the 

largest portion of the report and that has already been reviewed by the committee.  Peggy asked that 

the SRC members pay special attention to the existing right of way section to ensure that it is correct.   

Peggy highlighted the summarized issues shown within the chapter below:    

 

• Multijurisdictional ownership along the corridor  

• Development is happening faster in Horace and slower in Fargo than anticipated in the SWMTP 

• The roadway typical section is a rural roadway section with a mixture of paved, gravel, and dirt 

surface types 

• Traffic volumes will increase as development continues and we need to determine what future 

traffic volumes to utilize as we plan for the future of the corridor  

• No adopted FLU map in Horace and Fargo  

• The future functionality of 76th Avenue in a regional planning context is unknown and needs to be 

determined  

• Corridor preservation has not been started  

• Multi-modal transportation elements are not present, and it is not currently a complete streets 

corridor 

 

Action Item:  SRC Members send comments on existing conditions report by February 28, 2019 

by 4:00 p.m. 

 

Action Item:  Stantec finalize existing conditions report with comments received and post to 

project website. 

 

3. Review Stakeholder Meeting Summary 

 

Peggy noted that Stantec met with many of the identified project stakeholders in January and February 

2019.  A handout was provided that included the summary of discussion items from the stakeholder 

meetings.  Peggy noted that the discussion items were formatted into categories instead of per 

individual meeting and that some of the developer information was asked to be kept confidential and 
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therefore was not part of the meeting summary.  Peggy reviewed highlights from the stakeholder 

meetings as follows: 

 

• #1 Question: When will the interchange be built? 

• Future development in Horace have concerns for access 

• Infill development in south Fargo over the next 3 years 

• Opportunity for Drain 53 realignment near 76th Ave 

• Consider appropriate amount of right of way – enough but not too much 

• Potential for “Downtown Horace” along south side of 76th Avenue South 

• Elected officials are looking to this study for access and r/w recommendations 

• Lots of support for a connection from CR 17 east to 45th Street and north to 52nd Avenue South 

• Support for shared use path along roadway  

• Many of the stakeholders did not see a need for a Red River crossing at 76th Avenue South – felt it 

was a bridge crossing to nowhere with a lack of development this far south on the Minnesota side 

of the Red River 

Upon completion of reviewing these items, Bob Walton added that although the stakeholders or 

developers don’t see a need for a future Red River crossing at or near 76th Avenue South, that he 

feels it would be short sighted for us not to plan for one.  Folks never thought a crossing would be 

needed at 32nd Avenue South and people now wonder why there was never a crossing at 32nd Avenue 

South.  All of the SRC members seemed to be in agreeance that we should be planning or considering 

a Red River Bridge crossing at or near 76th Avenue South.   

 

4. Visioning for the Future – Planning to Accommodate Future Traffic Needs 

 

Peggy Harter began the discussion about how we plan for future traffic needs noting that we know 

where we are today, and the next step will be to determine our needs for a Full Buildout scenario.   

Today’s conditions include all rural ditches, all 2-lane roadway and a mix of roadway surfacing (some 

pavement, mostly gravel, and some field roads).  Our full buildout traffic volume needs will be based 

on a travel demand model (TDM) that represents full socioeconomic buildout within the southwest 

metro transportation planning (SWMTP) area.  These will be our “ultimate” traffic volumes to be 

accommodated along the 76th Avenue South corridor that will help us build our ultimate typical 

sections and identify preservation needs such as right of way and access management.  We have 

multiple options for TDM that represent longer term future traffic volumes including SWMTP 2040, 

SWMTP 2040+, recent 2045 TDM (No-Build Scenario), 2045 TDM (Build Scenario with NO 

interchange at 76th Avenue South) and 2045 TDM (Build Scenario with interchange at 76th Avenue 

South).  Peggy noted that the results of the varying TDM’s identified vary significantly as shown in the 
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table below.  Stantec will work with Metro COG and project partners to come to a consensus on which 

TDM results to use for full buildout needs.  She noted that could result in a need for an updated TDM. 

 

Peggy then discussed that once we determine design needs & function for the corridor, we can phase 

out our projects based on “Triggers”.  Because there is a lot of developable land in the Southwest 

Metro planning area, the rate at which it develops is dependent on many factors.  It will be difficult to 

predict specific years for needed projects.  The triggers will be identified based on the following items: 

• Phase I Projects – will be based on corridor “connectivity” needed to serve development. 

• Phase II through Full Build – will be based on capacity needs and traffic volume increases for 

roadway expansions.  This will be identified through actual traffic counts and updated TDM’s 

for the Metropolitan Transportation Plans (MTPs).  

Action Item – Stantec to work with Metro COG to identify TDM to utilize for Full Build traffic 

volume needs for the corridor. 

5. Visioning for the Future – Building Blocks Exercise 

Mike Rutkowski went through an exercise comparing the existing conditions of the 76th Avenue South 

Corridor to the 32nd Avenue South corridor, which is fairly built out.  The comparison included ½ mile 

north and south of both corridors and for the same project length.  Both areas compared were a total 

of 4,000 acres.  The comparison is as follows: 

76th Avenue South: 

• Population Density = 0.17 persons per acre 

• Total Population = 716 

• Total Businesses = 19 
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• Total Residential Units = 255 

32nd Avenue South: 

• Population Density = 6.8 persons per acre 

• Total Population = 27,567 

• Total Businesses = 1,092 

• Total Residential Units = 10,000 

The purpose of this comparison is to start to get an idea of how much the 76th Avenue South corridor 

could develop.  Once we begin to identify land uses and densities along the corridor, it may be a good 

comparison to other built out corridors in town for future full build traffic volume needs.  This is a good 

example of the reasoning we are doing an exercise today to look at future land use types and 

densities along the 76th Avenue South corridor within ½ mile north and south of the corridor from the 

Sheyenne Diversion to the Red River. 

Mike went on to explain the logistics of the building blocks exercise including the following: 

• SRC members were broken out into two groups to complete the exercise individually. 

• Each group was given a map of the corridor with the aerial photo turned on and various 

shading of the corridor as “green” – areas ripe for new or redevelopment, “yellow” – areas that 

may have potential for development or redevelopment, and “red” areas that are firm in their 

existing or future development and uses.   

• Each SRC members was given a “Making the Place” handout that identified the various colors 

for land use types and densities for size of Legos to be placed on the maps.  The intent is to 

place the various colors and number of Legos on the map where it is shown to the ripe for 

new or redevelopment.  The making the place map is shown in the photo below: 
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• The two groups were asked to complete the Building Blocks exercise twice.  The first time 

would assume no future interchange at 76th Avenue South and I-29 but it would include a 

grade separation.  The second time would assume a future interchange at 76th Avenue South 

and I-29. 

• The groups were each given a certain amount of time to complete their building blocks 

mapping exercise for both scenarios.  Group 1 included Cindy Gray, Matt Lower, Bob Walton, 

Jeremy Gorden and Jason Benson.  Group 2 included Mark Lemer, Michael Maddox, Barret 

Voigt, Aaron Nelson, and Tom Soucy.   

• The results of the two groups are shown via photographs below. 
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Scenario 1 – Grade Separation Only at 76th Avenue South & I-29 (No Interchange) 

Group 1 Results of Scenario 1 are shown in the photo below: 

 

 
 

Group 2 Results of Scenario 1 are shown in the photo below: 
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Scenario 2 – Interchange at 76th Avenue South & I-29 

Group 1 Results of Scenario 2 are shown in the photo below: 

 
 

Group 2 Results of Scenario 2 are shown in the photo below: 
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Action Item – Stantec will utilize the photos to create a map that shows the land uses and 

densities identified by the two SRC groups for both scenarios. 

6. Visioning for the Future – Live polling questions on how do you see 76th Avenue South in 30 years? 

Mike Rutkowski kicked off this exercise with a quote “If you plan cities for cars and traffic, you get cars 

and traffic.  If you plan for people and places, you get people and places. – Fred Kent.”  He noted that 

we are going to do a live polling exercise that will give us a better idea for both long term planning 

assumptions and the vision of the 76th Avenue South corridor.  The polling questions and results are 

shown below.  The first questions is a test question. 

1. Are the NDSU Bison headed to the NCAA Championship? (Multiple Choice) 
 Responses 
 Percent Count 

Of course! 20% 2 

Not this year 60% 6 

No idea – I am not a basketball fan! 20% 2 

Totals 100% 10 

 

2. I foresee an I-29 interchange at 76th Ave South as being warranted and 
supported in the future. (Multiple Choice)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Strongly Agree  60% 6 

Agree 30% 3 

Disagree 10% 1 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0 

Totals 100% 10 

 

3. The Red River Diversion should be planned as happening within the next 10 
years. (Multiple Choice)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Strongly Agree 80% 8 

Agree 20% 2 

Disagree 0% 0 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0 

Totals 100% 10 
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4. I believe 76th Ave South should serve as a beltway type facility to serve large 
traffic volumes with highly controlled accesses. (Multiple Choice)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Strongly Agree 20% 2 

Agree 40% 4 

Disagree 40% 4 

Strongly Disagree 0% 0 

Totals 100% 10 

 

5. What should 76th Ave South look like (predominantly) in 20 to 30 years? 
(Multiple Choice)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

2-Lane/3-Lane rural roadway 0% 0 

4-Lane divided 50% 5 

6-Lane divided 0% 0 

5-Lane 10% 1 

Expressway (limited signals) 20% 2 

Other? 20% 2 

Totals 100% 10 

 

6. Which modes are most important to improve for 76th Ave South? (pick two) 
(Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Walking 33% 6 

Bicycling 11% 2 

Driving  33% 6 

Transit 22% 4 

Totals 100% 18 
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7. What is the biggest challenge with 76th Ave South as we look to redesign it? 
(pick two) (Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Integrating pedestrian facilities 13% 2 

Aesthetics/ appearance 27% 4 

Maintaining safe speeds 20% 3 

Economic Development 13% 2 

Incorporating Transit 7% 1 

Dealing with Congestion 7% 1 

Integrating bike facilities 7% 1 

Other? 7% 1 

Totals 100% 15 

 

8. What is the highest priority need along 76th Ave South? (pick two) (Multiple 
Choice - Multiple Response)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Safety Improvements 6% 1 

Bike Lanes 6% 1 

Sidewalks 6% 1 

Streetscape / Landscaping 24% 4 

Stormwater Improvements 6% 1 

Intersection Redesign 6% 1 

Connectivity 41% 7 

Signage 0% 0 

Economic Development Opportunities 6% 1 

Widening (More Lanes) 0% 0 

Totals 100% 17 

 

9. Do your priorities change depending on the segment of the 76th Avenue South 
corridor? (Multiple Choice)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Yes  56% 5 

No 33% 3 

It Depends? 11% 1 

Totals 100% 9 
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10. Would you support access management along 76th Avenue South? (Multiple 
Choice)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Never 0% 0 

Unsure 0% 0 

Maybe 11% 1 

Definitely 89% 8 

Totals 100% 9 

 

11. How do we pay for needed improvements? (Multiple Choice)  
Responses  

Percent Count 

Transportation sales tax 25% 2 

Federal STP 12% 1 

Bond Referendum 25% 2 

Private Development 12% 1 

TIGER/Grants 0% 0 

Public/Private partnerships 25% 2 

Totals 100% 8 

 

12. How do you rate the quality (in terms of design and appearance) of existing 
development along the corridor? (Multiple Choice)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Bad 62% 5 

Okay 25% 2 

Good 0% 0 

Excellent 12% 1 

Totals 100% 8 
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13. What type of development is missing along 76th Avenue South? (Pick Two) 
(Multiple Choice - Multiple Response)  

Responses  
Percent Count 

Local restaurants 18% 3 

Multifamily/ Mix of housing  41% 7 

Commercial/retail 35% 6 

Department stores 0% 0 

Industrial/ Business Park 0% 0 

Active Parks/Open Space 6% 1 

Rural preservation/Agricultural 0% 0 

Other? 0% 0 

Totals 100% 17 

 

7. Visioning for the Future – Visual Preference Boards Dotmocracy Voting 

 

The SRC members were asked to vote for their preferences for facility types in the future as the 

corridor is developed.  The categories included development and streetscape, bicycles, pedestrians, 

transit and parking, and street design. The group was asked to place a yellow dot if they feel the 

elements work well in residential areas, a red dot for the elements that work well in commercial areas, 

and a blue dot if this element does not work for this corridor in any case.  The results are shown in the 

photographs below: 
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8. Next Project Steps – Peggy reviewed the next project steps as follows: 

 

• Finalize Existing Conditions Report and Post to Project Website. Comments by Feb 28, 2019! 

• Gain consensus on TDM and FLUs for the corridor 

• Send out Newsletter #2 

• Hold Stakeholder Meeting #2 

• Prepare for and schedule SRC #3 – April 2019 – Finalize Visioning and Discuss Alternatives 

to Develop 

• Committee Presentation #1 – April 2019 

 

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 pm. 

The foregoing is considered to be a true and accurate record of all items discussed. If any discrepancies or 

inconsistencies are noted, please contact the writer immediately. 

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. 

 

Peggy Harter PE 
Senior Associate 
Phone: (701) 566-6020 
Peggy.Harter@stantec.com 
 

 
Attachments:  Meeting Sign in Sheet  


