TO:

Bismarck-Mandan Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Board

FROM:

Rachel Drewlow, MPO Executive Director

DATE:

February 9, 2021

RE:

Policy Board Meeting

The Bismarck-Mandan MPO Policy Board on Tuesday, February 16, 2021, at 1:30 PM. The meeting
will be held in the Tom Baker Meeting Room, City/County Office Building, 221 N. 5th Street, Bismarck,
ND. The agenda is outlined below.
Due to ongoing public health concerns related to COVID-19, citizens are encouraged to provide their
comments for agenda items on the Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Board agenda via email to
mpo@bismarcknd.gov. Please include which item number your comment references. The comments will
be sent to the members, as well as placed with the minutes. To ensure your comments are received prior to
the meeting, please submit them by 5:00 pm prior to the day of the meeting. If you would like to appear
via video or audio link on an agenda item, please provide your e-mail address and contact information to
the above e-mail at least 1 business day before the meeting.
The physical meeting room will be open to the public, but we certainly understand the public wishing to
limit their exposure at this time but still participate in government. Before entering the meeting facility, all
individuals should self-screen for COVID-19 symptoms or potential exposure and if unable to pass the
screening protocol, will be requested to participate remotely in the meeting for the public’s safety. Some of
the Policy Board members may attend this meeting remotely. The number of participants to be in person
will be physically limited to a maximum total number of occupants in the Commission Chambers that can
maintain social distancing. To adhere to public health recommendations to minimize public gatherings
during this COVID-19 situation, the following options are being offered to accommodate public attendance
and participation in Policy Board meetings:
Live meeting coverage is available on Government Access Channels 2 & 602HD, Radio Access at 102.5
FM Radio, or stream FreeTv.org and RadioAccess.org. Agenda items can be found online at MPO Policy
Board.
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OTHER BUSINESS

10.
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Next scheduled Policy Board meeting is on 2/16/2021. Please call 701 355-1852 with questions.
Any individual requiring special accommodations to allow access or participation at the meeting is asked
to notify ADA Coordinator, Bismarck-Mandan MPO, PO Box 5503, Bismarck, ND 58506-5503 or
complete and submit the Request for Reasonable Accommodations form at least five (5) days prior to the
meeting.
PROJECTS UPDATE
Project
% Complete
Intersection Analysis Study
97
Orthophotography & Topographic Mapping
100
2020 Pavement Conditions & Analysis Report
82

Contracted Completion Date
01/31/2021
11/31/2020
12/31/2020

BISMARCK-MANDAN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
POLICY BOARD MEETING
JANUARY 19, 2021
The Bismarck-Mandan Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Policy Board
met on January 19, 2021, at 1:30 p.m. in the Tom Baker Meeting Room, City/County
Office Building, 221 N. 5th Street, Bismarck, ND. Chairman Gerarld Wise presided.
Members present or participating via Zoom were Gerarld Wise, Andy Zachmeier,
Kathleen Jones, Steve Bakken, and Justin Froseth for Tim Helbling.
Others present or attending via Zoom were Rachel Drewlow and Kim Riepl of the
Bismarck-Mandan MPO; Mike Bittner, Bolton and Menk, and Baird Bream, Cambridge
Systematics.
CALL TO ORDER
Chair Wise called the January 19, 2021 meeting of the Bismarck-Mandan
Metropolitan Planning Organization Policy Board to order.

MINUTES
Chair Wise called for a motion to approve the minutes of the December 15, 2020
Policy Board meeting.
MOTION: Mr. Bakken made a motion to approve the minutes. Ms. Jones seconded the
motion and with Andy Zachmeier, Justin Froseth, Kathleen Jones, Steve
Bakken, and Chair Wise all voting in favor, the minutes of the December 15,
2020 meeting were approved.

2021-2024 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)
AMENDMENTS
Ms. Drewlow reported the Bismarck-Mandan MPO had advertised 7 amendments
to the 2021-2024 TIP for the required 15-day period. No public comment was received.
In addition, a public hearing was held at the January 19 TAC meeting and no comments
were received from the public. Ms. Drewlow stated an amendment to the TIP is required
if:
• a project is added
• an existing project is changed to add capacity
• a project with a cost over $1 million has a change in funding over $1
million
• a project has a cost change equal to or greater than 10% of the total cost of
the subject TIP year
She presented an overview of the amendment details as provided in the packet in
Exhibit A. The amendments consisted of changes to the PCN identifiers, cost changes to
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the projects, and updates to the federal funding sources to correspond with the projects
programmed in the State Transportation Improvement Program.
Although no public comment was received, comments provided by the TAC
resulted in a change to one proposed amendment. The revision was for project 21.6.15
(part of a state-wide Intelligent Transportation Systems project) to reflect a total project
cost of $55,200. In addition, the local share would be revised to reflect no local match,
while the federal and state shares would remain as originally shown.
She concluded by saying TAC recommended approval of all the proposed
amendments with the noted change to project 21.6.15.
MOTION: Mr. Bakken made a motion to approve the amendments to the 2021-2024 TIP
as presented. Mr. Zachmeier seconded the motion and with Andy
Zachmeier, Justin Froseth, Kathleen Jones, Steve Bakken, and Chair Wise all
voting in favor, the motion was approved.

2021-2024 TIP ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATIONS
Ms. Drewlow explained there were 10 Administrative Modifications made to the
2021-2024 TIP due to minor changes which impact scope or minor changes to the cost of
programmed projects. Cost changes to the project must equal 10% or less than the
subject TIP year. She reminded the TAC that Administrative Modifications can be
enacted by staff and presented to the MPO boards for their information.
MOTION: Mr. Bakken made a motion to approve the administrative modifications to the
2021-2024 TIP as presented. Ms. Jones seconded the motion and with Andy
Zachmeier, Justin Froseth, Kathleen Jones, Steve Bakken, and Chair Wise all
voting in favor, the motion was approved.

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS STUDY FINAL REPORT
Mr. Bittner presented the final report of the Intersection Analysis Study based on
the “Intersection Playbook” provided in Exhibit D of the packet. He provided
information on the four primary phases of the study which included:
• Data collection
o 64 intersections and 10 links studied
o Locations split between Bismarck and Mandan
• Issues and opportunities
o Presented through public engagement
o 1st Public Input Meeting held in person but 95% of the comments
were received online
• Test improvements
o Detailed issues assessment
o Alternative comparison
o 2nd Public Input Meeting held 100% online and virtually due to
pandemic
• Implementation strategy
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Assessment of timing and clarity in terms to public preferences
Develop strategies for various improvement alternatives
Develop Playbooks
Provide website viewing; several hundred pages available to view

MOTION: Ms. Jones made a motion to approve the final report for the Intersection
Analysis Study as presented. Mr. Zachmeier seconded the motion and with
Andy Zachmeier, Justin Froseth, Kathleen Jones, Steve Bakken, and Chair
Wise all voting in favor, the motion was approved.

2021-2022 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (UPWP) AMENDMENT
Ms. Drewlow referred to Exhibit E in the packet, recalling the successful approval
of the contract extension for the Pavement Conditions and Analysis Report in December.
An amendment to the 2021-2022 UPWP is necessary to include this study in the 2021
MPO work program in Task 204, Transportation Planning Studies and Data Acquisition.
The amendment would allow the remaining funding for the Pavement Conditions and
Analysis Report in 2020 to be carried over to program year 2022. It was anticipated the
amount carried over would be about $6,500, but after receiving the final 2020 invoice for
this project, it will actually be around $7,500. Since this is a very slight increase, it
should have a minimal impact to the jurisdictions. TAC did recommend approval.
MOTION: Mr. Bakken made a motion to approve the amendment to the 2021-2022
UPWP for the inclusion of the Pavement Conditions & Analysis Report. Ms.
Jones seconded the motion and with Justin Froseth, Kathleen Jones, Steve
Bakken, and Chair Wise all voting in favor and Andy Zachmeier voting
opposed, the motion was approved.

PAVEMENT CONDITIONS & ANALYSIS PROJECT CONTRACT EXTENSION
Ms. Drewlow recalled the contract extension approved for this project in
December allowed for its completion to be changed from December 31, 2020 to February
28, 2021. However, due to the fact the consultant has not been able to perform any work
to the project since December 31, MPO staff is asking for additional time to complete the
project and is requesting an extension to April 30, 2021.
The only remaining pieces of the project are to conduct the training for
jurisdictional staff in PAVER software; review the final report; and to provide a stafflevel audio report before final approvals.
It is anticipated the study will be resumed as soon as NDDOT and Federal
Highway give final approval to the UPWP amendment for inclusion of this study.
Mr. Zachmeier commented there seem to be a lot of contract amendments and he
cannot see or agree with the reasoning for them. He does not see the justification for the
contract amendments. Chair Wise noted Mr. Zachmeier’s comment.
MOTION: Mr. Bakken made a motion to approve the amendment to the Pavement
Conditions & Analysis Report contract for a time extension to April 30, 2021
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as presented. Ms. Jones seconded the motion and with Justin Froseth,
Kathleen Jones, Steve Bakken, and Chair Wise all voting in favor and Andy
Zachmeier voting opposed, the motion was approved.

NDDOT TRANSPORTATION CONNECTION
Mr. Bream announced the internal document is being reviewed by the NDDOT
and shared details for each of the slides included as Exhibit G in the packet. Updates
from the legislative session will be incorporated and the draft Transportation Connection
will be available for review by state MPOs in February. After that, it will go to review by
NDDOT partners for comment and will then be available for a public review and
comment period in March. Final revisions and publication are anticipated to occur in
April.

REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS DISCUSSION
Ms. Drewlow stated the Bismarck-Mandan MPO has had the Regionally
Significant Projects (RSP) program as part of its TIP for about 5 years. This program
most often includes projects that are funded solely through local funds or receive funding
through sources outside of the typical federal funding sources available to the MPO and
its jurisdictions. Inclusion of the program is required by federal regulations.
Recently, Federal Highway has begun reviewing the program requirements on
behalf of NDDOT and the three MPOs in the state. They are looking at what the TIPS
and STIPS should say about RSP and they are taking a different view as to how that
program should be rolled out and how it should be maintained.
NDDOT has been tasked with creating a more specific definition for regionally
significant projects. NDDOT has had internal discussions on the subject and has shared
some of that information through discussions with the three state MPOs. NDDOT’s draft
definition for RSP includes any project increasing capacity on the National Highway
System. NDDOT is allowing the MPOs within the state to establish their own definition
of RSP which may match that of NDDOT or be unique to each MPO.
The TIP will have a slightly different layout this year, and moving forward as the
construction projects will be broken out by phase. Right now, we provide the total cost
of the project, the federal portion, and the local portion for each project. Moving
forward, any project that falls within the new definition of regionally significant will need
the costs to be broke out by phase, including right-of-way needs, utilities, preliminary
engineering, and construction, and will be laid out in the TIP with those phases and costs.
Additionally, if a project is awarded federal funding, it must be monitored and any
changes would require amending the TIP and STIP accordingly. This would increase
staff time necessary to monitor projects and amendments to the TIP as changes occur.
It is the intent of NDDOT to develop a definition of RSP that would limit the staff
time necessary to address project changes within the TIP. Discussions will continue as
Federal Highway is requesting that a new definition be in place in time to be included in
the new TIP. Ms. Drewlow concluded by saying she would continue to bring updates to
the Policy Board.
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ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, Chair Wise declared the meeting adjourned at
2:25 pm.
The next scheduled meeting will take place in the Tom Baker Meeting Room in
the City/County Office Building, 221 N. 5th Street, Bismarck, on February 16, 2021 at
1:30 pm.
Respectfully submitted,
___________________
Kim Riepl
Recording Secretary
APPROVED:

___________________________
MPO Policy Board Chair
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EXHIBIT A

NDDOT Contract # 38180394

Memorandum of Agreement Covering
Metropolitan Planning within the Bismarck-Mandan Metropolitan Area
This Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is between the state of North Dakota, acting by and through its
Director of Transportation, hereinafter NDDOT, and the Bismarck-Mandan Metropolitan Planning
Organization, hereinafter MPO, and the city of Bismarck, hereinafter Public Transportation Operator.
WHEREAS, joint responsibilities for establishing and maintaining a continuing, cooperative, and
comprehensive (3-C) metropolitan transportation planning and programming process is defined and
required by the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) in regulations at 23 CFR 450
Subpart A –Transportation Planning and Programming Definitions; 23 CFR 450 Subpart C – Metropolitan
Transportation Planning and Programming, 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135; and 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304; and
WHEREAS, the regulations at 23 CFR 450.314 – Metropolitan Planning Agreements and 49 CFR 613 –
Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming direct that the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO), States, and Public Transportation Operator shall cooperatively determine their
mutual responsibilities for carrying out the 3-C process and clearly identify them in a written agreement;
and
WHEREAS, the Public Transportation Operators is the public entity which participates in the continuing,
cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 134 and
135 and 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304, and is the designated recipient of Federal funds under title 49 U.S.C.
Chapter 53 for transportation by a conveyance that provides regular and continuing general or special
transportation to the public, but does not include school bus, charter, or intercity bus transportation or
intercity passenger rail transportation; and
WHEREAS, nothing in this MOA shall be construed to limit or affect the legal authorities of the parties or
require the parties to perform beyond their respective authority,
NOW, THEREFORE, NDDOT, MPO, and Public Transportation Operator agree to cooperatively undertake
a continuing and comprehensive transportation planning and programming process for the defined
metropolitan planning area. The process will be completed in accordance with state and local goals for
urban planning, the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135, 49 U.S.C. 5303 and 5304, and 23 CFR 450, as
amended, and the provisions of this Memorandum of Agreement, in which it is mutually agreed that
each agency has the following responsibilities:
I.

Statewide Transportation Plan and Modal Plans
A. NDDOT
•

Solicit input from the MPO and Public Transportation Operator early in the development
of the Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans.

•

Provide an opportunity for the MPO and Public Transportation Operator to review and
comment on the draft and final Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans.

•

Periodically update the Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans after soliciting input
from the MPO and Public Transportation Operator and providing an opportunity for the
MPO and Public Transportation Operator to review and comment on such updates.
1

9

NDDOT Contract # 38180394
•

Conduct periodic regional meetings on the Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans
seeking assistance from the MPO and Public Transportation Operator in accordance
with NDDOT Public Participation Procedures.

•

Coordinate all public meetings with NDDOT Public Participation Procedures and the
MPO Public Participation Plan.

•

Coordinate the Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans with the MPO’s Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP).

B. Metropolitan Planning Organization and Public Transportation Operator

II.

•

Provide input into the development of the Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans
and any subsequent updates.

•

Review and comment on the draft Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans and
subsequent updates.

•

Assist and participate in periodic regional meetings.

•

Coordinate with NDDOT in all public meetings in accordance with NDDOT Public
Participation Procedures and the MPO’s Public Participation Plan.

•

Review coordination of the Statewide Transportation and Modal Plans with the MTP.

Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Modal Plans
A. NDDOT
•

Provide input into the development of MPO’s MTP and Modal Plans.

•

Cooperatively develop estimates of reasonable funding for the MTP period.

•

Review and comment on MPO’s draft MTP and Modal Plans.

•

Provide assistance and available necessary data for MPO’s surveillance and monitoring
report; review findings and provide comment.

•

Provide input into the periodic update of the MPO’s MTP and Modal Plans.

•

Participate in public meetings during the development of the MPO’s MTP and Modal
Plans.

•

Coordinate to provide final acceptance of the MPO’s MTP and notify the MPO of their
next update deadline.

B. Metropolitan Planning Organization
•

Develop and adopt an MTP in accordance with federal and state regulations in
cooperation with the NDDOT and the Public Transportation Operator.

•

Develop and adopt Modal Plans to support and further define the MTP.
2
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•

Provide NDDOT and the Public Transportation Operator the opportunity to review and
comment on the draft, any revisions or amendments of the MTP and Modal Plans.

•

Annually survey and monitor transportation system trends; prepare report of significant
findings.

•

Provide opportunity for NDDOT and the Public Transportation Operator to review the
findings report.

•

Update the MTP at least every five years in cooperation with NDDOT and the Public
Transportation Operator.

•

Provide an opportunity for NDDOT and the Public Transportation Operator to review
and comment on the updated MTP.

•

Solicit, in coordination with NDDOT and the Public Transportation Operator, public input
in accordance with the MPO’s Public Participation Plan.

C. Public Transportation Operator

III.

•

Provide input into the development of the MPO’s MTP and Modal Plans.

•

Review and comment on the MPO’s draft MTP.

•

Cooperatively develop estimates of reasonable funding for the MTP planning period.

•

Provide assistance and data for the MPO’s surveillance and monitoring report; review
findings and provide comment.

•

Assist and participate in obtaining public input in the development of the MPO’s MTP in
accordance with the MPO’s Public Participation Plan.

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP)
A. NDDOT
•

Provide input into the MPO’s UPWP.

•

Cooperatively develop estimates of reasonable funding for the UPWP.

•

Review and comment on the MPO’s draft UPWP.

•

Review MPO semi-annual progress reports.

•

Approve the MPO’s final UPWP and interim amendments.

•

Submit to FHWA and FTA requesting approval of the UPWP.

•

Prepare and execute agreement with MPO for distribution of FHWA and FTA planning
funds.

B. Metropolitan Planning Organization
3
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•

Prepare a biennial UPWP after soliciting input from NDDOT and the Public
Transportation Operator.

•

Provide an opportunity to NDDOT and Public Transportation Operator for review and
comment on the draft UPWP.

•

Submit final UPWP to NDDOT for approval.

•

Review and sign agreement with NDDOT for distribution of FHWA and FTA planning
funds.

•

Prepare semi-annual progress reports and submit to FHWA, FTA, NDDOT and the Public
Transportation Operator.

C. Public Transportation Operator

IV.

•

Provide input and review/comment on the MPO semi-annual progress reports.

•

Prepare and submit Urbanized Area Formula Program and/or any other direct allocation
programs to FTA for approval; notify NDDOT and MPO when grant has been approved.

Technical Studies
This section applies to all technical activities, such as corridor studies and sub-area planning
studies.
A. NDDOT
•

Provide prepared scope of work for review and comment by MPO and Public
Transportation Operator, if requested, for DOT initiated studies.

•

Review, comment, and approve the scope of work prepared by MPO and Public
Transportation Operator.

•

Review and comment on draft study reports prepared by MPO and Public
Transportation Operator.

B. Metropolitan Planning Organization
•

Provide prepared scope of work for review and comment by NDDOT and Public
Transportation Operator for MPO initiated studies.

•

Review and comment on scope of work prepared by NDDOT and Public Transportation
Operator.

•

Review and comment on draft study reports prepared by NDDOT and Public
Transportation Operator.

C. Public Transportation Operator
•

Provide prepared scope of work for review and comment by NDDOT and MPO, if
requested, for Public Transportation Operator initiated studies.
4
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V.

•

Review and comment on scope of work prepared by NDDOT and MPO.

•

Review and comment on draft study reports prepared by NDDOT and MPO.

Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP)
A. NDDOT
•

Provide an opportunity for the MPO and Public Transportation Operator to review and
comment on the draft Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).

•

Obtain early public participation on the STIP development with the assistance of the
MPO and the Public Transportation Operator.

•

Cooperatively develop annual estimates of available funding for each TIP/STIP cycle.

•

Cooperate and participate in the annual solicitation of projects conducted by the MPO.

•

Submit to MPO a DOT generated list of cooperatively developed federally funded
projects which are consistent with the MPO’s MTP for development of the draft TIP.

•

Review and comment on MPO list of prioritized projects.

•

Review and comment on draft MPO TIP.

•

Approve final TIP; incorporate MPO TIP into STIP and submit to FHWA and FTA.

B. Metropolitan Planning Organization
•

Solicit projects from all implementing agencies which are consistent with the MPO’s
MTP.

•

Review and comment on the draft STIP.

•

Develop TIP utilizing input from NDDOT and the Public Transportation Operator.

•

Obtain public input on the TIP in accordance with the MPO’s Public Participation Plan.

•

Submit TIP to NDDOT for approval.

C. Public Transportation Operator
•

Submit to MPO candidate projects which are consistent with the MPO’s MTP.

•

Review and comment on MPO list of prioritized projects.

•

Participate in the early public participation process.

•

Review and comment on the draft STIP.

•

Utilize the MPO Public Participation Plan’s public notification procedures in the
development of the annual Program of Projects.

5
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•
VI.

Review and comment on draft and final MPO TIP.

Committees
A. NDDOT
•

Attend and participate in MPO Technical Advisory Committee meetings as a voting
member.

•

Serve as ex-officio member of the MPO Policy Board, as requested.

•

Establish study committees / sub-committees as needed and include MPO and Public
Transportation Operator representatives as appropriate.

•

Participate in MPO and Public Transportation Operator study committees and subcommittees as appropriate.

B. Metropolitan Planning Organization
•

Establish a Technical Advisory Committee which includes NDDOT and Public
Transportation Operator as voting members.

•

Establish study committees / sub-committees as needed and include NDDOT and Public
Transportation Operator as appropriate.

•

Participate in NDDOT and Public Transportation Operator study committees / subcommittees as appropriate.

C. Public Transportation Operator

VII.

•

Attend and participate in all MPO Technical Advisory Committee meetings as a voting
member.

•

Establish study committees / sub-committees as needed and include MPO and NDDOT
representatives as appropriate.

•

Participate in MPO and NDDOT study committees and sub-committees as appropriate.

MPO Certification
A. NDDOT
•

Monitor federal and state legislation and inform the MPO and Public Transportation
Operator of new or changed requirements.

•

Conduct mid-year program review with MPO and Public Transportation Operator.

•

Review and accept MPO’s self-certification documentation and submit to FHWA and FTA
as part of the TIP submittal.

B. Metropolitan Planning Organization
•

Prepare and include in annual TIP an adopted self-certification statement.
6
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•

Every three (3) years develop a more detailed self-certification report.

•

Participate in mid-year program review with NDDOT and Public Transportation
Operator.

C. Public Transportation Operator

VIII.

•

Review MPO’s self-certification documentation.

•

Participate in mid-year program review with NDDOT and MPO.

Performance Based Planning
The parties to this agreement will work cooperatively to develop, identify and implement a
performance based planning approach to address federal performance measures. This
coordination effort is outlined in a separate agreement between the parties.

IX.

X.

Period of Agreement
•

This Memorandum of Agreement shall be effective once all signatures have been obtained
and may be terminated by any one of the parties by giving 90 days written notice to each of
the other parties. This Memorandum of Agreement will remain in effect until terminated as
provided in this clause, or until replaced by a new Memorandum of Agreement.

•

Any amendments to this Memorandum of Agreement must be mutually agreed to in
writing.

•

It is mutually agreed that this Memorandum of Agreement will be reviewed (and amended
as determined necessary) following the reauthorization of the current surface
transportation authorization act.

Authorized Representatives
The NDDOT authorized representative is Wayne A. Zacher, MPO Coordinator & Transportation
Engineer, 608 E Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, ND 58505, 701-328-4828, wzacher@nd.gov, or his
successor.
The Bismarck-Mandan Metropolitan Planning Organization authorized representative is Rachel
Drewlow, Executive Director, 221 N 5th Street, PO Box 5503, Bismarck, ND 58506-5503, 701-3551852, rdrewlow@bismarcknd.gov, or her successor.
The city of Bismarck authorized representative is Keith Hunke, City Administrator, 221 N 5th
Street, PO Box 5503, Bismarck, ND 58506-5503, 701-355-1303, khunke@bismarcknd.gov, , or his
successor.

IT IS FURTHER UNDERSTOOD, that this MOA will be effective once all signatures are obtained and
remain in effect until such time as any party gives to the affected parties a 90-day written notice of its
intent to withdraw from the MOA.
IT IS FURTHER UNDERSTOOD, that this MOA replaces the existing Memorandum of Understanding
signed August 4, 2010.

7
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IT IS FURTHER UNDERSTOOD, that this MOA is not a legally binding agreement and creates no legally
binding obligations for any party. Because of a mutual desire to proceed, each party fully intends to
make a good faith effort to achieve the goals described above including working together to find
mutually beneficial solutions when problems arise.

8
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The parties hereto execute this Memorandum of Agreement through their authorized representatives:

BISMARCK - MANDAN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
________________________________________
Name (Type or Print)

________________________________________
Signature

________________________________________
Title

________________________________________
Date

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION OPERATOR: City of Bismarck, ND
ATTEST by:
_____________________________________

______________________________________

Name (Type or Print)

Name (Type or Print)

_______________________________________

______________________________________

Signature

Signature

_______________________________________

______________________________________

Title

Title

_______________________________________

______________________________________

Date

Date

NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
APPROVED as to substance by:

_____________________________________

______________________________________

Local Government Engineer (Type or Print)

Director (Type or Print)

_______________________________________

______________________________________

Signature

Signature

_______________________________________

______________________________________

Date

Date
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EXHIBIT B

Dept 2880 / PO Box 6050 / Fargo, ND 58108-6050
Tel 701-231-8058
www.ugpti.org – www.atacenter.org

Bismarck-Mandan Regional ITS
Architecture Update

Project Agreement with Bismarck-Mandan
Metropolitan Planning Organization
February 2021
Prepared for:
Bismarck-Mandan Metropolitan Planning
Organization
Prepared by:
Advanced Traffic Analysis Center
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Bismarck-Mandan Regional ITS Architecture Update Agreement
The purpose of this agreement is to outline the scope for completing an update for the
Bismarck-Mandan Regional ITS Architecture (Bis-Man RA) in accordance with FHWA
requirements and specify the contractual relationship between the Bismarck-Mandan
Metropolitan Planning Organization (Bis-Man MPO) and the Advanced Traffic Analysis Center
(ATAC) of the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute at North Dakota State University. The
RA provides a comprehensive framework that can be used to plan future ITS, define system
requirements, coordinate agency roles, and integrate functions across jurisdictional lines. The
original Bis-Man RA was completed in 2005 by ATAC under the sponsorship of the Bis-Man MPO
and has been updated periodically since.

Regional Architecture
The Regional Architecture (RA) provides a framework for integrating ITS in a region in order to
ensure desired functions are performed while maximizing regional benefits; higher benefits
compared to agency or jurisdiction-specific systems working independently. The RA is
functionally oriented and not technology specific, which allows it to remain valid over time as
technology may change.
The RA typically has the following main components:
1. A description of the region
2. Identification of participating agencies and other stakeholders
3. An operational concept that identifies the roles and responsibilities of participating
agencies and stakeholders in the operation and implementation of the systems included
in the regional ITS architecture
4. Any agreements (existing or new) required for operations including, at a minimum,
those affecting ITS project interoperability, utilization of ITS related standards, and the
operation of the projects identified in the regional ITS architecture
5. System functional requirements
6. Interface requirements and information exchanges with planned and existing systems
and subsystems
7. Identification of ITS standards supporting regional and national interoperability
8. The sequence of project implementation
Regional Architecture Update
Similar to other transportation plans, the RA must be updated to reflect relevant transportation
changes in the region. Further, the update is mandated by the FHWA under the ITS Architecture
Conformity Rule. The update addresses changes in regional needs, changes in stakeholders,
changes in scope of services considered, deployment of ITS projects in the region, and changes
in the national ITS architecture.

Update Plan
The success of updating the RA depends on effective participation of key transportation
stakeholders. Although a wide range of stakeholders will be involved in the RA, their
involvement varies depending on the degree of which they own/operate/use transportation
system components. This section describes the various parties involved in the project and their
respective roles.

Bis-Man Regional ITS Architecture Update
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Project Management
The Bis-Man MPO oversees all activities undertaken by ATAC for this project in accordance with
the approved contract. ATAC will coordinate project activities with the MPO, especially
stakeholder meetings and any public input required for completing the update.
Technical Stakeholders
The technical stakeholders provide ATAC with technical information on existing and planned
systems and provide input on the architecture update. The stakeholder group will consist of
agencies that own, operate, or maintain existing systems or planned systems, and can
potentially include:
1. Bis-Man MPO
2. Bismarck and Mandan
a. Engineering
b. Planning
c. Public works
d. IT
e. Transit
f. Emergency management
3. Burleigh and Morton County
a. Engineering
b. Public works
c. Emergency management
4. NDDOT Bismarck District

Tasks
It is anticipated that the majority or all meetings will be held virtually. ATAC has video
conferencing capabilities via Microsoft Teams and Zoom, the appropriate meeting platform will
be chosen in consultation with the MPO.
1. Hold project kickoff meeting (by 3/2021)
a. Present RA update process
b. Identify key regional contacts
c. Finalize ITS stakeholders
2. Hold stakeholder small group meetings (by 6/2021)
a. Outline steps for RA update
b. Identify roles and responsibilities
c. Explain data collection process
i. Inventory
ii. Planned systems/activities
d. Meet each stakeholder small group individually to gather update data
3. Update system inventory (by 9/2021)

Bis-Man Regional ITS Architecture Update
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a. Identify changes to systems deployed since previous RA update
b. Identify systems planned for deployment
4. Review service packages and functional requirements (by 10/2021)
a. Update ITS service packages
b. Incorporate appropriate service packages from the National ITS Reference
Architecture (ARC-IT 9.0)
c. Identify potential new elements in the RA
d. Map service packages to MPO planning goals and objectives
5. Implement RA updates (by 11/2012)
a. Enter all pertinent information into Regional Architecture Development for
Intelligent Transportation (RAD-IT), previously Turbo, software
b. Create RAD-IT website
c. Create RA update report
6. Prepare RA update document (12/2012)
a. Submit draft document for review
b. Finalize document

Deliverables
1. Updated RAD-IT database
2. RA update report
3. RAD-IT website

Duration
The project will begin February 17 and end December 31, 2021.

Budget

Cost Item
Staff Salaries
Benefits
Grad Student Salaries
Undergrad Student Salaries
Benefits
Operating
Total direct costs
NDSU overhead (43.2%)
Total project cost

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Bis-Man Regional ITS Architecture Update

Amount
12,221
5,507
17,727
7,658
25,385
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AUTHORIZATION:
Bismarck-Mandan MPO

North Dakota State University

________________________________________
Authorized Signature

_______________________________________
Authorized Signature

_________________________________________
Name and Title

_______________________________________
Name and Title

_________________________________________
Date

_______________________________________
Date

Witness:
______________________________
Name (Print)
______________________________
Signature

Bis-Man Regional ITS Architecture Update
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EXHIBIT D

Gorrondona and Associates, Inc.

Status Report #8
Reporting Period: January 2021.

Bismarck-Mandan MPO

Pavement Conditions and Analysis Report Project

Summary of activities:
•
•
•
•

Data collection completed
Data processing 100% complete
Data analysis and reporting approximately 95% complete
Overall project progress stands at approximately 87%

Projected activity next period:
•
•

Submit final report based on draft report comments
Schedule training and jurisdiction presentations

Required action by BMMPO:
•

Review draft report.

Problems encountered:
•

None

Summary of project decisions:
•

None

Out of scope services:
•

None

Additional comments/issues:
•

None
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Milestone schedule/comments:
Task

Description

1

Project Initiation, Steering
Committee Development, and
Kickoff Meeting

2

3
4A
4B
5
6

Project-Specific Quality
Management Plan (QMP)
Development
Pavement Data Verification
and PAVER Database
Creation – Phase 1
Mobilization
Pavement Condition Data
Collection
Pavement Condition Data
Processing + QC/QA
Pavement Data Verification –
Phase 2

Duration
(Weeks)

Milestone
Completion

Pct.
Complete

Actual
Date

NA

Week of 7/6 (or
earlier)

100%

7/9

• Web conference (in person, if possible)
• Current, accurate GIS provided prior to meeting
• Existing PAVER databases (Bismarck and Mandan) provided prior to
meeting

NA

Within two weeks
following kickoff.

100%

8/3

Concise document supplementing PathRunner QC/QA Planning Guide.

3

7/13-7/31

100%

NA

Milestones, Comments, and Assumptions

*Milestone: Initial PAVER database complete. Several reconnaissance calls
and emails exchanges with MPO TAC and participating agency technical
staff to acquire and verify roadway attribute data.
Immediately prior to and following 4B

NA

NA

100%

7/27-8/10

1 to 2

8/3-8/14

100%

8/15

*Milestone: Pavement data collection complete.

3

8/17-9/4

100%

8/17-8/31

*Milestone: Pavement data processing complete.

2

9/7-9/18

100%

NA

*Milestone: PAVER database complete with condition data.
*Milestone: PAVER system table customization complete.
• In parallel with data collection, processing, etc.
• Several calls/exchanges with MPO and participating jurisdictions required.
*Milestone: Draft five- to seven-year programs complete.
• Begins following Tasks 6 and 7.
• Several calls/exchanges with MPO TAC and participating agency technical
staff required.
• Collaborative effort.
*Milestone: Draft report complete.
• Begins in parallel with Task 8
• Several calls/exchanges with MPO TAC and participating agency technical
staff required.

7

PAVER Customization

4

8/3-8/28

100%

NA

8

Five- to Seven-Year Pavement
M&R Plan Development

3

9/21-10/9

100%

NA

Reporting

2

9/28-10/9

95%

NA

2-3

10/12-10/30

0%

NA

4

10/12-11/6

0%

NA

*Milestone: Draft reports reviews complete with updates made by Consultant.
Assumes draft report reviews by all agencies occur simultaneously. If this
assumption is incorrect, schedule can easily be adjusted to sequence the
reviews and still meet the end of year project completion goal.

2

11/9-11/20
In November and
December
In November and
December

0%

NA

*Milestone: Final reports complete.

0%

NA

*Milestone: All reporting/presentation complete by end of December 2020.

0%

NA

Two (2) days of web-based training.

TBD

85%

NA

Including monthly updates and project-related correspondence at a
rate of $150/hour

9A

9D

Draft Report Review with
Updates – MPO and
jurisdictional staff
Draft Report Review with
Updates – NDDOT, FHWA,
and FTA
Final Reports

9E

Presentation

TBD

10

Training

TBD

NA

Project Management

NA

9B

9C

Total Percent Complete:

87%
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EXHIBIT E

City Administration

February 9, 2021
Dominic J. Mancini
Deputy Administrator
Office of Management and Budget
725 17th St. NW
Washington, DC 20503
Subject: Public Comment Regarding Recommendations from the Metropolitan and
Micropolitan Statistical Area Standards Review Committee to the Office of Management and
Budget Concerning Changes to the 2010 Standards for Delineating Metropolitan and
Micropolitan Statistical Areas
Dear Mr. Mancini,
Please consider this letter formal public comment in response to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) proposal to change metropolitan and micropolitan statistical area
standards.
The City of Bismarck, North Dakota respectfully opposes the OMB proposal to change the
minimum urban area population to qualify as a metropolitan statistical area from the current
50,000 population to the proposed 100,000 population. The federal register notice published
on January 19, 2021 and its associated appendix did not identify any specific purpose for the
proposed change. The only possible justification offered from the 2010 Metropolitan and
Micropolitan Statistical Area Standards Review Committee, in the appendix of the federal
register notice, simply stated that it was observed that the United States had increased
population 2.2 times since 1950 while the population threshold to qualify a metropolitan
statistical area had not. The proposed 100,000 population threshold recommended, appears
arbitrary and not based on any quantifiable or statistically valid reason. For point of reference,
the population of the country nearly doubled (from 1950) by the 2000 decennial census. If the
doubling of the country’s population was justification enough to change the metropolitan
statistical area standards, one might have assumed recommendations for change should have
occurred at that point rather then waiting another 20 years for this proposal.
The federal register notice is careful to point out that, “…OMB does not take into account or
attempt to anticipate any public or private sector nonstatistical uses that may be made of the
delineations.” Since the OMB does not take that into account let me do that for you and make
you aware of what this proposed change could mean to the citizens of Bismarck. To provide
necessary services to residents of Bismarck, we depend on a variety of federal funding
programs that utilize urban area and metropolitan statistical area status as a qualification. If
Phone: 701-355-1300 ● Fax: 701-221-6470 ● 221 North 5th Street
● P.O. Box 5503 ● Bismarck, ND 58506 55033
www.bismarcknd.gov ● TDD 711 ● An Equal Opportunity-Affirmative Action Employer
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Bismarck is no longer defined as an urban area or metropolitan statistical area, we may no
longer qualify for programs that support low and moderate-income persons, public
transportation, public health, and transportation planning and programming. We estimate the
financial impact to our community, in relation to this change, could result in losses in the
millions of dollars annually.
We are a growing vibrant capital city and one of the largest communities in North Dakota. We
are a regional center for health care and have a trade area that reaches into much of central
and western North Dakota and into our neighboring states of South Dakota and Montana. We
are one of only three metropolitan statistical areas defined in North Dakota. If this proposal
were to be adopted it could remove two of the State’s three metropolitan statistical areas
affecting over 25% of the State’s population. From a national perspective and as the federal
register notice appendix indicates, there are 144 metropolitan statistical areas across the
country, comprised of over 16 million Americans that could be significantly impacted by this
proposed change.
The risks to vital services within our community, our state, and the millions of impacted
Americans across this country far outweigh any limited statistical value that might be gained
from this proposal. We urge you not to adopt the recommendation of the Metropolitan and
Micropolitan Statistical Area Standards Review Committee to increase the minimum urban
area population to qualify as a metropolitan statistical area from 50,000 to 100,000. Should
you have any questions regarding these concerns, please feel free to contact our Community
Development Director, Ben Ehreth at 701-355-1842 or behreth@bismarcknd.gov .
We greatly appreciate your consideration of our comments and how this proposal could
impact our area.
Respectfully,

Mayor Steve Bakken
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APPENDIX. REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE
METROPOLTIAN AND MICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA STANDARDS
REVIEW COMMITTEE TO THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
CONCERNING CHANGES TO THE 2010 STANDARDS FOR DELINEATING
METROPOLITAN AND MICROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS
[Transmittal Memorandum]
August 1, 2019
Memorandum for Nancy Potok, Chief Statistician, Office of Management and Budget
From: Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Area Standards Review Committee
Subject: Transmittal of Report and Recommendations Concerning Changes to the 2010
Standards for Delineating Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas
We are pleased to transmit to you the attached report presenting this committee’s
recommendations for modifying the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB’s) 2010
standards for delineating metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas. The
recommendations represent our best technical and professional advice for how the
standards could better account for and describe changes in settlement and activity
patterns throughout the United States and Puerto Rico, yet still meet the data reporting
needs and requirements of Federal agencies and the public. We also are providing the
specific 2020 standards recommended by the committee, including definitions of key
terms. We hope that OMB will find these recommendations informative and helpful in
making its decisions on what changes, if any, to adopt in the standards for delineating
geographic areas for collecting, tabulating, and publishing Federal statistics.
Attachment

1
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Part A. Recommendations From the Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical
Area Standards Review Committee to the Office of Management and Budget
Concerning Changes to the 2010 Standards for Delineating Metropolitan and
Micropolitan Statistical Areas
Discussion of Recommendations
The committee notes that the 2010 standards, the result of an extensive and
comprehensive review of the 1990 standards and a more narrowly tailored review of the
2000 standards, have served the Federal statistical community well over the past decade.
However, the committee determined that aspects of the standards—particularly those
concerning the minimum required urban area population to qualify a metropolitan
statistical area; the delineation of New England city and town areas (NECTAs), NECTA
divisions, and combined NECTAs; territorial coverage of the classification; metropolitan
and micropolitan statistical area update procedures; and an update schedule—need to be
revised to better serve data users. Also, the committee recommends continued use of
American Community Survey commuting data in determining intercounty connectivity,
though the committee discussed societal and economic trends that could indicate a
revision of the standards in 2030.
1. Recommendation Concerning the Minimum Required Urban Area Population to
Qualify a Metropolitan Statistical Area
The Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Area Standards Review Committee
recommends increasing the minimum required urban area population to qualify a
metropolitan statistical area from 50,000 to 100,000. (Core based statistical areas with
an urban area of 50,000 to 99,999 population would qualify as micropolitan statistical
areas.)
Since standard metropolitan areas were first delineated in anticipation of the 1950
decennial census, 50,000 has served as the minimum population to qualify as a
metropolitan core.
In reviewing the 2010 standards, the committee noted that the minimum population
required for an urban area to qualify a metropolitan statistical area had not kept pace with
population growth of the United States. They observed that the population of the United
States had more than doubled since the 1950 census (the population in 2019 is about 2.2
times larger than in 1950), while the standards have maintained the same minimum
population. Thus, the committee recommends doubling the minimum required
population of an urban area to qualify a metropolitan statistical area from 50,000 to
100,000. Areas with a core of 50,000 to 99,999 population would become micropolitan
statistical areas. (Note: areas with an urban area population of between 10,000 and
49,999 also would continue to qualify as micropolitan statistical areas, as they did under
the 2000 and 2010 standards.) See Table 1 in this report for a list of metropolitan
statistical areas with a 2010 Census urban area population of 50,000 to 99,999 (or that
qualified as metropolitan based on population estimates in an annual update).
2
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2. Recommendation Concerning New England City and Town Areas, New England
City and Town Area Divisions, and Combined New England City and Town Areas
The committee recommends that delineation of NECTAs, NECTA divisions, and
combined NECTAs be discontinued. (County-based areas should serve the entirety of the
United States and Puerto Rico.)
Under the 2000 and 2010 standards, metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas have
used counties and equivalent entities as their geographic building blocks in all of the
United States and Puerto Rico, including the six New England states (Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont). This was a change
from previous decades, when cities and towns, not counties, were the geographic building
blocks of metropolitan areas in New England. (Under the 1980 and 1990 standards,
OMB also delineated an alternative, county-based set of areas, New England county
metropolitan areas.) The decision in the 2000 standards to use counties as building
blocks was made to establish the use of a consistent geographic unit nationwide. At the
same time, OMB provided for delineation of NECTAs, NECTA divisions, and combined
NECTAs as second set of areas for New England.
In reviewing the 2010 standards, the committee noted that NECTAs and related statistical
areas add considerable complexity to the statistical areas system. The committee further
found that Federal agencies made little use of NECTAs, NECTA divisions, and combined
NECTAs. As a result, the committee recommends the discontinuation of NECTAs,
NECTA divisions, and combined NECTAs in the standards.
3. Recommendation Concerning Territorial Coverage of the Classification
The committee recommends that OMB launch a research effort into delineating
territorially exhaustive areas.
The September 2018 OMB delineations of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas
account for about 94 percent of the U.S. population—about 86 percent in metropolitan
statistical areas and about 8 percent in micropolitan statistical areas. Of 3,142 counties in
the United States, 1,180 are in 384 metropolitan statistical areas, and 660 counties are in
542 micropolitan statistical areas (1,302 counties are outside the classification).
In reviewing the 2010 standards, the committee was reminded that a large portion of the
territory of the United States is not within a metropolitan or micropolitan statistical area.
The portion of population and territory outside of metropolitan and micropolitan
statistical areas is addressed less in Federal statistical data. The committee also noted
that there is significant demand for a territorially exhaustive classification both inside the
Federal statistical system to undertake statistical activities such as collecting, tabulating,
and publishing Federal statistics as well as outside the Federal statistical system. Some
Federal agencies currently prepare delineations that exhaust the territory of the United
States and Puerto Rico in support of their statistical programs. Research should examine
3
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the development of a standard set of areas that accounts for all territory and population
and considers metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas. The committee
recommends that OMB launch a research effort into delineating statistical areas for the
entirety of the United States and Puerto Rico.
4. Recommendation Concerning Area Delineation Update Procedures
The committee recommends incorporating the results of the decade’s first annual update
review into the results of the decade’s decennial census-based update.
The committee found that in recent decades a small number of areas have experienced
repeated change in delineation status between the comprehensive, decennial delineations
issued in the “3 year” and in the subsequent annual update. This outcome follows in part
from availability of different geographic units for the data derived from the decennial
census and used in the decennial updates and for population estimates data used in annual
updates. More specifically, the decennial census provides data for urban areas, but the
Census Bureau’s Population Estimates Program does not. Annual updates use population
estimates for places as proxies for urban area data.
The committee regards the repeated entering and then exiting from the statistical area
inventory undesirable; it recommends incorporating outcomes from the decade’s first,
estimates-based annual update in the results reported from the decennial update in an
effort to minimize “churn” in the inventory.
5. Recommendation Concerning an Update Schedule
The committee recommends OMB’s public release of an area delineation update
schedule.
The committee recommends that a schedule be established for the decennial, five-year (or
“mid-decade”), and annual delineation updates for coming years to facilitate planning by
Federal statistical agencies. More specifically, the committee recommends that OMB
work with the Census Bureau to arrive at a published, practicable schedule that will
reflect input data availability as well as processing and program considerations.
6. Recommendation Concerning Intercounty Commuting
The committee recommends that OMB continue use of American Community Survey
commuting data to measure intercounty connectivity but discussed societal and economic
trends that could lead to revisions of the standards in 2030.
The committee recommends continuing use of American Community Survey commuting
data in measuring intercounty connectivity. Both intercountry commuting and working at
home have seen only slight increases in recent years according to American Community
Survey 5-year estimates. This relative stability notwithstanding, the committee discussed
apparent nascent societal and economic trends that could indicate needed changes to the
standards in 2030.
Alternative or supplemental datasets addressing patterns of connectivity such as data
from the Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics program were
considered by the committee for possible use in the standards. At this time, however, no
4
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additional data sources have been identified that meet requirements of being available for
all of the United States and Puerto Rico, being straightforward and intuitive, and being
publicly available to data users.
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Table 1: September 2018 Metropolitan Statistical Areas That Have a MostPopulous 2010 Urban Area Population Below 100,000
Presented here are the 144 (out of a total of 392) September 2018 OMB-delineated
metropolitan statistical areas in the United States and Puerto Rico for which the most
populous 2010 urban area had a total 2010 Census population between 50,000 and
99,999. (Also included among the 144 areas on the list are two metropolitan statistical
areas, Enid, OK and Twin Falls, ID, that qualified as metropolitan on the basis of place
population estimates in annual updates.)
(Note: this list is for illustrative purposes and does not change the status of any
metropolitan statistical area prior to application of the 2020 standards. Qualification of
metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas after 2020 will reflect use of urban areas
defined using 2020 Census data.)
CBSA Code
10500
10540
10780
11020
11180
11500
12220
12620
12980
13020
13220
13460
13900
13980
14100
14540
15260
15680
16020
16060
16180
16220
16540
16820
16940
17020
17420

Metropolitan Statistical Area Title
Albany, GA
Albany-Lebanon, OR
Alexandria, LA
Altoona, PA
Ames, IA
Anniston-Oxford, AL
Auburn-Opelika, AL
Bangor, ME
Battle Creek, MI
Bay City, MI
Beckley, WV
Bend, OR
Bismarck, ND
Blacksburg-Christiansburg, VA
Bloomsburg-Berwick, PA
Bowling Green, KY
Brunswick, GA
California-Lexington Park, MD
Cape Girardeau, MO-IL
Carbondale-Marion, IL
Carson City, NV
Casper, WY
Chambersburg-Waynesboro, PA
Charlottesville, VA
Cheyenne, WY
Chico, CA
Cleveland, TN
6
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CBSA Code
17660
18020
18700
19060
19140
19180
19300
19460
19500
20020
20220
20700
21060
21300
21420
21820
22140
22380
22500
22520
22540
23460
23900
24020
24140
24220
24260
24420
24500
25020
25220
25260
25500
25620
25940
25980
26140
26300
26820
27060
27100

Metropolitan Statistical Area Title
Coeur d'Alene, ID
Columbus, IN
Corvallis, OR
Cumberland, MD-WV
Dalton, GA
Danville, IL
Daphne-Fairhope-Foley, AL
Decatur, AL
Decatur, IL
Dothan, AL
Dubuque, IA
East Stroudsburg, PA
Elizabethtown-Fort Knox, KY
Elmira, NY
Enid, OK
Fairbanks, AK
Farmington, NM
Flagstaff, AZ
Florence, SC
Florence-Muscle Shoals, AL
Fond du Lac, WI
Gadsden, AL
Gettysburg, PA
Glens Falls, NY
Goldsboro, NC
Grand Forks, ND-MN
Grand Island, NE
Grants Pass, OR
Great Falls, MT
Guayama, PR
Hammond, LA
Hanford-Corcoran, CA
Harrisonburg, VA
Hattiesburg, MS
Hilton Head Island-Bluffton, SC
Hinesville, GA
Homosassa Springs, FL
Hot Springs, AR
Idaho Falls, ID
Ithaca, NY
Jackson, MI
7
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CBSA Code
27180
27500
27620
27780
27860
27900
27980
28100
28740
29020
29420
29940
30020
30140
30300
30340
30620
30860
30980
31020
31460
31740
31860
31900
33140
33220
33540
33780
34060
34100
34580
34620
34900
35100
35660
36140
36780
36980
37620
38220
38340

Metropolitan Statistical Area Title
Jackson, TN
Janesville-Beloit, WI
Jefferson City, MO
Johnstown, PA
Jonesboro, AR
Joplin, MO
Kahului-Wailuku-Lahaina, HI
Kankakee, IL
Kingston, NY
Kokomo, IN
Lake Havasu City-Kingman, AZ
Lawrence, KS
Lawton, OK
Lebanon, PA
Lewiston, ID-WA
Lewiston-Auburn, ME
Lima, OH
Logan, UT-ID
Longview, TX
Longview, WA
Madera, CA
Manhattan, KS
Mankato, MN
Mansfield, OH
Michigan City-La Porte, IN
Midland, MI
Missoula, MT
Monroe, MI
Morgantown, WV
Morristown, TN
Mount Vernon-Anacortes, WA
Muncie, IN
Napa, CA
New Bern, NC
Niles, MI
Ocean City, NJ
Oshkosh-Neenah, WI
Owensboro, KY
Parkersburg-Vienna, WV
Pine Bluff, AR
Pittsfield, MA
8
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CBSA Code
38540
39150
39660
40580
40660
41100
41140
41540
41660
42020
42140
42700
43100
43300
43420
44220
44300
44420
44940
45460
45500
46300
46660
47020
47220
47460
48060
48140
48260
48300
48540
48660
48700
49020
49500

Metropolitan Statistical Area Title
Pocatello, ID
Prescott Valley-Prescott, AZ
Rapid City, SD
Rocky Mount, NC
Rome, GA
St. George, UT
St. Joseph, MO-KS
Salisbury, MD-DE
San Angelo, TX
San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles, CA
Santa Fe, NM
Sebring-Avon Park, FL
Sheboygan, WI
Sherman-Denison, TX
Sierra Vista-Douglas, AZ
Springfield, OH
State College, PA
Staunton, VA
Sumter, SC
Terre Haute, IN
Texarkana, TX-AR
Twin Falls, ID
Valdosta, GA
Victoria, TX
Vineland-Bridgeton, NJ
Walla Walla, WA
Watertown-Fort Drum, NY
Wausau-Weston, WI
Weirton-Steubenville, WV-OH
Wenatchee, WA
Wheeling, WV-OH
Wichita Falls, TX
Williamsport, PA
Winchester, VA-WV
Yauco, PR

9
45

Part B. Draft 2020 Standards for Delineating Metropolitan and Micropolitan
Statistical Areas and Key Terms
(If approved by the Office of Management and Budget, the proposed standards below
would be used to delineate core based statistical areas beginning in 2023.)
A Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA) is a geographic entity associated with at least one
core of 10,000 or more population, plus adjacent territory that has a high degree of social
and economic integration with the core as measured by commuting ties. The standards
designate and delineate two categories of CBSAs: Metropolitan Statistical Areas and
Micropolitan Statistical Areas.
The purpose of the Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Area standards is to provide
nationally consistent delineations for collecting, tabulating, and publishing Federal
statistics for a set of geographic areas. The Office of Management and Budget establishes
and maintains these areas solely for statistical purposes.
Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas are not designed as a general-purpose
geographic framework for nonstatistical activities or for use in program funding
formulas. The CBSA classification is not an urban-rural classification; Metropolitan and
Micropolitan Statistical Areas and many counties outside CBSAs contain both urban and
rural populations.
CBSAs consist of counties and equivalent entities throughout the United States and
Puerto Rico.
The following criteria apply to nationwide county-based CBSAs. Commuting and
employment estimates are derived from the Census Bureau’s American Community
Survey. Whenever American Community Survey commuting and employment data are
referred to below, the criteria use point estimates and do not incorporate a measure of
sampling variability of the estimates.
Section 1. Population Size Requirements for Qualification of Core Based Statistical
Areas
Each CBSA must have a Census Bureau-delineated Urban Area of at least 10,000
population. (Urban Areas include both Urbanized Areas and Urban Clusters.)
Section 2. Central Counties
The central county or counties of a CBSA are those counties that:
(a) Have at least 50 percent of their population in Urban Areas of at least 10,000
population; or
(b) Have within their boundaries a population of at least 5,000 located in a single
Urban Area of at least 10,000 population.
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A central county is associated with the Urban Area that accounts for the largest
portion of the county’s population. The central counties associated with a particular
Urban Area are grouped to form a single cluster of central counties for purposes of
measuring commuting to and from potentially qualifying outlying counties.
Section 3. Outlying Counties
A county qualifies as an outlying county of a CBSA if it meets the following
commuting requirements:
(a) At least 25 percent of the workers living in the county work in the central
county or counties of the CBSA; or
(b) At least 25 percent of the employment in the county is accounted for by
workers who reside in the central county or counties of the CBSA.
A county may be included in only one CBSA. If a county qualifies as a central
county of one CBSA and as outlying in another, it falls within the CBSA in which it is a
central county. A county that qualifies as outlying to multiple CBSAs falls within the
CBSA with which it has the strongest commuting tie, as measured by either 3(a) or 3(b)
above. The counties included in a CBSA must be contiguous; if a county is not
contiguous with other counties in the CBSA, it will not fall within the CBSA.
Section 4. Merging of Adjacent Core Based Statistical Areas
Two adjacent CBSAs will merge to form one CBSA if the central county or
counties (as a group) of one CBSA qualify as outlying to the central county or counties
(as a group) of the other CBSA using the measures and thresholds stated in 3(a) and 3(b)
above.
Section 5. Identification of Principal Cities
The Principal City (or Cities) of a CBSA will include:
(a) The largest incorporated place with a 2020 Census population of at least 10,000
in the CBSA or, if no incorporated place of at least 10,000 population is present in the
CBSA, the largest incorporated place or census designated place in the CBSA; and
(b) Any additional incorporated place or census designated place with a 2020
Census population of at least 250,000 or in which 100,000 or more persons work; and
(c) Any additional incorporated place or census designated place with a 2020
Census population of at least 50,000, but less than 250,000, and in which the number of
workers working in the place meets or exceeds the number of workers living in the place;
and
(d) Any additional incorporated place or census designated place with a 2020
Census population of at least 10,000, but less than 50,000, and at least one-third the
population size of the largest place, and in which the number of workers working in the
place meets or exceeds the number of workers living in the place.
Section 6. Categories and Terminology
A CBSA is categorized based on the population of the largest Urban Area within
the CBSA. Categories of CBSAs are: Metropolitan Statistical Areas, based on Urban
Areas of 100,000 or more population, and Micropolitan Statistical Areas, based on Urban
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Areas of at least 10,000 population but less than 100,000 population. Counties that do
not fall within CBSAs will represent “Outside Core Based Statistical Areas.”
Section 7. Divisions of Metropolitan Statistical Areas
A Metropolitan Statistical Area containing a single Urban Area with a population of
at least 2.5 million may be subdivided to form smaller groupings of counties referred to
as Metropolitan Divisions. A county qualifies as a “main county” of a Metropolitan
Division if 65 percent or more of workers living in the county also work within the
county and the ratio of the number of workers working in the county to the number of
workers living in the county is at least .75. A county qualifies as a “secondary county” if
50 percent or more, but less than 65 percent, of workers living in the county also work
within the county and the ratio of the number of workers working in the county to the
number of workers living in the county is at least .75.
A main county automatically serves as the basis for a Metropolitan Division. For a
secondary county to qualify as the basis for forming a Metropolitan Division, it must join
with either a contiguous secondary county or a contiguous main county with which it has
the highest employment interchange measure of 15 or more. After all main counties and
secondary counties are identified and grouped (if appropriate), each additional county
that already has qualified for inclusion in the Metropolitan Statistical Area falls within
the Metropolitan Division associated with the main/secondary county or counties with
which the county at issue has the highest employment interchange measure. Counties in
a Metropolitan Division must be contiguous.
Section 8. Combining Adjacent Core Based Statistical Areas
(a) Any two adjacent CBSAs will form a Combined Statistical Area if the
employment interchange measure between the two areas is at least 15.
(b) The CBSAs thus combined will also continue to be recognized as individual
CBSAs within the Combined Statistical Area.
Section 9. Titles of Core Based Statistical Areas, Metropolitan Divisions, and Combined
Statistical Areas
(a) The title of a CBSA will include the name of its Principal City with the largest
2020 Census population. If there are multiple Principal Cities, the names of the secondlargest and (if present) third-largest Principal Cities will appear in the title in order of
descending population size. If the Principal City with the largest 2020 Census population
is a census designated place, the name of the largest incorporated place of at least 10,000
population that also is a Principal City will appear first in the title followed by the name
of the census designated place. If the Principal City with the largest 2020 Census
population is a census designated place, and there is no incorporated place of at least
10,000 population that also is a Principal City, the name of that census designated place
Principal City will appear first in the title.
(b) The title of a Metropolitan Division will include the name of the Principal City
with the largest 2020 Census population located in the Metropolitan Division. If there are
multiple Principal Cities, the names of the second-largest and (if present) third-largest
Principal Cities will appear in the title in order of descending population size. If there are
no Principal Cities located in the Metropolitan Division, the title of the Metropolitan
12
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Division will use the names of up to three counties in order of descending 2020 Census
population size.
(c) The title of a Combined Statistical Area will include the names of the two
largest Principal Cities in the combination and the name of the third-largest Principal
City, if present. If the Combined Statistical Area title duplicates that of one of its
component CBSAs, the name of the third-most-populous Principal City will be dropped
from the title of the Combined Statistical Area.
(d) Titles also will include the names of any State in which the area is located.
Section 10. Updating Schedule
(a) The Office of Management and Budget will delineate CBSAs in 2023 based on
2020 Census data and 2016-2020 American Community Survey 5-year estimates.
Release of these delineations will take place during June 2023.
(b) In the 2023 delineations and in subsequent years, the Office of Management and
Budget will designate a new Micropolitan Statistical Area if:
(1) A city that is outside any existing CBSA has a Census Bureau special census
count of 10,000 to 99,999 population, or a population estimate of 10,000 to 99,999 for
two consecutive years from the Census Bureau’s Population Estimates Program, or
(2) A Census Bureau special census results in the delineation of an Urban Area of
10,000 to 99,999 population that is outside of any existing CBSA.
(c) Also in the 2023 delineations and in subsequent years, the Office of
Management and Budget will designate a new Metropolitan Statistical Area if:
(1) A city that is outside any existing Metropolitan Statistical Area has a Census
Bureau special census count of 100,000 or more population, or a population estimate of
100,000 or more for two consecutive years from the Census Bureau’s Population
Estimates Program, or
(2) A Census Bureau special census results in the delineation of an Urban Area of
100,000 or more population that is outside of any existing Metropolitan Statistical Area.
(d) Outlying counties of CBSAs that qualify in this section will qualify according to
the criteria in Section 3 above, on the basis of American Community Survey 5-year
commuting estimates.
(e) The Office of Management and Budget will review the delineations of all
existing CBSAs and related statistical areas in 2028 using 2021-2025 5-year commuting
and employment estimates from the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey. The
Urban Areas used in these delineations will be those based on 2020 Census data or
subsequent special censuses for which Urban Areas are created. The central counties of
CBSAs identified on the basis of a 2020 Census population count, or on the basis of
population estimates from the Census Bureau’s Population Estimates Program or a
special census count in the case of postcensally delineated areas, will constitute the
central counties for purposes of these area delineations. New CBSAs will be designated
in 2028 on the basis of Census Bureau special census counts or population estimates as
described above in Sections 10(b) and 10(c); outlying county qualification will be based
on 5-year commuting estimates from the American Community Survey.
(f) Other aspects of the Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Area and related
statistical area delineations are not subject to change between decennial censuses.
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(g) The Office of Management and Budget will issue delineation updates (one per
year in those years when there is an update) in years other than 2023 during December.
Section 11. Definitions of Key Terms
Census designated place—A statistical geographic entity that is analogous to an
incorporated place, delineated for the decennial census and consisting of a locally
recognized, unincorporated concentration of population that is identified by name.
Central county—The county or counties of a Core Based Statistical Area containing a
substantial portion of an Urban Area, and to and from which commuting is measured to
determine qualification of outlying counties.
Combined Statistical Area—A geographic entity consisting of two or more adjacent Core
Based Statistical Areas with employment interchange measures of at least 15.
Core—A densely settled concentration of population, comprising an Urban Area (of
10,000 or more population) delineated by the Census Bureau, around which a Core Based
Statistical Area is delineated.
Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA)—A statistical geographic entity consisting of the
county or counties associated with at least one core (Urban Area) of at least 10,000
population, plus adjacent counties having a high degree of social and economic
integration with the core as measured through commuting ties with the counties
containing the core. Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas are the two
categories of Core Based Statistical Areas.
Delineation—The establishment of the boundary of a statistical area, or the boundary that
results.
Employment interchange measure—A measure of ties between two adjacent entities. The
employment interchange measure is the sum of the percentage of workers living in the
smaller entity who work in the larger entity and the percentage of employment in the
smaller entity that is accounted for by workers who reside in the larger entity.
Geographic building block—The geographic unit, such as a county, that constitutes the
basic geographic component of a statistical area.
Main county—A county that acts as an employment center within a Core Based
Statistical Area that has a core with a population of at least 2.5 million. A main county
serves as the basis for delineating a Metropolitan Division.
Metropolitan Division—A county or group of counties within a Core Based Statistical
Area that contains an Urban Area with a population of at least 2.5 million. A
Metropolitan Division consists of one or more main/secondary counties that represent an
employment center or centers, plus adjacent counties associated with the main/secondary
county or counties through commuting ties.
Metropolitan Statistical Area—A Core Based Statistical Area associated with at least one
Urban Area that has a population of at least 100,000. The Metropolitan Statistical Area
comprises the central county or counties containing the core, plus adjacent outlying
counties having a high degree of social and economic integration with the central county
or counties as measured through commuting.
Micropolitan Statistical Area—A Core Based Statistical Area associated with at least one
Urban Area that has a population of at least 10,000, but less than 100,000. The
Micropolitan Statistical Area comprises the central county or counties containing the
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core, plus adjacent outlying counties having a high degree of social and economic
integration with the central county or counties as measured through commuting.
Outlying county—A county that qualifies for inclusion in a Core Based Statistical Area
on the basis of commuting ties with the Core Based Statistical Area’s central county or
counties.
Outside Core Based Statistical Areas—Counties that do not qualify for inclusion in a
Core Based Statistical Area.
Principal City—The largest city of a Core Based Statistical Area, plus additional cities
that meet specified statistical criteria.
Secondary county—A county that acts as an employment center in combination with a
main county or another secondary county within a Core Based Statistical Area that has a
core with a population of at least 2.5 million. A secondary county may serve as the basis
for delineating a Metropolitan Division, but only when combined with a main county or
another secondary county.
Urban Area—A statistical geographic entity delineated by the Census Bureau, consisting
of densely settled census tracts and blocks and adjacent densely settled territory that
together contain at least 2,500 people. For purposes of delineating Metropolitan
Statistical Areas, at least one Urban Area of 100,000 or more population is required; for
purposes of delineating Micropolitan Statistical Areas, at least one Urban Area of 10,000
to 99,999 population is required.
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Metropolitan Statistical Areas With a 2010 Urbanized Area Population Between 50,000 and 99,999
Mount VernonAnacortes
Wenatchee
Longview

Coeur d'Alene

Walla Walla
Corvallis

Missoula

Great Falls

Grand Forks, ND-MN

Lewiston, ID-WA

Bangor

Albany-Lebanon

Bismarck

Lewiston-Auburn

Bend
Grants Pass
Idaho Falls
Rapid City
Twin Falls

Pocatello

Oshkosh-Neenah
Fond du Lac Sheboygan

Mankato

Casper
Dubuque

Chico

JanesvilleBeloit

Ames

Kokomo
Muncie

Danville
Decatur
Terre Haute
Columbus

St. Joseph, MO-KS

Madera

San Luis ObispoPaso Robles

Manhattan
Lawrence

St. George

Jefferson City

Lake Havasu CityKingman

CarbondaleMarion
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Morgantown

Parkersburg-Vienna

Owensboro

9
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Prescott ValleyPrescott

Lawton
Wichita
Falls

Hot Springs
Pine Bluff
ShermanDenison

Sierra VistaDouglas

Goldsboro

9. Cumberland, MD-WV

New Bern

10. Winchester, VA-WV
11. Weirton-Steubenville, WV-OH
12. Wheeling, WV-OH

Florence

Texarkana, TX-AR

Hilton Head Island-Bluffton
Auburn-Opelika
Hinesville
Albany

Brunswick

Dothan
Alexandria

Hattiesburg
Hammond

Note: The Enid, OK and Twin Falls, ID Metropolitan Statistical
Areas qualified in 2015 and 2017, respectively, and they do
not have urbanized areas based on 2010 Census data.

7. Salisbury, MD-DE

Sumter

Rome

Longview
San Angelo

5. Vineland-Bridgeton
6. Ocean City

Rocky Mount

Cleveland
Dalton

FlorenceDecatur
Muscle Shoals
Gadsden
Anniston-Oxford

3. Gettysburg
4. Chambersburg-Waynesboro

8. California-Lexington Park

Enid
Jonesboro

8

Staunton Charlottesville

Morristown

Santa Fe

2. Bloomsburg-Berwick
5 6
7

Harrisonburg

Bowling Green

Jackson

1. East Stroudsburg

Blacksburg-Christiansburg

ElizabethtownFort Knox

Joplin

Farmington

Springfield

1
2
State College
Lebanon
Altoona Johnstown
4 3

Beckley

Cape Girardeau, MO-IL

Flagstaff

Kingston

Williamsport

Mansfield

Lima

Kankakee
Grand Island

Hanford-Corcoran

Ithaca

Battle
Creek Jackson
Monroe
Niles
Michigan CityLa Porte

Cheyenne

Carson City

Pittsfield

Midland Bay City

Elmira

Logan, UT-ID

Napa

Watertown-Fort Drum
Glens Falls

Wausau-Weston

DaphneFairhope-Foley

Valdosta

Homosassa Springs
Victoria
Sebring-Avon Park

Based on September 2018 OMB delineations

Fairbanks

Kahului-Wailuku-Lahaina
Yauco
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