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County Highway 42 Visioning Study
County Planning Commission Meeting

Doug Abere, Project Manager
Transportation Department

Physical Development Division 
February 25, 2021

• Study Overview & Review; Updates

• Need for an Updated Hwy 42 Plan

• Overall Vision and Intersection Planning

• Stakeholders and Outreach

• Planning highlights for each City

• Next Steps & Discussion

Presentation Outline
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Study Overview & Review

• 15.5 mile study corridor – principal arterial (PA) highway

• 29 signalized intersections (+1 in 2021 – CH 73/Akron Ave)

• Previously studied with Scott County in 1999

3

4
Study Process and Goals/Objectives

What does the 
community want?

How does/will the 
corridor operate?

What are the possible 
problems & solutions?

How will we implement 
and fund future actions?

Key Study  
Questions & Process

We 
are 
here

• Update the current long-term plan for Highway 42 
(adopted in 1999)

• Leverage the County’s 2040 Transportation 
Plan/forecast

• Anticipate diverse needs
• Safety
• Congestion & delay
• Access & related tradeoffs
• Pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders
• Plan for actual future traffic and needs 

(anticipate growth/development)

Goals & Objectives
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Recent and Upcoming Projects
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Transit Service Update – New MVTA Route
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Our work will update the plan adopted in 1999

1999 Study Area 
(with Scott Co.)

• Need an updated plan to manage Hwy 42 
for the next 20 years

• Today’s Hwy 42 traffic = 20% - 50% below 
levels forecast in 1999, yet still growing

Current Study Area

1999 Adopted 
Plan for

Apple Valley
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Locations with pedestrian and bike needs

Need for Corridor Plan Update

Safety Considerations

Vehicle Capacity Needs

Pedestrian/Bicycle Needs

Transit Considerations

Focus‐area issues: trail gaps, ped/bike demands, safety, & opportunities
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Segment with the top transit considerations & opportunities

Need for Corridor Plan Update

Safety Considerations

Vehicle Capacity Needs

Pedestrian/Bicycle Needs

Transit Considerations

Focus‐area issues: development densities, MVTA input, opportunities
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Locations with the highest future traffic volumes (2040) in addition 
to safety considerations & the other needs

Need for Corridor Plan Update

Safety Considerations

Vehicle Ops/Capacity Needs

Pedestrian/Bicycle Needs

Transit Considerations

Other issues/needs: aging infrastructure, future development/redevelopment 
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• More diverse mobility and access needs

• Established development areas; redevelopment too

• Increased diversity of travelers – age, ethnicity, income, 
travel modes/needs

• Travel behavior shifts – seen pre-COVID & trending

• Technology, tools, & arterial management options

• Traveler data, signals, & other tech – more tools to 
measure & manage performance

• More “right-sized” options for future vision
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What’s new in this Hwy 42 plan update?

2019 Ped Crossing Data

 Manage access and traffic 

controls

 Reduce or defer need for 

Highway 42 expansion

 Maintain & improve corridor 

functions, serving all travelers

 2040 travel demand forecasts

 All modes – ped, bike, bus transit, & 

motorists

Overall Highway 42 Corridor Vision

Galaxie Ave
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Vehicle Ops/Capacity

Common and New Intersection Types

Turn Lanes

Traffic Signal Timing & 
Improvements

Will propose proven & 
conventional 

intersections for 
most locations, 
like existing Hwy 42

Safety

Considering new ideas for higher‐volume intersections

Photo Source: Virginia Department of Transportation

Right‐in/Right‐Out 
Intersection (no signal)

3/4 Intersection (no signal)Goal: Manage 
conflict points
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Supporting Roadways & System Perspective
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145th

140th/Connemara

160th/Hwy 46

Future UMore
& Rosemount

Network

153rd

Study considers the roles of existing/future parallel 
routes and frontage to support Hwy 42

157th 155th
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Study Stakeholder Groups 
15

Hwy 42 Stakeholder 
Groups

Cities
Dakota 
County

MVTA
MnDOT & Fed 
Hwy Admin

Business 
Interests

Met Council 
& Other

Project Management 
Team (PMT)

Study Advisory 
Committee (SAC)

County Planning 
Commission

City Councils

County Board

Emails, Newsletter and Mailings

Social 
Media

Website

16

Online Meetings
(Small Groups)

Engagement Activities – Overview 
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Public Feedback Received (Phase 1)

Summmary of community concerns and Hwy 42 needs:
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Phase 2 Outreach: Burnsville-Apple Valley 
Neighborhoods Focus (Just Starting Now)
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City Highlights & Ideas – Apple Valley

20
City Highlights & Ideas – Burnsville
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City Highlights & Ideas – Rosemount
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Current Work and Next Steps

• Outreach Phase 2 Continues

• Pedestrian, Bicycle, & Transit – Needs & opportunities

• Traffic Modeling – Test 2040 traffic with intersection plans

• Intersection Plans & Draft Recommendations (spring 2021)
• Feasibility of ideas/alternatives

• Updated plan, recommendations

• Implementation

Questions?

21

22


