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Executive Summary

The purpose of the Highway 52 Interregional Corridor (IRC) Management Plan is to document the
study process and key outcomes of the Highway 52 Interregional Corridor (IRC) Study.

This executive summary focuses on key elements of the study process including “Vision 52", the
public involvement process, and the recommended Highway 52 IRC Management Plan, including
the shared strategies needed to initiate the Implementation Plan.

The Highway 52 Interregional Corridor (IRC) Management Plan provides a vision for future
improvements to the highway, known as “Vision 52", which will help protect and enhance the
corridor to ensure that it provides for high speed, safe, and predictable travel conditions. It is only
through the commitment of al responsible agencies that the recommendations and proposed
improvements of this study can be realized.

The Highway 52 IRC Management Plan is one part of a broader statewide effort of identifying and
assessing the needs of the most important highway corridors across the state. These critical
Interregional Corridors (IRC) are the backbone of the statewide highway transportation network.

Interregional Corridors and the Moving Minnesota Plan

Moving Minnesota is a philosophy that recognizes that the key to meeting Minnesota's
transportation needs is a long-term, statewide and multimodal strategy. Moving Minnesota further
recognizes that transportation is key to healthy and vital communities. Moving Minnesota is a
10-year investment strategy that focuses on three basic initiatives. Advantages for transit, Bottleneck
removal, and Corridor connections. A key component of the Moving Minnesota Plan is the
improvement and protection of important highway connections between Minnesota s regiona trade
centers (interregional corridors) to enhance competitiveness and the State’'s economic vitality.
Highway 52 was selected as one of the interregional corridors (IRCs) for study in the Moving
Minnesota plan.

Highway 52 Corridor

The segment of Highway 52 being studied begins at the interchange with 1-494 in the Twin Cities
and ends at the interchange with 1-90 south of Rochester, a total of 80 miles. The 80-mile
Highway 52 corridor encompasses 10 cities and many townships with land use ranging from
primarily agricultural with pockets of urban communities (residential, commercial/industrial) to
primarily urban land uses.

Highway 52 B currently a four-lane divided facility from the Twin Cities to the interchange with
1-90. The extreme northern section of the corridor between F494 and County Road 56 in Inver
Grove Heights, as well as the southern section of the corridor from 55" Street NW to 1-90 through
Rochester is a fully grade-separated freeway facility. In addition, there are severa other freeway
interchanges at various key locations along the corridor.

Highway 52 Vision

The Highway 52 Corridor Study and Management Plan was completed in March 2000. The study
found that Highway 52 is at risk for developing performance problems in the future based on
increasing traffic volumes and the potential for signal proliferation at cross streets. Traffic volumes
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on Highway 52 have increased steadily and are projected to reach between 29,125 and 86,775
vehicles per day by 2025, up from 17,550 to 46,800 in 2000. Traffic has also increased on the cross
streets, which creates problems on Highway 52 as it becomes more difficult to merge onto the
highway and signals are installed at these intersections. Due to the large number of access points
along the corridor (approximately 4.5 per mile average), the potential for numerous signal
installations are high.

Based on these issues, the following vision was developed for the Highway 52 corridor and provides
the basis for “Vision 52":

The ultimate vision for Highway 52 is to develop a fully access controlled, freeway facility. In
this way, the corridor’ s function as a high-speed, high mobility corridor will be maintained.

In the interim between realizing the ultimate vision, Highway 52 will be managed to ensure it
continues to serve as the safest, most direct route, and highest mobility link for moving people
and goods between Rochester and the Twin Cities.

To work toward the vision, seven strategies were identified for maintaining mobility on Highway 52
while transitioning to a freeway facility, as listed below.

Strategy 1: Convert selected at- grade intersections to grade-separated interchanges.

Strategy 2: Maintain existing levels of safety and mobility before the transition to a freeway is
completed by building turn lanes, acceleration lanes and making other improvements as

necessary.

Strategy 3: Create a supporting local road network, where necessary, to serve new and existing
interchanges.

Strateqy 4: Severely limit the installation of any additional traffic signals.
Strateqy 5: Close existing at-grade access and highway medians as needs arise.

Strateqy 6: Implement local planning and land development strategies that support the
Highway 52 vision.

Strategy 7: Establish a Highway 52 Internal Management Team (IMT).

Public Involvement Process

A comprehensive approach was taken to create participation opportunities for project stakeholders
and interested persons. The IMT, Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), and Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) met regularly to provide guidance, recommendations, and key decisions for the
development of the plan. Three Working Groups were formed as subgroups of the TAC, one for
each of three key subareas including Hampton, Cannon Falls, and Hader, to focus on and
recommend solutions for issues and concerns specific to these three areas. Two open house public
meetings were held to show the progression of the study, present findings, receive feedback, and
coordinate and gather comments and responses from the public. Press releases and local newspaper
and electronic media coverage were provided during the development of the plan and a project web
site was created (http://projects.dot.state.mn.us/seh/052).
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Related Studies

There are several other studies and projects currently underway along the Highway 52 corridor.
These studies respond to many of the issues, needs, and concerns that have been reaffirmed by, or
identified as part of, the IRC Management Plan process. The studies and projects are listed below
and described in more detail in Section 7.0.

117" Street Interchange Construction

County Road 32 Extension Study

Highway 52/42/55 Interchange Partnership Project

Zumbrota Subarea L and Use/Transportation Plan

Oronoco to Pine Island Subarea Study

75" Street/County Road 14 Interchange Construction

Highway 14/52 Reconstruction (55" Street NW to Highway 63)

Corridor Management Strategies

Commitment, participation, cooperation, and action by the Highway 52 IRC partners can ensure the
successful implementation of the Highway 52 IRC Management Plan. The following corridor
management strategies should be pursued and implemented as appropriate.

Partnership Planning Studies

Compl ete ongoing partnership studies:

1. County Road 32/Cliff Road Study

2. Highway 42/52/55 Interchange Study

3. Zumbrota Land Use/Transportation Study
4. Oronoco to Pine Island Subarea Study

Conduct study to determine futur e east-west regional arterial needs between I-35, Highway 52,
and Red Wing.

Coordinate with the City of Cannon Falls on the development of their Comprehensive Plan.

Conduct future study to determine the location and design of a new interchange at either
Goodhue County Road 1 or County Road 9.

Corridor Preservation Strategies
Adopt officia maps to identify future interchange right-of-way.

Adopt aland use, circulation, and access management plan for each new interchange area.

If areas currently zoned agricultural or rura preservation, avoid rezoning for urban uses until
right-of-way is acquired.
Access Management Strategies

Incorporate Mn/DOT Access Management Guidelines into local subdivison and zoning
regulations.
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Existing residential and commercial access may remain in use until alternative access is provided
via local street network. Some access points may be converted to right-in/right-out only for
safety reasons.

Existing field access may remain in use until the area is developed for urban purposes. Field
access will be consolidated or eliminated where possible.

Existing public road intersections that are not planned as future interchange or overpass sites
may remain in use until interchanges are constructed. Some intersections may be converted to
right-in/right-out only for safety reasons.

Existing public road intersections planned as future interchange or overpass may remain in use
until reconstructed. Interim intersection improvements may be required including turn lanes and
traffic signals with schedule and plan for removal.

Amend Local Zoning Ordinances to establish a requirement for access to be provided from the
local street network for properties fronting on Highway 52 as a criterion for approval of
conditional use permits or new subdivisions.

Modal Strategies

Pursue opportunities for development of park and pool facilities, especially at the time major
projects, such as new interchanges, are being planned and designed.

Mn/DOT and local governments should continue to coordinate with the appropriate transit
providers to address the future need for and feasibility of transit services expansion.

Enhance connection to Douglas State Trail with County Road 11 improvements.
Pursue connections between Oronoco and Douglas State Trail.

Recommended IRC Management Plan —*“Vision 52"

A range of aternatives were identified and evaluated based on a set of criteria identified during this
study. The set of criteria is consistent with the technical criteria being applied to studies elsewhere
aong the Highway52 crridor. From these alternatives, short-term improvements, 2025 Vision
improvements, and Future Vision improvements (beyond 2025) were recommended.

“Vison 52" will be achieved by minimizing the need for additional signals and implementing
appropriate access control strategies along the corridor. The “Vision” includes recommendations for
new interchanges, at-grade intersection closures, and local supporting roadway improvements.
Priorities were determined based on the ability to meet the corridor performarce targets and address
key safety issues. Investments will be staged according to demands on the corridor and funding
priorities. The recommendations also include community planning and development control
guidance to integrate new local development with bBnd use controls that are appropriate in the
Highway 52 corridor.

The complete “Vison 52" Implementation Plan is included in Section 8.0 and is summarized in
Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1

Vision 52 Recommendations and Implementation Plan

Mid-Term Long-Term
Segment | Description Short-Term (by 2025) (Post 2025) Unresolved Issues

1 1-494 to Coates Construct 117™ Street Interchange No recommendations = Closeadl remaining at-grade
(programmed). access as safety issues and/or
Close access at Koch Refinery frontage opportunities arise.
road.

Close Pine Bend Trail access after
reconstructing the County Road 42
interchange.

Close dl remaining at-grade access in
the Inver Grove Trail area.

Reconstruct Highway 52/County Road
42 interchange.

Construct trail with extension of 140"
Street under Highway 52 in
Rosemount.

2 Coates Close County Road 48 intersectionand | =  Construct County Road 46 No recommendations

re-route traffic to County Road 46. interchange.

=  Closeremaining at-grade
access through Coates with
County Road 46 interchange
construction
3 Coatesto No recommendations = Construct County Road 66 = Closeal remaining at-grade
Hampton interchange, close access points as safety issues

Highway52/CR62 and/or opportunities arise.
intersection, and reroute CR
62 traffic to CR 66.

4 Hampton Reconstruct Highway 50/County Road | No recommendations = Construct half-diamond ramps Provision for and
80 intersection. to/from the north at County Road construction of freeway
Construct County Road 47 overpass 47 and close remaining access ramps to/from the south
(highest priority safety improvement between at County Road 47.
intersection on Highway 52 corridor).

5 Hampton to No recommendations No recommendations = Closeadl remaining at-grade

Cannon Falls access as safety issues and/or
opportunities arise.

6 Cannon Falls Conduct study to determine future = Construct County Road 86 =  Closedl remaining at-grade
east-west regional arterial needs interchange. access as safety issues and/or
between 1-35, Highway 52, and Red opportunities arise.

Wing.

Coordinate with Cannon Falls on the
development of their Comprehensive
Plan to assist in determining the
location of the southern interchange.
Construct interchange in southern
Cannon Fallsto replace two existing
traffic signals.

7 Hader Area Continue to monitor safety at County = Construct interchange at = Closeal remaining at-grade Conduct study to
Road 1 and 9 intersections. Consider either County Road 1 or access as safety issues and/or determine preferred
modifications if safety concerns County Road 9. opportunities arise. location for interchange
continue to grow such as median between County Road 1
restrictions. and County Road 9.
Construct Highway 57 interchange.

8 Zumbrota Implement any short -term No recommendations = Construct interchange on north
recommendations developed as part of side of Zumbrota (locations to be
the Zumbrota Subarea Land Use and determined by the Zumbrota
Transportation Study. Subarea Study).

= Closeal remaining at-grade
access as safety issues and/or
opportunities arise.

9 Zumbrotato Continue to monitor safety issues at No recommendations = Closeadl remaining at-grade

Pineldand the 480™ Street intersection and access as safety issues and/or
consider appropriate improvement opportunities arise.
mesasures such asturn lane
improvements, approach
improvements, median restrictions).

10 Pinelsland Enhance connections to Douglas State | =  Construct new County Road | =  Implement recommendations
Trail with County Road 11 11 interchange. from the Oronoco to Pine Island
improvements. Subarea Study as safety issues

and/or opportunities arise.

11 Pineldandto | Norecommendations No recommendations = Implement recommendations

Oronoco from the Oronoco to Pine Island
Subarea Study as safety issues
and/or opportunities arise.

12 QOronoco Begin implementing recommendations | =  Construct County Road 12 =  Implement remaining
from the Oronoco to Pine Island (north Oronoco) interchange recommendations from the
Subarea Study as appropriate to per recommendations from Oronoco to Pine Island Subarea
address the safety issues at the north the Oronoco to Pine Island Study as safety issues and/or
and south County Road 12 and Subarea Study. opportunities arise.

Minnesota Avenue intersections.
Pursue connections between Oronoco
and Douglas State Trail.
Construct County Road 12/112
interchange (south Oronoco) per
recommendations from the Oronoco to
Pine Island Subarea Study.
13 Oronoco to Construct County Road 14/75™ Street | No recommendations *  Implement remaining
Rochester NW Interchange (programmned). recommendations from the
Begin implementing recommendations Oronoco to Pine Island Subarea
from the Oronoco to Pine Island Study as safety issues and/or
Subarea Study as appropriate to opportunities arise.
address the safety issues at 85" Street
NW.

14 Rochester Reconstruct Highway 14/52 from a No recommendations No recommendations
four-lane to six-lane freeway between
55" Street NW and Highway 63 south
(programmed).

15 Rochester to Conduct study to determine need for No recommendations = Reconstruct 1-90/Highway 52

1-90 and feasibility of reconstructing the I- interchange if recommended as

90/Highway 52 interchange.

part of feasibility study.




Funding Priorities and Cost Estimates

The process for identifying the relative funding priorities is based on information provided through
Mn/DOT’s annual project programming and planning activities, as well as from the analysis
compiled as part of the Highway 52 IRC Management Plan study process.

For funding purposes, three base categories have been established:

Fiscally constrained improvements
Strategic improvements
Unconstrained improvements

All the improvements that have been identified within the fiscally constrained and strategic
categories are needed within the 25-year planning horizon to address the safety and performance
needs and are consistent with the freeway vision for Highway 52.

Table ES-2 summarizes the various proposed improvements discussed in this report by the three
funding categories. The table further defines the improvements by one of four “staged” timing
periods. Stage 1 is consistent with the short-term designation in the implementation table. Stages 2
and 3 comprise the mid-term time period, and Stage 4 is the long-term timeframe.

Preliminary cost estimates have been established for the improvements listed in Table ES-2. The
costs are summarized by each funding category below.

Fiscally Constrained | mprovements

Non-Programmed Cost = $66,800,000 (not funded)
Programmed Cost = $263,000,000 (partialy funded)

Strategic | mprovements

Short-Term Needs (by 2015) = $34,050,000 (not funded)
Long-Term Needs (by 2025) = $51,200,000 (not funded)

Unconstrained | mprovements
Total Cost = $43,150,000 (not funded)

Estimates have not been developed to reflect cost of closing/redirecting remaining at- grade
access points to attain full freeway vision

Total Cost of Improvements
Non-Programmed Cost = $195,200,000 (not funded)
Programmed Cost = $263,000,000 (partially funded)
Grand Total (Non-Programmed and Programmed Costs) = $458,200,000
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Table ES-2
Highway 52 IRC CMP

Summary of Improvements by Funding Category?

(Costs in 2001 Dollars)

FUNDING CATEGORY

TIMING/STAGING

Priority A, Stage 1, or 2002-2010

Priority B, Stage 2 or 2011-2018

Priority C, Stage 3, 2019-2025

Priority D, Stage 4, Beyond 2025

. Fiscally Constrained 117" Street interchange = $23,000,000 Southern Cannon Falls interchange = N/A N/A
Improvements: All projects (programmed) $12,800,000
identified in current STIP, _ th .
Work Plan/Studies Plan. or County Road 14 interchange = $26,000,000 85" Street to Pine Idand Subarea Study
current Long-Range Plan (programmed) Improvements” = $54,000,000
Reconstruct Highway 14/52 = $214,000,000
(programmed)
Category | Subtotals $263,000,000 $66,800,000 $0 $0
Il. Strategic Improvements:
A. Target Speed N/A N/A N/A N/A
Performance: Those
investments needed to bring
speed up to IRC Guide target
level, or preserve current
performance
B. Safety Performance: Those | Close Inver Grove Trail area access = Highway 57 interchange = $12,800,000 County Road 66 interchange = $12,800,000 N/A
investments that meet Al $2,300,000 _ _
Pint's memo re: safety County Road 46 interchange = $12,800,000 County Road 86 interchange = $12,800,000
i ioriti Close County Road 48 intersection’
nvestment priorities. Y County Road 1 or County Road 9 interchange =
County Road 47 overpass = $3,000,000 $12,800,000
County Road 42 interchange = 15,500,000
Reconstruct Highway 50/County Road 80
intersection = $450,000
Category Il Subtotals $21,250,000 $25,600,000 $38,400,000 $0
lll. Unconstrained N/A N/A N/A Close remaining at-grade access”
Improvements: All other _
investments Ramps at County Road 47 overpass = $650,000
Redign Highway 56 = $1,000,000
Zumbrota area improvements = $28,000,000
[-90/Highway 52 interchange = $13,500,000
Category Il Subtotals $0 $0 $0 $43,150,000
Subtotals by Staging Priority $284,250,000 $92,400,000 $38,400,000 $43,150,000
CORRIDOR GRAND TOTAL | $458,200,000

“ Full funding for programmed improvements has not necessarily been secured. No funding has been identified for the non-programmed improvements, except for the County Road 47 overpass in Hampton.

? Includes the following improvements:

Southern Oronoco interchange
Oronoco overpass

Oronoco loca road improvements

Pine Idand interchange
Northern Oronoco interchange

® Assumes closure of the median at the Highway 52/County Road 48 intersection.

* No cost estimates have been prepared.




Funding Sources

There are various sources that can be pursued in attempting to secure the required funding for the
improvements outlined in the plan. At the state level, annua funding for projects in Mn/DOT’s
improvement program, as well as for programs, such as access management and cooperative
agreements, will continue. In addition, special one-time allocations, such as the IRC funding
program, may become available in the future, but are unpredictable. At the federal levdl,
appropriations through TEA-21 can be pursued as through the efforts of the Highway 52 Freeway
Partnership. However, at both the state and federal level, funding is limited, and the competition for
funds is great. The continued organized efforts of all participants (Mn/DOT, counties, cities,
townships) will be essential to improve the potential for funding the projects included in this plan.

Corridor Plan Endorsement

A key component of the Implementation Plan for the Highway 52 IRC Management Plan is the
mutual support of the partnering agencies to initiate recommendations of the plan. Mn/DOT will
lead the effort to pursue formal resolutions from all counties, cities, and townships along the
Highway 52 corridor. Approved resolutions are attached in Appendix G.
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Introduction and Background
Report Purpose

The Highway 52 Interregional Corridor (IRC) Management Plan
provides a vision for future improvements to the highway, which will
help protect and enhance the corridor to ensure that it provides for high
speed, safe, and predictable travel conditions. It is only through the
commitment of all responsible agencies that the recommendations and
proposed improvements of this study can be realized.

The Highway 52 IRC Management Plan is one part of a broader
statewide effort of identifying and assessing the needs of the most
important highway corridors across the state. These critical
Interregional Corridors (IRC) are the backbone of the statewide
highway trarsportation network.

Interregional Corridors and the Moving Minnesota Plan

Moving Minnesota is a philosophy that recognizes that the key to
meeting Minnesota's transportation needs is a long-term, statewide
and multimodal strategy. Moving Minnesota further recognizes that
transportation is key to headthy and vital communities. Moving
Minnesota is a 10-year investment strategy that focuses on three basic
initiatives. Advantages for transit, Bottleneck removal and Corridor
connections.

Increasing transit advartages over driving alone, including a
significant increase in Twin Cities bus service, light rail, commuter
rail and busway transit connection and transit service to all
Minnesota counties will provide travel options Minnesotans want
and need.

Removing bottlenecks is a critical, cost-effective way to improve
mobility and safety on urban highways and bridges.
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Improving and protecting the important highway connections
between Minnesota’'s regiona trade centers will enhance the
competitiveness and economic vitality of the state.

Interregional Corridors (IRCs)

Mn/DOT began identifying key transportation corridors in February
1999 and adopted an Interregional Corridor system in January 2000 as
part of the approval of the State Transportation Plan. The IRC system
isillustrated in Figure 1. The goa of the IRC system is to enhance the
economic vitality of the state by providing safe, timely, and efficient
movement of goods and people. The emphasis of the system is on
providing efficient connections between and among regiona trade
centers such as Rochester and the Twin Cities. The corridors tie the
state together by connecting people with jobs, distributors, with
manufacturers, shoppers with retailers, and tourists with recreational
opportunities.

The IRC system is comprised of 2,930 miles of highways, which
represent only two percent of all roadway miles in the state. However,
this small percentage of highways accounts for one-third of al vehicle
miles traveled and the use of these highways is increasing. Traffic
volumes on the IRC system have risen by 50 percent in the last ten
years and are expected to double by the year 2020. These growth
trends further threaten the efficient movement of goods and people
between the trade centers.

1.3 The Highway 52 Corridor

The segment of Highway 52 being studied begins at the interchange
with 1-494 in the Twin Cities and ends at the interchange with -90
south of Rochester, a total of 80 miles. The 80-mile Highway 52
corridor encompasses 10 cities and many townships with land use
ranging from primarily agricultural with pockets of urban communities
(residential, commercial/industrial) to primarily urban land uses.

Highway 52 is currently a four-lane divided facility from the Twin
Cities to the interchange with [-90. The extreme northern section of the
corridor between 1-494 and County Road 56 in Inver Grove Heights as
well as the southern section of the corridor from 55 Street NW to 1-90
through Rochester is a fully grade-separated freeway facility. In
addition, there are several other freeway interchanges at various
locations along the corridor. The Highway 52 IRC Study Area is
illustrated in Figure 2.

1.4 Highway 52 Corridor Study and Management Plan —
March 2000

The Highway 52 Corridor Study and Management Plan was compl eted
in March 2000. The objectives of the study included the following:
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Maintain the function of Highway 52 as a high priority IRC.

Reduce conflicts at existing crossings and prevent additional points
of access to the roadway.

Foster planning partnerships and shared responsibility to
coordinate highway access management

Identify a series of coordinated transportation and land use
investments and management actions aimed at achieving the long-
term corridor vision of afreeway facility

Study Findings and Recommendations

The study found that Highway 52 is at risk for developing
performance problems in the future based on increasing traffic
volumes and the potential for signal proliferation at cross streets.
Traffic volumes on Highway 52 have increased steadily from 1980 to
1998 and are projected to reach an average of more than 29,000
vehicles per day by 2020, a 57 percent increase from 1998 levels.
Traffic has aso increased on the cross streets, which creates problems
on Highway 52 as it becomes more difficult to merge onto the
highway and signals are installed at the intersections. Due to the large
number of access points along the corridor (approximately 4.5 per mile
average), the potential for signal installation is high.

Based on these issues, the following vision was developed for the
Highway 52 corridor and provides the basis for “Vision52":

The ultimate vision for Highway 52 is to develop a fully access
controlled, freeway facility. In this way, the corridor’s function as
a high-speed, high mobility corridor will be maintained.

In the interim between realizing the ultimate vision, Highway 52
will be managed to ensure it continues to serve as the safest, most
direct route, and highest mobility link for moving people and
goods between Rochester and the Twin Cities.

To work toward the vision seven strategies were identified for
maintaining mobility on Highway 52 while transitioning to a freeway
facility, as listed below.

Strategy 1 — Convert selected at-grade intersections to grade-separated
interchanges.

Strategy 2 — Maintain existing levels of safety and mobility before the
transtion to a freeway is completed by building turn lanes,
acceleration lanes and making other improvements as necessary.

Strategy 3 — Create a supporting local road network, where necessary,
to serve new and existing interchanges.
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Strategy 4 — Severely limit the installation of any additional traffic
signals.

Strategy 5 — Close existing at-grade access and highway medians &
needs arise.

Strategy 6 — Implement local planning and land devel opment strategies
that support the Highway 52 vision.

Strateqy 7 — Establish a Highway 52 Internal Management Team.
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2.0 Study Purpose
2.1 IRC Management Planning Process

Minnesota’'s citizens and lbusinesses expect quick, reliable, and safe
travel with a minimum of stops, especially on longer trips. Delays cost
money, affect the ability of businesses to meet customer expectations,
and reduce the amount of time travelers have for other activities.
Unfortunately, many key Minnesota highway corridors are under
increasing growth and devel opment pressures that threaten their ability
to meet user expectations. As a result, Mn/DOT identified key
transportation corridors and adopted an Interregional Corridor (IRC)
System. Highway 52 has been classified as a “high priority” IRC in the
statewide system.

As noted in Section 1.2, the “Moving Minnesota’ initiative was
launched during the 2000 legidative session that focuses on three basic
trangportation initiatives: advantages for transit; bottleneck removal;
and corridor connections. It is the corridor connections piece that
applies to the IRCs with the goa of improving and protecting the
important highway connections between Minnesota's regiona trade
centers © enhance the competitiveness and economic vitality of the
state. The corridors tie the state together by connecting people with
jobs, distributors with manufacturers, shoppers with retailers, and
tourists with recreationa opportunities.

The 2000 transportation funding bill alocated $6 million to
Interregional Corridor (IRC) management plans and partnership
projects. The Highway 52 corridor was identified as a high priority
IRC and one of seven IRC management plans.

2.2 IRC Mobility Performance Targets

In response to traffic growth trends and signal proliferation on the IRC
system, Mn/DOT developed mobility performance targets. These
targets provide a method for monitoring corridor performance,
identifying problem areas, and assessing areas where additional
investments are needed to improve overal performance. Mn/DOT
selected “travel speed” as the most easily understood measure of
performance by the public. Speed is indirectly a measure for travel
time, the most common factor in making transportation choices. The
minimum performance targets established for the IRC system are:

60+ miles per hour for High Priority IRCs
55+ miles per hour for Medium Priority IRCs

The IRC performance target for the Highway 52 corridor (1-494 to I-
90), aHigh Priority IRC, is an average speed of 60+ mph.
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2.3 Defining Mn/DOT’s Core Transportation Philosophy for the
IRC System

To assist in the creation of a central philosophy for the standardization
of policies and strategies for the IRCs, Mn/DOT developed a core
philosophy. The core philosophy is based on Governor Ventura's
Smart Growth Initiative, which identifies four main principles as its
foundation:

Land Use Stewardship — to promote responsible and integrated
environmental, land use, access, and transportation planning
decisionsin a cooperative setting between units of government;

Efficiency — to maximize the use of existing transportation
facilities and services and aim resources at solutions which
enhance the State's economic vitality and provide the greatest
long-term benefits at the lowest long-term costs;

Choice — to provide customers with transportation options and
modal access choices and meaningful involvement opportunitiesin
the decision making process; and,

Accountability — to hold the public and private sectors accountable
for their impacts of their land use and access decisions, yet
encourage planning to share investments and responsibilities to
achieve desired transportation system goals.

24 IRC Policies

To further define the core philosophy principles, Mn/DOT developed
IRC goas and policies to guide management of key planning and
investment decisions. These policy areas are as follows:

Policy 1: Corridor Plan Development
Policy 2: Land Use Planning

Policy 3: Right-of-way Preservation
Policy 4: Prioritization and Investments
Policy 5: Uniformity of Performance

Policy 6: Safety Targets
Policy 7: System Modification

Goals and policies are further defined in Mn/DOT’s publication
entitled Interregional Corridors -- Guide for Plan Development and
Corridor Management. Although each of the goals and policies are
equally important, Policy 5, Uniformity of Performance, is critical in
planning and investment decisions because it provides for the
consistent application of access controls and reduction of traffic signal
proliferation.
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2.5 Purpose for and Key Elements of the Highway 52 IRC
Management Plan

The purpose of the Highway 52 IRC Management Plan is to develop a
comprehensive and coordinated plan for the entire Highway 52
corridor based on the guiding philosophy and policies of the statewide
IRC system. In accordance with the guiding IRC framework, the
Highway 52 plan is centered on nine key elements. A brief description
of these elements follows.

1. Long-range corridor visions are a required element of the plan.

Through a collaborative process between Mn/DOT, local project
partners, state and local agencies, and stakeholders, a corridor vision
must be defined to establish how a corridor will ultimately perform.

2. Creation of corridor management plans is expected to be a
partnership effort.

Using the same collaborative process described above, IRC partners

are expected to support the vision by providing an environment for

ongoing decision-making and a forum for communicating community

values and other interests.

3. Thecorridor management plans will be performance-based.

To protect the long-term mobility of the IRC corridors, solutions
identified in the corridor management plans will be directed at
maintaining performance, minimizing or hating performance
degradation, or improving corridor performance; problem areas will be
identified based on performance; solutions will be based on ability to
improve performance; and timing of improvements will be based on
the level or risk.

4. Other corridor and modal planning efforts will be incorporated
into corridor management plans.

Performance on the entire corridor will be examined to determine base

level performance and problem areas; current and previous studies

affecting the corridor will be researched and assessed; and ongoing

project-level studies may need to be adjusted to conform to the final

corridor management plan.

5. Land use, access, and transportation will be integrated.

Loca land use plans, local supporting roadway systems, access
gpacing guidelines, and development accountability for land use,
transportation, and environmental impacts will become integrated in
the corridor management plan.
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6. Corridor management plans should begin with an initial scoping
process.

A dtrategy will be developed to address anticipated issues in the
corridor study and guide its development.

7. Modal activitieswill be part of the corridor management plans.
The integration of modal issues, including their access, activities, and
facilities in the corridor, will be addressed in the IRC Management
Pan.

8. A financial feasibility analysiswill be required.

The availability of current and future funds will be compared to the
cost of the identified performance-based needs will be provided,
including project prioritization and partnering options to jointly
advance the programming of project funding.

9. An Implementation Plan will identify priority improvements,
required actions, and responsibilities.

An implementation and staging plan identifying short-, mid-, and long-

term improvements will be assigned a timeframe and prepared using

the IRC goals and policies as a guide.
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3.0 Project Organization and Public Outreach

A comprehensive approach was taken to create participation
opportunities for project stakeholders and interested persons (see
Appendix A). Several committees were formed to assist in the IRC
Management Plan process and to serve as a conduit for public
outreach. The members of these committees (see Appendix B) were
tasked with providing guidance, recommendations, and key decisions
for the Highway 52 IRC Maregement Plan development. The study
processisillustrated in Figure 3.

3.1 Highway 52 IRC Project Management

The Highway 52 IRC Project Managers are Dale Maul, Mn/DOT
District 6-Rochester Planning Director, and Sherry Narusiewicz,
Principa Planner/IRC Coordinator, Mn/DOT Metropolitan Division.
The professional services firm of Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc (SEH)
provided technical and committee support for the preparation of the
plan and assistance in public involvement activities.

3.2 Internal Management Team (IMT)

The Highway 52 IMT consists of Mn/DOT district/division staff;
Mn/DOT Interregional Corridor Manager; Dakota, Goodhue, and
Olmsted County staff; Rochester Olmsted Council of Governments
(ROCOG); and the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council. The purpose of
this committee is to identify and discuss internal issues, review
technical material, and provide overall guidance for the project.

3.3 Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) and Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)

The Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) is comprised of elected
officials from the counties, cities and townships along the corridor.
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is made up of agency, city
and township staff and/or appointed citizens with knowledge of local
issues, land use and planned growth. The primary responsibilities of
the PAC include providing project information to their constituents,
discuss and recommend funding strategies while the primary role of
the TAC is to review development and transportation issues and
concerns along the corridor and make recommendations regarding
priorities for implementation.

Each of these groups was initially formulated during the Highway 52
Corridor Study and Management Plan completed in March 2000. The
membership of the committees was carried over from the previous
study, however, the groups agreed during the IRC Management Plan
process that it would be more efficient to meet jointly in order to share
discussion between staff and elected officials, as well as to expedite
the study process.
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3.4  Working Groups

Three Working Groups were formed as subgroups of the TAC, one for
each of the three subareas of Hampton, Cannon Falls, and Hader that
were identified from the onset of the study process as critical locations
aong the corridor. These groups are comprised of community
representatives and are intended to focus on and recommend solutions
for localized issues and concerns. The Working Group process for
each of the three subareas is described in detail in Section 5.2.

3.5 Open House Public Meetings

Two open house meetings were held in July 2001 along the Highway
52 corridor as part of the study process. The open houses provided the
public with an opportunity to provide comments and learn about the
study process, preliminary issues, draft traffic forecasts, preliminary
interchange concepts and aternatives, and access management
guidelines/principles.

3.6 Press Releases, Announcements, and Electronic
Information

Mn/DOT's District 6-Rochester and Metropolitan Divisions prepared
press releases and provided local newspaper and electronic media
coverage during the development of the IRC Management Plan. A
significant source of information for interested persons is the project
Internet web Site. Located at http://projects.dot.state.mn.us/seh/052,
the web site provides a summary of al project-related activities and
documentation.

3.7 Related Studies

In addition to the organization and outreach efforts associated with the
IRC Management Plan, there are numerous other transportation
improvement studies underway along the Highway 52 corridor
between 1-494 and 1-90. Each of these efforts, which are described in
detail in Section7.0, have and continue to include extensive public
outreach and involvement activities focused on gathering and
addressing the concerns, comments, questions, and suggestions of the
affected stakeholders.
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4.0 Issue ldentification and Confirmation

Using the IRC philosophy, goas, policies, and plan framework
references, the Highway 52 corridor was examined at a scoping level
to reaffirm previous issues and identify new issues and concerns, and
to establish base-level performance characteristics.

Project committees with a task focus were established as previously
discussed. These committees were engaged when base level data were
being collected and could be presented for discussion.

A summary of base-level data collection is as follows.

4.1 Environmental and Cultural Resource Assets

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNnDNR) was
consulted and provided a review of the Minnesota Natural Heritage
Database to determine the existence of any rare plant or animal species
or other significant natural features known to occur within an
approximate one- mile radius of the Highway 52 corridor.

There were 326 occurrences of rare species or natural communities
identified in the MnDNR’s review. Upon further review of the
information it was determined that only 29 rare plant species and 15
rare animal species were found within a one-mile radius of the
Highway 52 corridor. The primary locations of environmental
occurrences and natural communities that were identified are
associated with river valleys found adjacent to or that cross the
highway corridor.

The landscape in which the corridor is located is scattered with areas
of wetland, prairie, and forest communities and associated plant and
animal species. However, a relatively small number of these wetland,
prairie, and forest communities are located immediately adjacent to or
within the Highway 52 right-of-way.

Cultural resources such as archaeological sites and historic standing
structures were reviewed for the Highway 52 corridor using MnModel.
This computer model depicts archaeological constraints at the ground
surface. It is interpreted from known archaeological site locations,
probabilistic models based on the distribution of known sites as of
1997, and locations of a sample of previous archaeological surveys.
The model also considers Landscape Suitability Rankings in areas
where that information is available. The model assists Mn/DOT in
avoiding archaeological sites that may potentially be impacted as a
result of a highway improvement project. Though not specifically
identified, archeological resources are considered to be significant
prehistoric features and historic structures and generaly consist of
residences, businesses and farmstead structures along the Highway 52
corridor. Similar to the environmental occurrences and natural
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communities, the highest potentia for archeological occurrences
would be located in areas associated with river valleys that are
adjacent to or cross the Highway 52 corridor.

Additional natural resources information for the Highway 52 corridor
was obtained through the use of the “Minnesota Land Cover
Classification System (MLCCYS) data that has been collected for much
of the Dakota County portion of the study corridor. The portion that
falls within close proximity to the Highway 52 corridor isillustrated in
Figure 4. The classification system consists of five hierarchical levels,
At the most genera level, land cover is divided into either
Natural/Semi-Natural cover types or Cultural cover types. The
Natural/Semi-Natural classification system is a hybrid of the National
Vegetation Classification System (NVCS) and the Minnesota Natural
Heritage plant communities. The NVCS is used for Levels 1, 2, and 3
of the system (the coarser levels), while Levels 4 and 5 use the
Minnesota Natural Heritage system to more explicitly identify plant
community types and locations.

The MLCCS is a relatively new tool that was developed by the
MnDNR in cooperation with other state, federal, and local agencies.
The system is unique in that it categorizes urban and built up areas in
terms of vegetation land cover instead of land use, thus creating a land
cover inventory especialy useful for resource managers and planners
when examining future project.

Furthermore, wildlife corridors and natural resource patches have been
identified by the MnDNR for the Dakota County portion of the
Highway 52 corridor. The general location of these natural resource
areas is illustrated in Figure 5. These wildlife corridors and natural
resource patches were created by analyzing GIS base layers, such as
the land cover from the MLCCS; native plant communities and rare
species occurrences from the Natural Heritage Information Systems;
rivers, lakes, and streams; and the Farmlands and Natural Areas
analysis done by Dakota County. Other information used included
known wildlife habitat areas, trout streams and other important aquatic
areas, steep dopes, soils, and greenways mapped by loca
governments.

Dependent on the scope and scale of future improvements along the
corridor, varying levels of more detailed environmenta review will be
required in order to better assess the overall effects of highway
improvements on the natural, social, and cultural environments.

(Thereader isreferred to Technical Memorandum No. 1 for additional
detailed environmental and cultural resource asset information.)
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4.2 Growth Area Segmentation

Using the IRC Management Plan guidelines, fifteen growth area
segments were determined along the Highway 52 corridor based on
adjacent land use characteristics and trends. The growth area segments
were established to facilitate conducting and presenting the technical
anaysis conducted along the corridor, including the traffic,
performance, safety, and access information detailed below. Four
growth area classifications were identified and are described below.

Urban Areas — Rochester is designated as an Urban Area. This area
is considered to be fully developed. This designation identifies the
areas being developed at an urban density characteristic of
metropolitan areas. Continued growth and outward expansion is
expected to occur, and the potential for redevelopment or infill
within the existing urban area is anticipated. Factors that influence
the growth a redevelopment are stable or increasing populations,
an accessble and mobile highway network and a stable or
increasing business climate.

Small Rural Centers — Small Rural Centers include the Cities of
Coates, Hampton, Zumbrota, Pine Island, and Oronoco.

Planned Growth Areas — Communities designated as Planned
Growth Areas along the Highway 52 corridor are partialy
developed or developing areas where growth is presently occurring
or has the potential to develop in the next 10 to 20 years. The
southern Twin Cities along with Cannon Falls and the areas north
and south of Rochester have been identified as Planned Growth
Aress.

Rural Areas— The remainder of the corridor is designated as rural.

The growth area segments identified for the Highway 52 corridor are
illustrated in Figure 6.

(Thereader isreferred to Technical Memorandum No. 2 for additional
detail on the growth area segmentation.)

421 Land Useand Relationship to Growth Area Segmentation

Five of the fifteen growth area segments along the Highway 52
corridor are located in rural areas. The land uses in these rural aress is
primarily agricultural with intermittent rural residential areas, and
pockets of natural resource settings (i.e. wetlands, designated
woodlands, etc.)

Final Highway 52 IRC Management Plan A-MNDOT0119.00
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Figure 6 — Growth Area Segmentation
11x 17
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Areas designated as Planned Growth Areas and Urban Growth Areas
aong the Highway 52 corridor are comprised of developed or
developing land uses. The cities within the Planned Growth Areas and
Urban Growth Areas have expanding residentia, commercial, and
industrial land uses.

4.3 Environmental Justice

Consistent with the spirit of the Environmental Justice Executive
Order, Mn/DOT is committed to working in partnership with the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to follow all applicable
environmental justice regulations. As part of the project development
process for al federally funded improvements, Mn/DOT will identify
and address, as appropriate, potential disproportionately high and
adverse human health, economic, or environmental effects on minority
and low-income populations. It is expected that the environmental
justice assessment will be conducted as part of the environmental
documentation (i.e. Project Memorandum, Environmental Assessment,
or Environmental Impact Statement) that is required to attain project
approval.

A review of the Highway 52 corridor demographics was conducted to
determine, a a high-level, the relative location and concentrations of
low-income and minority populations. Table 1 summarizes the results
of the research.

Table 1
Minority and Low-Income Populations along the Highway 52 Corridor*

Minority Low-income

County Total Population Population Populationz’3
Dakota County 23,308 1421 787
Goodhue County 23,795 623 1,473
Olmsted County 62,767 7432 3,469
Total 109,870 9,476 5,729

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 (income) and 2000 (population).

Notes:

1 All statistics were calculated using Census information for all census tracts adjacent to
Highway 52 from 1-494 to 1-90.

2 Determined using 1989 household income statistics, which are the most recent available.

3 The poverty level was defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as $12,674 for the average family of
four in 1989. Because income information is presented in categories or ranges, household income
below $12,500 was considered low-income for the purposes of this analysis.

44  Traffic Forecasts

Average daily traffic volumes (ADT) were obtained for the corridor
and growth rates were applied to obtain ADTs for the Year 2025 (the
defined forecast year). The growth rates for Highway 52 were
developed as part of the March 2000 Highway 52 Corridor Study. The
Year 2025 volumes for Highway 52 range from 29,125 vehicles per

Final Highway 52 IRC Management Plan A-MNDOT0119.00
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day (vpd) north of Pine Island (Segment 9) to 86,775 vpd in Rochester
(Segment 14).

Traffic volumes were also projected for the state highways and county
roads crossing Highway 52 in the study area. The counties included in
the study area are Dakota, Goodhue, and Olmsted. Each county
provided a growth factor and these growth factors were used on the
identified roads crossing Highway 52 where information from
Mn/DOT was not aready available.

Figures 7a and 7b present the existing traffic and year 2025 forecast
traffic volumes for Highway 52 and the state and county highway
system that intersects with Highway 52.

(Thereader isreferred to Technical Memorandum No. 3 for a detailed
analysis of the traffic forecasting procedure.)

45 Corridor Performance — Speed

A travel time study was performed on the Highway 52 corridor to
accurately measure the Corridor’'s current performance. Future
performance was then calculated based on a prediction of travel speed
that considers delays expected to be caused by future traffic growth
and the risk of additional traffic signas installed on the mainline
highway corridor.

451 Existing and Future No-Build Performance

The travel time study indicated that the existing average corridor travel
speed is 66 mph, which exceeds the target of 60+ mph. Table 2 details
the average travel speeds for each segment.

The next step in the analysis was to assign the year 2025 forecast
traffic volumes assuming no highway improvements. The analysis
indicated that the year 2025 average travel speed will drop to 52 mph
under the no-build conditions with only six segments maintaining

target speeds.

Cannon Falls to Zumbrota (Segment 7)
Zumbrota (Segment 8)

Zumbrota to Pine Island (Segment 9)
Pine Iland (Segment 10)

Pine Island to Oronoco (Segment 11)
Rochester to [-90 (Segment 15)
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The speeds on the remaining segments will range from 37 to 58 mph.
The drop in performance is a result in increased congestion and the
substantial delay associated with increased signalization at major
intersections. The analysis identified that up to 14 additional traffic
signals would be required by the year 2025 in response to traffic
growth not only on Highway 52, but also the intersecting roadways.
Figure 8 graphically illustrates the existing and future no-build
corridor performance by segment.

452 Programmed | mprovements Performance

The next step in the evaluation was to determine the effect of
implementing the two programmed improvements (117" Street and
County Road 14 interchanges). As indicated in Table 2, both
Segment 1 and Segment 13 would meet the performance goa with
these improvements. However, more importantly, the programmed
improvements result in a very significant improvement in the overall
corridor performance by increasing the overall corridor travel speed
from 52 mph to 59 mph. This significant increase reflects the relative
impact of these two improvements, which are located in the portions of
the corridor with the highest traffic volumes.

45.3 Full Build Performance
The next step in the performance arelysis was to determine the travel
speed impact assuming all the proposed highway improvements, as
defined in Section 5.3, were implemented by the year 2025. The
analysis showed that four additional segments would improve to the
60+ mph target speed and the overall corridor travel speed would
increase to 64 mph. The segments include:

1. Coates (Segment 2)

2. Hampton (Segment 4)

3. Cannon Falls area (Segment 6)
4. Oronoco (Segment 12)

Figure 9 graphicaly illustrates the future no-build, programmed, and
full build corridor performance by segment.

45.4 2025 Vision Performance Requirements

The last step in the performance analysis focused on determining what
improvements are required to attain the 60+ mph speed target for the
overal corridor. The previous sections noted that the programmed
improvements would result in a 59 mph average speed while the full
build scenario has a 64 mph average travel speed. After testing all
possible matches of the different scenarios, the technical analysis
concluded that implementation of any one of the following segments
would raise the overall corridor travel speed to 60 mph.
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Table 2

Corridor Speed Performance 1/

Vision 52 Study

Future Future Future
Existing Segment Segment Segment
Segment Performance Performance Performance
Segment Description Performance No Build Programmed 2/ Full Build 3/
1 1-494 to North Limits of Coates 63 mph At Target 42 mph Below Target 63 mph At Target 66 mph Above Target
2 Coates 60 mph Below Target 40 mph Below Target 40 mph Below Target 65 mph At Target
3 South Limits of Coates to North Limits of Hampton 65 mph At Target 52 mph Below Target 52 mph Below Target 58 mph Below Target
4 Hampton 68 mph Above Target 48 mph Below Target 48 mph Below Target 68 mph Above Target
5 South Limits of Hampton to Dakota County 86 68 mph Above Target 56 mph Below Target 56 mph Below Target 56 mph Below Target
6 Dakota County 86 to Goodhue County 14 66 mph Above Target 58 mph Below Target 58 mph Below Target 68 mph Above Target
- (Cannon Falls Area)
7 Goodhue County 14 to Goodhue County 7 68 mph Above Target 62 mph At Target 62 mph At Target 66 mph Above Target
8 Goodhue County 7 to Highway 60 68 mph Above Target 61 mph At Target 61 mph At Target 68 mph Above Target
- (Zumbrota Area)
9 Highway 60 to North Limits of Pine Island 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target
10 Pine Island 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target
11 South Limits of Pine Island to North Limits of Oronoco 64 mph At Target 62 mph At Target 62 mph At Target 64 mph At Target
12 Oronoco 66 mph Above Target 47 mph Below Target 47 mph Below Target 66 mph Above Target
13 South Limits of Oronoco to North Limits of Rochester 64 mph At Target 43 mph Below Target 63 mph At Target 68 mph Above Target
14 Rochester 58 mph Below Target 37 mph Below Target 55 mph Below Target 55 mph Below Target
15 South Limits of Rochester to 1-90 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target 68 mph Above Target
CORRIDOR AVERAGE 66 mph Above Target 52 mph Below Target 59 mph Below Target 64 mph At Target

Notes:

1/ Target speeds are defined as follows:
0 59mph or less = below target
0 60 to 65 mph = at target
0 66+mph = above target

2/ Assumes construction 117th Street interchange and County Road 14 (75th Street NW) interchange.
3/ Assumes construction of all improvements along Highway 52 specified in Section 5.3.

Short Elliott Hendrickson Inc.
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Segment 1 — Inver Grove Trail area access removal
Segment 2 — Coates

Segment 3 — CSAH 66 interchange/ CSAH 62 closure
Segment 4 — Hampton

Segment 6 — Cannon Falls

Segment 7 — Hader area

Segment 12 — Oronoco area

(The reader isreferred to Technical Memorandum No. 3 for a detailed
description of the speed performance assessment.)

46 Corridor Safety Evaluation

The intent of the safety/crash analysis for the Vision 52 Corridor Study
is to identify segments and intersections that experience unusually
high crash occurrences and to prioritize locations for potential safety
improvement project recommendations that can provide the most
benefit in terms of the potential to reduce crashes.

Given the length of the Highway 52 corridor along with the number of
access points, it is difficult to provide a rigorous safety analysis that
would include detailed crashes and severity rates per million vehicle
miles. Crashes and severity rates are the standard statistically valid
method employed by Mn/DOT and other state DOTs in assessing
safety and in identifying safety improvement projects.

There is a lack of sidestreet traffic volume data at many intersection
locations along the Highway 52 corridor needed to perform the
calculation of intersection crash rates. In addition, coding errors are
inherent in large data sets. Based on these two factors, it was
determined by the IMT that the standard crash rate comparison would
not be adequate and could result in safety concern locations being
overlooked.

Based on the above, several types of crash data anayses and
timeframes were used to ensure that all safety concern locations were
identified and prioritized.

Another factor considered in the safety analysis is to inventory those
Highway 52 study corridor locations that have been identified for
improvement. These projects are those that Mn/DOT has currently
programmed and/or fiscally constrained for improvement. Mn/DOT’ s
top 200 list of High Frequency Crash Intersections has been wsed to
identify these improvement locations.

46.1 Overview of Crashes

Mn/DOT provided crash information a