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September 28, 2012 
 
Dear Citizens of Minnesota, 
 
I am pleased to share with you the Minnesota Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan 2012-2031. This plan is the 
result of extensive collaboration over the past year among the Minnesota Department of Transportation and citizens, 
stakeholders and partners throughout Minnesota. I want to thank everyone who took the time to participate in our 
outreach meetings and provide input on the plan. To create an accessible plan, truly reflective of Minnesotans’ 
interests, this plan was crafted with the citizen in mind–a plan for everyone.   
  
The social, economic and environmental climates of Minnesota are rapidly changing, and it is critical that our state’s 
transportation system adapt. This Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan is based on the adopted Minnesota GO 
50-year Vision for transportation and provides guidance to help our state achieve this Vision. The Plan places 
emphasis on building and maintaining a multimodal transportation system through solutions that ensure a 
high return-on-investment, given constrained resources, and that complement the unique social, natural and 
economic features of Minnesota.  
 
Along with the Minnesota GO Vision, the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan will be used to shape subsequent 
MnDOT plans and investment decisions while serving as a framework and providing guidance for our partners moving 
forward. The broader multimodal objectives and strategies in this plan will directly affect the direction of modal 
investment plans beginning with the State Highway Investment Plan, which is being developed this year and completed 
in 2013. MnDOT’s planning efforts support Minnesota Governor Dayton’s Better Government strategy by ensuring that 
MnDOT programs strengthen the state’s social and economic fabric as efficiently and cost-effectively as possible. 
 
Performance-based and Risk-based Planning 

MnDOT has used performance measures to inform management and investment decisions since the mid-1990s and 
made it a formal part of the statewide planning process in 2003. This was the first performance-based statewide 
transportation plan in the nation. Performance measures illustrate how well the transportation system is functioning in 
relation to quantifiable targets. Measures cover all modes, system assets, and operations. A few examples include 
average speed for travelers, crash rates and incidence of fatalities, pavement and bridge condition, and age of transit 
vehicles.  

 
Heightened emphasis on the growing disparity between available resources and the work needed to maintain sound 
infrastructure was a major theme for the 2009 plan update. This challenge remains. Currently, the investments required 
to meet existing performance targets exceed projected resources. As a result, MnDOT has begun formally 
incorporating risk management into the transportation planning process. 
 
Using risk to inform investment and project decisions is not a new concept for MnDOT. However, moving forward, the 
use of risk management will be more standardized, transparent, and an integral part of the modal investment plans. It 
will serve as a starting point for discussions with the public and transportation partners regarding investment decisions 
and required tradeoffs in light of fiscal constraints. 
  



 
  
 
 
  
 

 

The following represent significant changes to MnDOT’s planning and investment approach.  
 

 Apply multimodal solutions that ensure a high return-on-investment, given constrained resources, and 
that complement the unique social, natural and economic features of Minnesota. This approach will be 
applied throughout the state and across modes. In Greater Minnesota, examples may include coordinating 
signal timing along a corridor, reducing risk at intersections, and extending transit service both in terms of area 
and hours of service. In the Twin Cities, examples include active traffic management and the development of a 
managed lane system. 

 
 Strategically fix the system. Based on recent revenue projections, it will not be feasible to maintain all assets 

in current condition or better over the near to medium term. MnDOT will work with its partners to define priority 
networks based on connectivity and accessibility and invest in these assets accordingly.  

 
 Build to a maintainable scale to keep Minnesota’s transportation system on a sustainable track for the 

future. Using a risk based approach, make capital, operations, and maintenance investment decisions by 
considering impacts to the state’s economy, environment, and quality of life. MnDOT will identify, assess and 
manage the potential risks and trade-offs for the transportation assets within the agency’s control.  

 
 Better align ownership of Minnesota’s roadways with statewide and local priorities. Working with critical 

partners, including cities, counties, and townships, MnDOT will initiate a comprehensive review of current 
roadway use and ownership and identify barriers to making ownership changes. Recommended adjustments 
will allow project selection to better reflect priorities at all levels.  

 
 Establish multimodal strategies.  This plan includes truly multimodal objectives and strategies. In previous 

transportation plans, all modes were included but addressed separately. This plan brings it to the next level in 
terms of modal integration and includes objectives and strategies that can be applied across transportation 
modes. 

 
The success of Minnesota’s transportation system depends on the coordinated efforts of many public and private 
providers. The objectives and strategies outlined in this plan provide the framework for our joint efforts. MnDOT will 
continue to involve citizens, stakeholders and partners in the implementation of this plan and in future investment and 
policy decisions. Through continued collaboration, together we can maintain and build a transportation system that 
realizes the Minnesota GO 50-year Vision for transportation and maximizes the health of people, the environment, and 
our economy.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
 
 

Thomas K. Sorel 
Commissioner  
 
 
 



PAGE i

TABLE OF CONTENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE

Introduction ii

CHAPTER 1
Where are we going?
The Minnesota GO Vision for the transportation system–

a multimodal transportation system that maximizes the 

health of people, the environment and our economy

1

CHAPTER 2
Where are we now?
A current snapshot of Minnesota’s population, economy, 

and environment along with information about the existing 

multimodal transportation system

15

CHAPTER 3
What is directing this plan?
Recent changes in policy that affect this planning effort 

43

CHAPTER 4
How will we guide ourselves moving 
forward?
Objectives and related strategies that will help achieve the

Minnesota GO Vision

57

CHAPTER 5
What comes next for MnDOT?
Connecting the Minnesota GO Vision, Statewide Multimodal 

Transportation Plan, and modal investment plans and identifying how 

performance measures will be used to guide investments

83

CHAPTER 6
How do I get more information?

95



MINNESOTA GO  STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLANPAGE ii

INTRODUCTION
The social, economic, and environmental climate of Minnesota is rapidly 

changing, and it is critical that our state’s transportation system adapt. This 

Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan for Minnesota takes into account 

the state’s ever-evolving landscape. It is based on the adopted Minnesota 

GO 50-year Vision, which places unprecedented emphasis on building and 

maintaining a transportation system that complements and strengthens the 

unique social, natural, and economic features of Minnesota. Additionally, this 

document was developed to align with state legislative goals and federal 

guidance. 

Throughout a yearlong process of engaging key stakeholders, members of 

the public, and transportation professionals, the Minnesota Department 

of Transportation (MnDOT) worked to develop a multimodal plan truly 

refl ective of statewide interests. In December 2011 at two forums, 

Minnesota’s transportation stakeholders were asked to provide 

feedback to help shape draft plan objectives. Stakeholders 

were also asked to identify the next steps to help realize 

the Minnesota GO Vision. Feedback resulted in revised 

objectives and development of statewide multimodal 

strategies. These draft objectives and strategies served 

as the primary content for review at a series of ten public 

open houses conducted around the state in January and 

February of 2012. The result was further input on draft 

plan language. After reviewing and addressing comments 

and feedback, MnDOT returned to its stakeholders in April to 

share revised text and solicit comments about the refi ned draft 

language. 

As the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, this document is refl ective 

of Minnesotans’ voices, as expressed throughout this intensive engagement 

and review process. The content is strategically organized into chapters that 

address the most pertinent questions facing Minnesota’s transportation system. 

The result is a transportation policy framework for all Minnesota 
partners and transportation modes for the next 20 years that focuses 
on multimodal solutions that ensure a high return-on-investment while 
considering the context of place, and how land use and transportation 
systems should be better integrated.

Transportation planning involves public and private interests and all levels 

of government. Some are responsible for the delivery of the transportation 

system, either a specifi c mode or at a specifi c level. Others are responsible for 

providing guiding input, either technical or advocating for a specifi c interest. 
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The key players that this plan relies on to develop, manage, and operate 

Minnesota’s multimodal transportation system include all transportation 

partners—local, regional, state, tribal, federal, private-sector, and other 

partners. A more comprehensive defi nition of partners is included in the 

beginning of Chapter 4 “How will we guide ourselves moving forward?” 

The Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan is divided into six 
chapters. The following is a brief summary of each.

Chapter 1 “Where are we going?” sets the scene with the adopted 

Minnesota GO 50-year Vision for transportation. It outlines what Minnesotans 

said they want their transportation system to be able to do now and in 50 

years. This is the long-term goal toward which all transportation plans should 

lead.

To achieve the Minnesota GO Vision, it is important to know the starting point. 

Chapter 2 “Where are we now?” discusses the state of the state. 

It defi nes the existing transportation system and provides crucial 

context on Minnesota’s quality of life, environmental health, and 

economic competitiveness. 

Chapter 3 “What is directing this plan?” provides 

information on the recent history of transportation 

planning in Minnesota and how changes in policy affect 

this planning effort.

With this context on the past, present, and future of 

Minnesota transportation established, we can effectively 

plan for the development and maintenance of Minnesota’s 

transportation system. Chapter 4 “How will we guide 
ourselves moving forward?” articulates objectives and 

strategies that will guide Minnesota toward the 50-year Vision over 

the next two decades. 

To ensure that the objectives and strategies set forth in this plan are used 

effectively, Chapter 5 “What comes next for MnDOT?” provides the steps 

necessary for implementation. It outlines how this plan will infl uence MnDOT’s 

modal investment plans as well as capital programs and operating plans. 

Chapter 6 “How do I get more information?” connects readers to additional 

information that guided the development of this plan.
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Chapter 1

WHERE ARE WE GOING?
The Minnesota GO Vision for the transportation system—a 
multimodal transportation system that maximizes the health 
of people, the environment and our economy
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WHERE ARE WE GOING?
Shaping a Collaborative Vision

In early 2011, MnDOT launched the Minnesota GO visioning process. Teaming 
with the University of Minnesota and the Citizens League, MnDOT asked 
Minnesotans to help shape a Vision that answers the question, “What are 
we trying to achieve for transportation over the next 50 years?” The intent of 
this visioning effort was to collectively define a desired destination toward 
which state, regional, and local transportation planning could navigate. The 
end result was a shared Vision that aligns the transportation system with what 
Minnesotans expect for their quality of life, economy, and natural environment. 

The Minnesota GO visioning process included interviews with experts about 
transportation, the economy, and factors unique to our state. These experts’ 
views about current trends and potential for transformational changes in the 
decades ahead were presented to stakeholders to stimulate a discussion about 
Minnesota’s challenges and opportunities and what it means for our future 
quality of life, economic competitiveness, and environmental health. 

Throughout the process, Minnesotans were engaged through a website and 
various forms of social media. Teens participated in online and in-person 
discussions. Public workshops were held across the state to discuss several 
future scenarios of what the world might look like and common solutions 
regardless of the future. The Minnesota GO visioning process was guided 
by a 31-member steering committee that considered all of the input 
and ultimately advised the Commissioner of Transportation on what 
should be included in the Minnesota GO Vision. The steering committee 
was made up of representatives from eight state agencies, local and 
regional transportation planning organizations, transportation and business 
community interests, and broad representatives of Minnesota’s diverse 
society. 

Altogether, thousands of Minnesotans played a role in helping craft the 
Minnesota GO Vision for transportation for future generations. It also includes 
a set of Guiding Principles that are intended to be used collectively to help 
guide future policy and investment decisions for all forms of transportation. 

5O  -Year 
Statewide 

Vision
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The Minnesota GO Vision was adopted in November 2011. It is included on the 
following pages along with the Guiding Principles and a discussion of some of 
the anticipated challenges and opportunities over the coming 50 years. This is 
the first long-range transportation vision adopted for Minnesota. It provides the 
desired outcomes for this Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan over the 
next 20 years and for all modes and transportation partners. 

MINNESOTA GO VISION FOR TRANSPORTATION 

Minnesota’s multimodal transportation system maximizes the health of 
people, the environment and our economy.

The system:

•	 Connects Minnesota’s primary assets—the people, natural resources 
and businesses within the state—to each other and to markets and 
resources outside the state and country

•	 Provides safe, convenient, efficient and effective movement of people 
and goods

•	 Is flexible and nimble enough to adapt to changes in society, 
technology, the environment and the economy

QUALITY OF LIFE

The system:

•	 Recognizes and respects the importance, significance and context of 
place—not just as destinations, but also where people live, work, 
learn, play and access services

•	 Is accessible regardless of socioeconomic status or individual ability

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

The system:

•	 Is designed in such a way that it enhances the community around it 
and is compatible with natural systems

•	 Minimizes resource use and pollution

ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS

The system:

•	 Enhances and supports Minnesota’s role in a globally competitive 
economy as well as the international significance and connections of 
Minnesota’s trade centers

•	 Attracts human and financial capital to the state

Q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e

E c o n o m y

E n v i r o n m e n t  MinnesotaGO
       Crafting a Transportation 
    Vision for Generations   

The Minnesota GO Vision   
and Guiding Principles were  

adopted in November of 2011. 
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

The following principles will guide future policy and investment decisions 
for all forms of transportation throughout the state. These are listed in no 
particular order. The principles are intended to be used collectively.

Leverage public investments to achieve multiple purposes:  
The transportation system should support other public purposes, such  
as environmental stewardship, economic competitiveness, public health 
and energy independence.

Ensure accessibility: The transportation system must be accessible 
and safe for users of all abilities and incomes. The system must provide 
access to key resources and amenities throughout communities.

Build to a maintainable scale: Consider and minimize long-term 
obligations—don’t overbuild. The scale of the system should reflect  
and respect the surrounding physical and social context of the facility. 
The transportation system should affordably contribute to the overall 
quality of life and prosperity of the state.

Ensure regional connections: Key regional centers 
need to be connected to each other through multiple 
modes of transportation.

Integrate safety: Systematically and 
holistically improve safety for all forms of 
transportation. Be proactive, innovative and 
strategic in creating safe options.

Emphasize reliable and predictable 
options: The reliability of the system and 
predictability of travel time are frequently 
as important or more important than speed. 
Prioritize multiple multimodal options over reliance 
on a single option.

Strategically fix the system: Some parts of the system may need 
to be reduced while other parts are enhanced or expanded to meet 
changing demand. Strategically maintain and upgrade critical existing 
infrastructure.

Use partnerships: Coordinate across sectors and jurisdictions to make 
transportation projects and services more efficient.
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Future Challenges and Opportunities

This Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan covers the next 20 years— 
likely to be a time of great change and transition for Minnesota. The Minnesota 
GO visioning process identified nine key factors, described below, that are 
both challenges as well as opportunities the state will likely face. All affect 
Minnesota’s transportation needs and the facilities and services available to 
meet them.

AGING AND INCREASINGLY DIVERSE POPULATION 

Over the next 20 years, as the peak of the baby-boom generation approaches 
the age of 65 and beyond, their travel patterns are likely to change. Although 
many will continue to drive personal vehicles well into their elder years, they 
are likely to adjust the amount, time, and destinations of their travel; many also 
will seek or require alternatives to driving their own vehicle. This demographic 
shift will increase the urgency to improve the accessibility of the transportation 
system and increase transportation options. Figure 1-1 highlights the rapid 
increase of Minnesota’s population aged 65 and older. Between 1970 and 
2030 the population 65 and older is projected to increase by approximately 
220 percent compared to a general increase in population of only 63 percent. 
Figure 1-2 illustrates how annual miles driven changes with age, showing 
both how average miles driven decreases in older populations as well as the 
recent trend of younger adults driving less and choosing to ride transit, bicycle, 
or walk more.

Source: US Census Bureau and Minnesota Demographer’s Office Source: National Household Travel Survey

Figure 1-1: Percentage of Minnesota’s Population Aged 65 
and Older

Figure 1-2: National Average Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled by Age Group
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Figure 1-1: Percent of Minnesota’s Population Aged 65 and Older

Source: US Census Bureau and Minnesota Demographer's Office
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Minnesota is also becoming more ethnically 
and culturally diverse. It is increasingly 
important for transportation agencies 
and communities to understand and 
seek out diverse perspectives in the 
planning process as the housing, 
transportation, and service needs of 
populations vary. 

Almost one out of ten Minnesotans has one or more physical or cognitive 
disabilities. For those 85 or older, nearly seven out of ten have at least one 
disability. Disabilities can make transportation more difficult or impossible 
without assistance. As the population ages, the number of Minnesotans living 
with disabilities is likely to increase substantially, as illustrated in Figure 1-3. 

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey

Figure 1-3: Percentage of Minnesotans with Disability by Age (2009)
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MORE MINNESOTANS LIVE IN URBAN SETTINGS

Minnesotans are increasingly settling in urban areas. The 2010 Census 
reported that only about 19 percent of Minnesotans live in rural 

settings. About 15 percent live in small towns and cities. More 
than 65 percent live in urban areas with populations greater 

than 20,000; more than half the state’s population lives in 
the Twin Cities metropolitan area, as shown in Figure 1-4. 
The other urban areas greater than 20,000 are scattered 
throughout Greater Minnesota: Austin, Brainerd/Baxter, 

Duluth/Superior, Faribault, Fargo/Moorhead, Grand Forks/ 
East Grand Forks, La Crosse/La Crescent, Mankato, Owatonna, 

Rochester, St. Cloud, and Winona. 

While not all cities in the state continue to grow, jobs and services are 
consolidating in Minnesota’s regional centers. Suburban areas are 

likely to see increases in population as well as changes in basic 
community design as activity/town centers develop. Access 

to transit and vibrant walkable/bikeable neighborhoods 
and city centers has made urban living attractive to young 
professionals and active retirees alike. Continuation of 
this trend will further increase demand for more urban 
forms of transportation and strain resources available for 
maintenance of existing transportation systems in  

rural areas. 

12.2%

Source: US Census Bureau

Figure 1-4: Percentage of Minnesota’s Population Living in Urban Areas 
of 20,000 or More People
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ENERGY SHIFTS 

The Next Generation Energy Act of 2007 calls for at least 25 percent of 
Minnesota’s energy to come from renewable sources by 2025. It also 
set a target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions 30 percent by 2025 
compared to 2005 levels and 80 percent by 2050. In 2010, Minnesota 
was ranked fourth in the nation for wind production capacity. 
Geothermal, natural gas, and solar are all seeing increased use.

Due in large part to global demand, the price of gasoline in Minnesota 
has more than doubled, and the stability of supply and prices has become 
increasingly erratic since 2002 (see Figure 1-5). Drivers have adapted by 
driving less and switching to more efficient vehicles or using different fuels. 
U.S. and Canadian oil sourced from shale and sand deposits is increasing, 
but production costs are comparatively higher than traditional oil production. 
Electric and hybrid passenger vehicles are increasingly available and charging 
infrastructure is more common, but to-date these vehicles are only a small 
portion of the vehicle fleet. Electrification of heavy commercial vehicles does 
not appear to be viable in the short to medium term. 

Since 2005, by Executive Order, Minnesota state agencies have been managing 
vehicle fleets to cut gasoline and diesel use dramatically. And since 2006, 
state vehicles are required to use E85 or biodiesel fuels whenever practical. 
Although biofuels hold promise to help reduce oil dependence—particularly as 
a replacement for diesel—they are not likely to fully satisfy all fuel needs and 
are not yet widely available as an economical option.

Figure 1-5: Average Retail Price of Regular Gas per Gallon in Minnesota

Source: US Energy Information Administration
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TRANSPORTATION TECHNOLOGY

Technology for traffic signals, transit systems, and other aspects of 
transportation is improving and becoming more integrated. Vehicle technology 
also has advanced rapidly in recent years and is projected to continue 
improving in the coming decades. Vehicles are becoming more efficient and 
cleaner. In addition, sensors and increasing levels of automation are more 
commonplace. Options such as collision avoidance systems and adaptive cruise 
control, which use sensor technology to improve safety, are available on many 
of today’s vehicles. 

Recent tests have demonstrated the viability of fully autonomous vehicles, 
and technology giant Google was awarded a patent for self-driving vehicle 
technology in 2011. Also in 2011, Nevada passed a law allowing driverless cars 

to legally operate in the state. While experts disagree on whether 
there will ever be a system of fully autonomous vehicles 

(“robot cars”), the potential safety and efficiency benefits of 
emerging transportation technologies are enormous. 

PERSISTENT BUDGET CHALLENGES

Transportation in the state is funded through a 
mix of sources including, but not limited to, fuel 
taxes, vehicle sales and registration taxes, property 
taxes, general sales taxes, special assessments, 
fares, advertising, private investment, and a variety 

of other fees. Many of these revenue sources are 
anticipated to see little to no growth or to potentially 

decline. For those sources not dedicated exclusively to 
transportation, increased pressure to reallocate funds toward 

non-transportation purposes may occur over the next decade or 
more. Continued strains are expected for the budgets of governments at 

all levels raising concerns that, if unaddressed, consolidation, reduction, and 
elimination of services and facilities are all possible. Heightened innovation, 
exploration of shared services, and other collaborative solutions also are likely. 



PAGE 11CHAPTER 1  WHERE ARE WE GOING?

HEALTH IMPACTS

According to the Centers for Disease Control, the obesity rate for adult 
Minnesotans jumped from fewer than ten percent in 1990 to a quarter of 
the population in 2010.1 With that change comes an increased frequency of 
several chronic diseases related to obesity—heart disease, diabetes, and 
cancer. This trend coupled with the higher health needs of an aging population 
are contributing factors that strain the state’s ability to pay for health care. 
Nationally, expenditures on health care have increased from 12.5 percent of 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 1990 to 17.6 percent of GDP in 2009 and are 
projected to increase further by 2020.2 

Health professionals, experts, and advocates assert that active lifestyles that 
include regular and sustained physical activity can help Minnesotans lead 
healthier lives. Transportation choices such as bicycling and walking have 
great health benefits. Depending on land use, travel demand, transportation 
system design, and the safety of different types of transportation, the built 
environment and the transportation system constrain or enable physical 
activity depending on how far apart destinations are from each other and 
how well-integrated bicyclists and pedestrians are in facility design. Higher 
density, mixed-use development in urban areas that accommodates walking, 
bicycling and takes advantage of nearby transit facilities and services, also 
referred to as Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), can provide large but often 
overlooked health benefits. People who live or work in communities with 
public transportation tend to drive significantly less and rely more on walking, 
bicycling and public transit. This helps to reduce traffic crashes and vehilcle 
emissions while improving physical and mental health. 

Even though individual vehicle emissions have fallen dramatically over past 
decades, transportation remains a substantial contributor to air pollution 
including fine particulates and air toxics. 

1	 http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/data/trends.html 
2	 https://www.cms.gov/NationalHealthExpendData/25_NHE_Fact_Sheet.asp
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INCREASED GLOBAL COMPETITION

The global economy is likely to become even more competitive as the 
economies of countries like China, India, and Brazil continue to expand. 
According to the United Nations, the world’s population surpassed seven 
billion people in 2011, which was an increase of one billion people in just 12 
years.3 Global population growth will put enormous pressure on basic resources 
such as water, food, energy, metals as well as transportation infrastructure. 
Minnesota’s diversified economy, natural resources, food production systems, 
educational system, and increasingly diverse population offer the potential 
to compete globally, but Minnesota will also need to compete with the rest 
of the world for talent and other human capital to maintain innovation and 
competitiveness. It will be important for Minnesota’s transportation system to 
integrate and be compatible with national and international systems. 

As baby-boomers retire, and without significant increases of in-migration, 
Minnesota’s workforce is not likely to increase substantially, even as the total 
population grows (see Figure 1-6). Combined with greater global competition, 
this creates pressure to increase the productivity of our workforce and improve 
the efficiency of our transportation system. 

3	 http://www.un.org 

Source: Minnesota Demographer’s Office

Figure 1-6: Average Annual Percentage Growth Rate of Minnesota’s 
Workforce
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CHANGING WORK ENVIRONMENTS, 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, AND ACCESS TO SERVICES

While not all jobs can be done remotely or through flexible schedules, many 
jobs and businesses will take advantage of options for telecommuting 
and flexibility in work arrangements. These options could ease 
pressure on congested urban areas by shifting the timing and 
destinations of peak period travel. Through participation 
in the eWorkPlace program, a state-sponsored program 
focused on telecommuting and flexible work practices 
for Twin Cities metropolitan area employers, 
employees at 48 businesses reduced their combined 
travel by an average of 150,000 miles each week 
over a two year period.4 Some of the state’s largest 
employers have already adopted flexible work 
arrangements and telecommuting. 

Remote access to health care and other services also are 
likely to increase and may help meet the need for health care 
in more geographically isolated parts of the state. Expanding 
virtual access will improve smaller communities’ abilities to participate 
in the global economy. 

4	 http://www.eworkplace-mn.com 
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FLOODS/WATER QUALITY

Minnesota is likely to experience more flooding, particularly flash floods, in 
the future. In the last 30 years, the average temperature in Minnesota has 
increased by approximately 3.5 degrees Fahrenheit.5 As the climate changes, 
precipitation patterns are projected to shift from large fronts of precipitation 
to more thunderstorm-like events. This could lead to regular incidences of 
simultaneous drought and flood conditions. This is an issue that affects design 
for roads, bridges, ponding needs, and other runoff management strategies as 
experienced in northeast and southeast Minnesota in recent years. Flooding 
can dramatically damage roads and other transportation facilities. During the 
past decade, Minnesota has spent an average of almost two million dollars a 
year fixing flood-damaged roads. 

More frequent and more severe flooding also will further exacerbate water 
quality issues in the state. According to the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency, the number of water impairments in the state has increased from 
1,772 in 2002 to 2,171 in 2012.6 

SUMMARY

Some of these challenges and opportunities are already having impacts on 
Minnesota’s quality of life, economic competitiveness, and environmental 
health. Some will become more noticeable over the next ten years, while 
others may take longer for their effects to become obvious. Because 
transportation infrastructure can last up to 50 years or more, it is important for 
MnDOT and transportation agencies to monitor and assess the risks of impacts 
and the need to adapt designs and operation of the transportation system.

5	 http://www.youtube.com/user/minnesotago
6	 http://www.pca.state.mn.us/enzq94b
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WHERE ARE WE NOW?
Minnesota is a great place to live, work, play, start a business, visit, and raise 
a family. Minnesota’s transportation system contributes to the state’s overall 
quality of life and economic competitiveness. The transportation system 
connects businesses to suppliers and customers around the nation and world. 
Minnesotans rely on the transportation system to get to their jobs and school, 
visit the doctor, enjoy the natural environment, shop, and take advantage of the 
amazing cultural, entertainment, and recreational opportunities available in the 
land of 10,000 lakes. Both the state and the transportation system have great 
strengths as well as challenges. 

Minnesota’s Population

As of 2010, 5.3 million people called Minnesota home.7 More than half of 
Minnesotans live in the seven-county Twin Cities metropolitan area. Figure 2-1 
shows the population distribution across the state.

7	 US Census Bureau

Figure 2-1: Minnesota Population Distribution 2010

Reprinted with permission from the Center for Urban and 
Regional Affairs (CURA) at the University of Minnesota.

Each dot represents 100 persons

County boundaries
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% Racial Minority
and/or Hispanic

5-10%

< 5%

10-15%

> 15%

1990 2010

As highlighted in Figure 2-2, over the last 20 years the population of 
Minnesota has diversified throughout the entire state. Between 2000 and 2010, 
the state’s population of color increased 55 percent, while the population of the 
state as a whole grew only 7.8 percent. Currently, approximately 6.5 percent of 
Minnesotans are foreign-born.8 

8	 US Census Bureau

Figure 2-2: Minnesota Population Diversity by County

Understanding the population makeup of Minnesota is critical for 
transportation decision-making. It is important that the people included in the 
decision-making process are representative of the state’s demographics to 
ensure that the decisions being made are reflective of the needs and priorities 
of the people of Minnesota.

Source: US Census Bureau

1990 2010
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Figure 2-3: Percentage of Minnesota’s Gross Domestic Product 
and Employment by Economic Sector (2010)

Economy

Minnesota has a strong, diversified economy with unemployment typically 
below the national average. As of January 2012, the Minnesota unemployment 
rate was 5.9 percent versus 8.3 percent nationally.9 Per capita GDP, a common 
measure of economic activity, is approximately $3,000 more than the national 
average.10 On a per capita basis, Minnesota ranks second in the number of 
Fortune 500 companies.11 It also is home to world-class research and medical 
facilities such as the Mayo Clinic in Rochester. 

Finance, insurance, real estate, trade, manufacturing, professional services, 
public administration, and health care are the largest sectors in Minnesota’s 
economy (see Figure 2-3). Minnesota is the nation’s largest producer of iron 
ore and taconite12 as well as the sixth largest agricultural state.13 Although 
heavily reliant on freight systems for product transport, mining, forestry, and 
agriculture collectively make up less than three percent of the state’s economic 
activity. 

9	 Bureau of Labor Statistics
10	 Bureau of Economic Analysis
11	 MN Department of Employment and  
	 Economic Development

12	 MN Department of Natural Resources
13	 US Department of Agriculture
14	 US Census Bureau
15	 Economic Policy Institute

In 2010, Minnesota was ranked 14th in the nation with a median annual 
household income of just over $55,000.14 Additionally, more than 30 percent 
of adults in Minnesota have at least a bachelor’s degree, which is the 10th 
highest in the nation. Both Minnesota’s median income and educational 
attainment are above the national average. However, disparities along racial 
lines exist. In the United States, the Twin Cities metropolitan area has one of 
the most severe racial employment disparities.15

Minnesota is the nation’s largest 
producer of iron ore and taconite12 

as well as the sixth largest 
agricultural state13 

2010 Share of GDP

2010 Share of Employment
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As shown in Figure 2-4, on average approximately 11 percent of the state’s 
population was living below the poverty line in 2010, an increase from 
approximately eight percent in 2000. Figure 2-4 also highlights how poverty 
levels vary by race. Figure 2-5 highlights the geographic distribution of poverty 
across the state. To better address these trends and align with the Minnesota GO 
Vision and Guiding Principles, “The system should be accessible regardless of 
socioeconomic status or individual ability” and “must be accessible and safe for 
users of all abilities and incomes.”

Source: US Census Bureau

Figure 2-4: Percentage of Minnesota’s Population Below Poverty Line by Race

20102000

Figure 2-5: Minnesota Population Poverty by County, 2010

Source: US Census Bureau
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16	 Minnesota Ultra-High-Speed Broadband Task Force
17	� National Telecommunications and Information Administration; urban/rural definitions from US Census
18	 MN Department of Natural Resources

Access to technologies like broadband is important to the economic 
competitiveness of Minnesota. There are efforts underway to expand access 
to high-speed broadband service (greater than ten mbps16) to everyone in the 
state. Currently 99 percent of urban residents in Minnesota have access to 
high-speed broadband service, compared with only 52 percent of the population 
in rural areas.17

Economic conditions greatly impact the use of the transportation system, 
whether it is how and when employees get to work, the transportation needs 
of companies, or the changes in travel that result from technologies such as 
broadband. It also is important to recognize that the transportation system 
can influence the economy of the state by allowing for the easy movement 
of goods, connecting to critical markets, and attracting human and financial 
capital to Minnesota.

Environment

Minnesota’s landscape varies from the evergreen forested north, to 
western prairies, central oak-savanna, and the “big woods” forests 
and hills of the east and southeast. Despite the changes over the 
past 200 years from logging, agricultural production, mining, and other 
development, the state retains vital wildlife populations. Of the lower 48 
states, Minnesota hosts the largest number of timber wolves as well as the 
second largest breeding bald eagle population.18 The Mississippi River system 
is a major flyway for migratory birds.

Water plays a crucial role in Minnesotan culture, climate, and economy, and 
it is inherently connected to statewide transportation. In fact, Minnesota has 
more shoreline than California, Florida, and Hawaii combined.18 Historically 
major cities, including Minneapolis, St. Paul, St. Cloud, and Duluth, were sited 
along waterways for transportation and economic advantages. Table 2-1 
shows that the land of 10,000 lakes is actually home to: 
 
 

Lakes (10+ acres) 11,842

Natural Rivers and Streams 6,564 (69,200 miles)

Wetlands 9.3 million acres

Source: MN DNR

Table 2-1: Minnesota Water Resources
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Air quality in Minnesota is generally good and improving. Nationwide, vehicle 
emissions account for nearly half of the volatile organic compounds that lead 
to smog, more than half of nitrogen oxide emissions, and half of toxic air 
pollutants.19 In Minnesota most air pollution, including from transportation 
sources, is associated with the combustion of fossil fuels for one purpose 
or another. While population and other indicators of economic activity have 
increased over the past decade, major pollutant emissions have steadily 
declined. Greenhouse gas emissions from transportation sources and other 
sectors have also declined.20

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency reports daily on ground-level ozone, 
sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and fine particles in Minnesota’s air. While 

Minnesota generally receives high marks for air quality, there are still areas 
with elevated pollution. In 2009 and 2010, there were a number of days 
with high levels of fine particles. For ozone, local pollutants mingling 
with pollution from other regions occasionally come close to unhealthy 
levels. The federal government has standards for air quality that impact 
transportation policy since vehicle emissions are a major contributor to air 

pollution. Currently, the federal government is considering tighter standards 
that could trigger changes for transportation in Minnesota.

In addition to air pollution, if left unconsidered, the transportation system can 
have severe impacts on other aspects of the environment including water 
quality and critical habitat. It is important that transportation decision-makers 
recognize the importance of natural resources in Minnesota and the potential 
impacts that transportation may have on them.

Existing Transportation System

Minnesota has a vast multimodal transportation system that requires 
substantial annual investment to operate and maintain. This is the 
responsibility of MnDOT and local, regional, state, tribal, federal, private sector, 
and other partners.

19	 US Environmental Protection Agency
20	 MN Pollution Control Agency
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Table 2-2 provides an overview of the current multimodal transportation 
system in Minnesota. 

Streets, Roads and Highways 141,482 miles
State Trunk Highways 11,896 miles

County State Aid Highways 30,548 miles

Other County Roads 14,348 miles

Municipal State Aid Streets 3,321 miles

Other City Streets 18,837 miles

Township Roads 58,101 miles

Other Public Roads 4,431 miles

Bicycles and Trails

Designated Trails
More than 3,880 miles including 22 state 
trails

Bike Sharing (Nice Ride MN) 1,328 bicycles and 146 stations (July 2012)

Bus and Light Rail Transit

Twin Cities Area  
(seven counties)

218 bus routes, and one light rail transit 
(LRT) corridor with another under 
construction

Greater Minnesota

70 of 80 (non-Twin Cities metro) counties with 
county-wide transit service, eight counties 
with municipal service only, two counties with 
no service

Intercity Bus
87 destinations served in the state as well as 
every metropolitan area in the Midwest

Rail
Freight 4,458 track miles (19 railroad companies)

Commuter
Northstar commuter rail line (see also 
transit above for light rail)

Intercity Passenger Amtrak Empire Builder (Chicago to Seattle)

Air
Passenger and Cargo 135 airports; eight with airline service

Waterways
Great Lakes Four ports on Lake Superior

Rivers
Five ports on 222 miles of the Mississippi 
River system (including the Minnesota and 
St. Croix rivers) 

Miscellaneous
Carsharing 2 systems (HOURCAR and Zipcar)

Source: 2010 Transportation Performance Report

Minnesota’s 
Transportation 
System 
consists of:

Table 2-2: Minnesota’s Transportation System
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Figure 2-6 highlights key elements of the existing multimodal transportation 
system across the state.

Figure 2-6: Key Elements of Minnesota’s Existing Transportation System

Source: MnDOT
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Figure 2-7: Minnesota Roadway System

MINNESOTA STREETS, ROADWAYS AND HIGHWAYS

With 141,482 miles of publicly-owned roads, streets, and highways, 
Minnesota’s roadway system ranks fifth in the nation. To put this in perspective, 
the state ranks 21st in terms of population and 12th in geographic area.21 
Figure 2-7 highlights the interregional corridor network (with proposed 
changes) and trunk highway network of the existing multimodal transportation 
system.

Source: MnDOT

21	 US Census Bureau
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MINNESOTA BICYCLES AND STATE TRAILS

There are 22 designated state trails, and collectively the state boasts more than 
3,880 miles of designated walking and biking trails. Figure 2-8 highlights the 
state trail network of the existing multimodal transportation system. Additionally, 
there are many more thousands of miles of designated bicycle routes and 
sidewalks and bicycle and pedestrian friendly roads throughout the state not 
identified on the map. Nice Ride Minnesota, a bike sharing initiative, became 
operational in summer 2010 and now includes 1,328 bicycles in the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area.22 In recent years, Minneapolis has been identified as a top tier 
bicycle friendly city.

Figure 2-8: Minnesota State Trails

Source: MnDOT
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Source: Metropolitan Council
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MINNESOTA PUBLIC TRANSIT: TWIN CITIES 

Within the Twin Cities metropolitan area there are a variety of public transit 
services offered. These options include fixed-route services such as regular 
and express bus routes, light rail transit (LRT), commuter rail, and bus rapid 
transit (BRT) as well as dial-a-ride service. All 187 communities within 
the metropolitan area have access to some form of public transit service. 
Figure 2-9 shows the public transit service availability within the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area. 

Figure 2-9: Twin Cities Public Transit Service Coverage
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MINNESOTA PUBLIC TRANSIT: GREATER MINNESOTA 

In Greater Minnesota, 70 of the 80 non-metro counties have access to county-
wide public transit service. Eight counties have access to some municipal 
service but no county-wide service. Two counties have no access to public 
transit services. Figure 2-10 shows the breakdown of public transit service in 
Greater Minnesota.

Figure 2-10: Greater Minnesota Public Transit Service Coverage
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MINNESOTA INTERCITY PASSENGER SERVICES

The state of Minnesota has both intercity passenger rail and bus service. 
Greyhound, Jefferson Lines, and Megabus provide intercity bus service to 87 
destinations within the state as well as connections to every metropolitan 
area in the Midwest. Amtrak offers passenger rail service to the state and runs 
diagonally through the state along BNSF and CP rail lines between La Crosse, 
Wisconsin and Fargo, North Dakota. Figure 2-11 shows the intercity passenger 
rail and bus networks in Minnesota.

Figure 2-11: Minnesota Intercity Passenger Services

Intercity Passenger Services
in Minnesota

Passenger Rail Line

Sioux
Falls

La Crosse
La Crescent

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!

!

!
!!

!!

!

!

!

Winona

Duluth

Mankato

Willmar

Bemidji

Moorhead

Owatonna

Marshall Red 
Wing

Brainerd

Rochester

Crookston

St. Cloud

Albert 
Lea

Worthington

Fergus 
Falls

Detroit 
Lakes

East 
Grand 
Forks

Minneapolis-St. Paul

Superior
Fargo

Grand 
Forks

Intercity Bus Network

Source: MnDOT



MINNESOTA GO  STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLANPAGE 30

Figure 2-12: Minnesota Freight Rail System

Source: MnDOT
23	 http://www.minnesotarailroads.com
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MINNESOTA FREIGHT RAIL

In 2011, there were 19 railroad companies operating in Minnesota on 4,458 
route miles of track. The state ranks eighth in the nation for total track mileage. 
In terms of product originating and traveling by rail, Minnesota ranks first in the 
nation in the number of tons of iron ore, third in food products, and fourth for 
farm products.23 Figure 2-12 highlights the freight rail network of the existing 
multimodal transportation system. 
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Figure 2-13: Minnesota Airports
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MINNESOTA AIR

Minnesota’s aviation system includes 135 state-funded airports that support a 
range of services to benefit the citizens, businesses, and economy of the state. 
Some of the general aviation activities include personal travel, cargo services, 
medical transport, agricultural spraying, and aerial surveying. In addition, 
eight airports provide airline service. Airports are classified depending on their 
size and the role the facility plays in supporting its community. Figure 2-13 
highlights the air network of the existing multimodal transportation system. 

Source: MnDOT



32 MINNESOTA GO  STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLANPAGE 

Figure 2-14: Minnesota Ports and Waterways
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MINNESOTA PORTS AND WATERWAYS

Minnesota has four ports on Lake Superior located at Taconite Harbor, Silver 
Bay, Two Harbors, and Duluth/Superior. Their combined waterway transported 
tonnage for 2011 was just short of 60 million net tons. The Mississippi 
River system stretches more than 222 miles in Minnesota and supports five 
(Minnesota) port areas whose combined 2011 waterway transported tonnage 
was 10.6 million net tons. Figure 2-14 highlights the waterway network of the 
existing multimodal transportation system. 

Source: MnDOT
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Recent System Innovations

The state’s multimodal transportation system continues to evolve. The 
following list identifies some relatively new elements of the transportation 
system that have been implemented more widely in recent years. This list does 
not include every change made to the transportation system but rather is just 
a selection of recent additions. There is more information about innovative 
approaches for the planning and operations of the transportation system in 
Chapter 3, “What is directing this plan?”.

•	 Transitways: In the seven years since Hiawatha LRT service went into 
operation connecting downtown Minneapolis to the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International (MSP) Airport and Mall of America, a network of transitway 
services in the Twin Cities has grown steadily. The Central Corridor 
LRT line is under construction and scheduled to begin service in 2014 
connecting downtown Minneapolis and downtown St. Paul. Planning is in 
progress for the Southwest Corridor LRT line that will connect Downtown 
Minneapolis to the western suburbs. Cedar Avenue BRT service as well as 
BRT on I-35W in Minneapolis will connect places in the southern portion 
of the Twin Cities metropolitan area to each other and to downtown 
Minneapolis. Since 2010, Northstar, Minnesota’s first commuter rail line 
between downtown Minneapolis and Big Lake, has offered commuter-
oriented round-trips each workday as well as additional trips on weekends 
and for special events. Transitway development was greatly accelerated 
with the formation of the Counties Transit Improvement Board in 2008.

•	 Bike Sharing: Minneapolis launched Nice Ride Minnesota, one of the 
nation’s largest bike share systems, in 2010 and the system has grown 
rapidly. More than 200,000 trips were taken on the bikes in 2011.24 The 
system was expanded to include downtown St. Paul in 2012. 

•	 Cable Median Barriers: Cable median barriers are a safety solution 
with a high return-on-investment. MnDOT has installed cable median 
barriers in strategic locations as an effective method to prevent cross-
median crashes thus reducing fatal and serious injury crashes. In addition 
to being cost effective, there is great flexibility in the installation of 
barriers.

24	 Nice Ride Minnesota
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•	 MnPASS and other Managed Lanes: On the Twin Cities freeway 
system, MnPASS electronic tolled lanes were first implemented in 
2005 along I-394. This automated toll lane and other managed lane 
technologies has been extended to portions of I-35W and are currently 
being considered for other parts of the metropolitan area. First introduced 
in 2010 on I-35W, Smart Lanes use electronic signs above each lane of 
traffic to improve traffic flow, reduce congestion, and improve safety by 
providing real-time information about road conditions.

•	 Real-time Traveler Information: Real-time information about highway 
and transit conditions and estimated travel times is now available online, 
via smart phones, overhead messaging, 511 service, and other sources.

•	 Alternative Intersection Treatments: A number of investment 
strategies with a high return-on-investment exist to reduce risks and 
improve the flow of vehicular traffic at intersections. An example strategy 
is Reduced Conflict Intersections, which take away high-risk actions, such 
as making a left turn from a side-street and instead allow drivers to make 
a left turn using two lower-risk actions. For example, to make a left turn 
onto a four-lane road, drivers would first make a right turn, travel a short 
distance, then move into a left turn lane where they can make a U-turn, 
and proceed toward their desired direction. In some instances, U-turns can 
be made at adjoining intersections or through an existing interchange.

•	 Roundabouts: Although roundabouts have existed for years, these 
circular intersections are still relatively new to Minnesota and are 
increasingly being built throughout the state. Roundabouts offer 
significant advantages over right-angled intersections with stop signs or 
signals because traffic speeds are slowed and right-angle collisions are 
avoided. The results are fatal crashes, improved traffic flow, and reduced 
air pollution. When appropriately designed, roundabouts can effectively 
handle bus and truck traffic. 
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System Use and Performance

Minnesota is in a period of change and transition, including the transportation 
system. Some of the changes are positive and encouraging. Safety has 
dramatically improved over the last decade, with fatalities dropping to World  
War II-era lows.25 Transit ridership is increasing and freight connections on all 
systems (roadways, rail, waterways, air cargo) continue to provide increasingly 
important access to national and global markets for our economy. At the same 
time, congestion in the Twin Cities remains virtually unchanged from a decade 
ago. Faced with an extensive aging infrastructure statewide, flat revenues, and 
increasing costs, Minnesota transportation partners are struggling to keep the 
existing system in a state of good repair. 

After decades of increasing at a higher rate than population growth, in 2004 
vehicle miles traveled on the state’s roadways began to level off (see Figure 
2-15). Rising fuel costs and shifts in travel behavior, including fewer, shorter trips 
and greater use of transit, bicycling, and walking, have all contributed to this 
pattern. Higher unemployment may also be a contributing factor in recent years.

Between 2002 and 2011, transit ridership increased by roughly 25 percent in both 
the Twin Cities and across Greater Minnesota (see Figure 2-16). In 2011, Greater 
Minnesota transit ridership was at a decade high of 11.5 million. Twin Cities 
ridership in 2011 was 94 million, a level reached only once before in the previous 
30 years.26

Figure 2-14: Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled in Minnesota (billions)

Source: MnDOT
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Figure 2-15: Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled in Minnesota (billions)
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Source: MnDOT and Metropolitan Council

Figure 2-16: Annual Minnesota Transit Ridership (millions)
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TRACKING PERFORMANCE

MnDOT tracks the overall performance of the transportation system and reports 
on system conditions in an annual performance report. Measures can help show 
successes of the transportation system as well as identify challenges. A selection 
of these measures and summaries from the report are provided below.

Pavement—Good Ride Quality: As shown in Figure 2-17, the percent of 
pavements on the state highway system with a ride quality rating of good fell 
in 2009 but increased again in 2010, meeting the target of 70 percent for the 
first time since 2002. The increase was largely due to additional federal money 
received from the stimulus bill—the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act (ARRA). Percentages fell again in 2011, and it is projected that pavement 
condition will resume deterioration without increased investment.

Source: MnDOT 

Figure 2-17: Percentage Good Pavement Ride Quality on Minnesota 
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Pavement—Poor Ride Quality: As shown in Figure 2-18, the percentage of 
pavement on the state highway system with a poor ride quality is increasing. 
The decrease in 2010 was largely due to additional federal money received 
from the stimulus bill. It is projected that this figure will continue to increase in 
future years under the currently planned investment levels. Compared to other 
states, Minnesota’s interstates are ranked 44 out of 50 for this measure, 50 
being the worst for pavement poor ride quality.

Bridge Condition—Percent Good and Satisfactory: Figure 2-19 shows 
the percentage of bridges (by deck area) on state principal arterials, that has 
been rated in good or satisfactory structural condition between 2002 and 2010. 
Bridges in good or satisfactory structural condition have consistently exceeded 
targets.

Figure 2-18: Percentage Poor Pavement Ride Quality on Minnesota 
Principal and Non-Principal Arterials

Source: MnDOT 
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Source: MnDOT 

20032002 20082004 20092005 2010 20112006 2007

Figure 2-20: Percentage of Bridges in Poor Condition on Minnesota Principal 
Arterials (sq. ft.)

Bridge Condition—Percent Poor: Figure 2-20 shows the percentage 
of bridges (by deck area) on state principal arterials rated in poor structural 
condition, has consistently exceeded the two percent or less target. 
Performance is still generally good as Minnesota has the fourth lowest 
percentage of bridges rated structurally deficient or functionally obsolete in the 
nation.
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Minnesota Traffic Fatalities: As shown in Figure 2-21, the number of traffic 
fatalities in Minnesota was 411 in 2010. The numbers are on the decline, with 
a significant decrease from the peak of 657 in 2002. The number of fatalities 
for 2011 was at 368. Nationwide, Minnesota was the third best state in this 
measure, with a fatality rate significantly below the national average.

Source: Minnesota Department of Public Safety

Figure 2-21: Annual Traffic Fatalities on All State and Local Roads in Minnesota
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Source: MnDOT 

Figure 2-22: Percentage of Twin Cities Urban Freeway Miles Congested
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Twin Cities Urban Freeway System Congestion: As shown in Figure 2-22, 
the percent of urban freeway miles congested in the Twin Cities metropolitan 
area has remained relatively constant over the past decade, ranging from 17.3 
percent to 21.5 percent. During the same time frame, the number of measured 
centerline miles did not significantly increase. Compared to a selection of 31 
similar metropolitan areas across the nation, the Twin Cities is the seventh 
most congested. It should be noted that other factors also contribute to system 
congestion such as system size, land use densities, transit availability, etc. 

Airport Runway and Taxiway Pavement—Good Condition: As shown 
in Figure 2-23, the percentage of Minnesota airport and taxiway pavements 
in good condition, excluding Minneapolis-St. Paul (MSP), Duluth (DLH), and 
Rochester (RST) airports, has continued to decrease since peaking in 2006. 
Minnesota airports met target for good pavement in 2010 with 82.9 percent.

Figure 2-23: Percentage of Minnesota Runway and Taxiway Pavements 
in Good Condition (MSP, DLH, and RST not included)
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Airport Runway and Taxiway Pavement—Poor Condition: As shown 
in Figure 2-24, the percentage of Minnesota airport and taxiway pavements 
in poor condition, excluding MSP, DLH, and RST airports, has continued to 
increase since 2006. The relative decline in pavement condition reflects an 
aging system in which an increasing number of runways are reaching the end 
of their useful life. Minnesota airports fell short of the target for poor pavement 
in 2010 at 4.5 percent.

Figure 2-24: Percentage of Minnesota Runway and Taxiway Pavements 
in Poor Condition (MSP, DLH, and RST not included)

Source: MnDOT 

Figure 2-25: Annual Minnesota Port Shipments (millions of tons)

Port Shipments: As shown in Figure 2-25, shipments to and from Minnesota 
ports have generally been decreasing over the past decade. This is largely 
attributed to corn having been processed locally for ethanol and not going for 
export and some fluctuation in taconite shipments due to domestic and foreign 
demand for steel. Based on tonnage, the Duluth/Superior port is the largest 
port on the Great Lakes and ranked 25th largest in the nation.
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Source: MnDOT 

Figure 2-26: Annual Minnesota Rail Freight Shipments (millions of tons) 
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Shipments on Minnesota Railroads: As shown in Figure 2-26, rail freight 
shipments generally have increased over the past decade with decreases in 
2008 and 2009. This decrease is largely attributed to the recession, and growth 
is predicted for 2010. Compared to other states, Minnesota is ranked 13th out 
of 50 based on tons carried by rail.
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Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Pedestrian Accessible Signals: 
As shown in Figure 2-27, 21 percent of the signalized intersections on state 
roads have accessible pedestrian signals. MnDOT has a goal of achieving 
100 percent in this measure by 2030. Dedicated funds and new road design 
guidelines will allow this percentage to continue to increase each year.

Figure 2-27: Percentage of Intersections with Accessible Pedestrian 
Signals Installed on State Roads

Source: MnDOT 
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WHAT IS DIRECTING THIS PLAN? 
For decades, there have been state and federal requirements for a 

statewide transportation plan. This includes updating the plan every four 

years and ensuring a sound and safe transportation system that is aligned 

with national, state, and local goals—from economic development to 

environmental protection. MnDOT is responsible for working with the public, 

local governments, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), regional 

development commissions (RDCs), tribes, and other transportation interests to 

produce a 20-year plan that sets statewide policy direction and guidance. Over 

the years, emphasis has shifted from an almost exclusive focus on automobile 

and truck movement to an approach that considers all transportation modes 

and connections between them.

This chapter describes how innovation and changing transportation policy 

direction has shaped the context for this plan.

Purpose of Transportation Planning

Transportation shapes our patterns of community development. The entire 

transportation system has required an enormous amount of financial 

investment to create. The system also requires a substantial amount of 

financial reinvestment to maintain and operate. Growth and other changing 

community needs require system adjustments as years go by.

Transportation planning is the process of bringing together public expectations 

with public and private providers of transportation facilities and services to 

identify priorities, choices, and risks and to schedule resources for future 

investments to meet public expectations. Long-range planning for the 

transportation system is a prerequisite to be eligibile for federal and state 

transportation funding assistance and important given the magnitude of  

system costs.

Federal direction for statewide transportation plans now requires a multimodal 

approach that supports economic vitality in ways that enhance global 

competitiveness; increases safety and security of the transportation system; 

improves accessibility and mobility for both people and freight; fosters 

environmental protection, energy conservation, and coordination between 

transportation and local plans; improves connections between transportation 

modes; achieves efficient system operations and management; and emphasizes 

preservation of the existing transportation system.27

27	 Federal planning factors, 23 CFR, 450.206 
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Minnesota law requires a similar focus on safety, system condition, the 

importance of transportation for the economy, and compatibility with state 

environmental goals, as well as specific goals about transit access, reasonable 

commutes, and healthy bicycling and walking.28

Links to both federal direction and state law as they pertain to this plan are 

referenced in Chapter 6, “How do I get more information?”.

Changes in Approach and Emphasis

PERFORMANCE-BASED AND RISK-BASED PLANNING

MnDOT has used performance measures to inform management and 
investment decisions since the mid-1990s and made it a formal part of the 
statewide planning process beginning in 2003. That was the first performance-
based statewide transportation plan in the nation. Performance measures 
illustrate how well the transportation system is functioning in relation to 
quantifiable targets. Measures cover all modes, system assets, and operations. 
A few examples include average speed for travelers, crash rates and incidence 
of fatalities, pavement and bridge condition, and age of transit vehicles. 

Heightened emphasis on the growing disparity between available resources 
and the work needed to maintain sound infrastructure was a major theme for 
the 2009 plan. This challenge remains. Currently, the investments required 
to meet existing performance targets exceed projected resources. As a 
result, MnDOT has begun formally incorporating risk management into the 
transportation planning process.

Using risk to inform investment and project decisions is not a new concept 
for MnDOT. However, moving forward, the use of risk management will be 
more standardized and transparent, and it will be an integral part of the modal 
investment plans. It will serve as a starting point for discussions with the 
public and transportation partners regarding investment decisions and required 
tradeoffs in light of fiscal constraints.

28	 State transportation goals, Minn Stat 174.01
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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF FREIGHT

Beginning in the early 1990s, federal transportation planning requirements 
shifted. One aspect of this shift was an increased emphasis on the role 
freight plays in our economic well-being. Over the years there has been 
considerable work to improve our understanding of Minnesota’s freight 
system and investment needs for ports and waterways, highways, rail, 
and aviation systems. The 2005 Statewide Freight Plan, freight studies for 
all regions of the state, and completion of the Minnesota Comprehensive 
Statewide Freight and Passenger Rail Plan in 2010 have all helped improve the 
understanding of how goods move across the state and reach local, regional, 
national, and international destinations. These plans and studies also begin 
to identify system priorities. Minnesota has major air service connections (for 
both passengers and freight), rail service that transects the state, highway 
connections between Minnesota’s urban centers and beyond, and exceptional 
water-based shipping options via the Mississippi River system and the Great 
Lakes. Together these freight systems connect all parts of Minnesota as well as 
to regional, national, and global marketplaces.

CONSULTATION

The 1990s shift in federal direction also heightened insistence that statewide 
planners consult with many different transportation interests—from 
metropolitan areas to representatives from rural areas and many others. In 
part, Minnesota met this obligation through its unique Area Transportation 
Partnerships (ATPs), which bring local, regional, state, and tribal interests 
together within each MnDOT district to more collaboratively decide priorities 
for available federal transportation funding. While there is considerable 
variation in total membership from one ATP to another, every ATP includes city, 
county, MPO, and RDC representatives from within the ATP area. American 
Indian tribes within an ATP have the option to participate on the ATP. For 
the Twin Cities area, the Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) functions as 
the metro area ATP. The TAB is the only ATP that includes several citizen 
representatives. Figure 3-1 shows the eight ATP districts and identifies the 
membership of each group. Figure 3-2 identifies the RDCs and MPOs in 
Minnesota. 
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ATP Membership

Total 
Members No. of MPOs No. of RDCs Elected 

Officials
ATP 1 54 1 2 17
ATP 2 11 1 2 2
ATP 3 24 1 2 4
ATP 4 18 1 3 4

Metro TAB 33 1 1 17
ATP 6 12 2 0 0
ATP 7 14 0 2 5
ATP 8 15 0 3 6

Figure 3-1: ATP Districts and Membership

Source: MnDOT
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Recognition of the sovereignty of tribes was formalized through a 2002 
Accord between Minnesota’s 11 tribes, MnDOT, and the Federal Highway 
Administration, which established commitments for regular consultation. 
Reinforcement of the government-to-government character of relationships 
between the tribes and state agencies was the focus of state an executive 
order in 2005. 

SAFETY

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (SAFETEA-LU) law called for states to develop performance-based, 
data-driven plans to improve the safety of the traveling public. Minnesota’s 
subsequent plans and collaborative interagency strategies for public education, 
enforcement, improved emergency medical and trauma services, and 
engineering solutions have been remarkably successful, reducing annual traffic 
fatalities to levels not seen since World War II even while travel has increased 
significantly.
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Figure 3-2: Minnesota RDCs and MPOs
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CONTEXT SENSITIVE SOLUTIONS

Minnesota has been a leader in developing transportation projects that adapt 
to the surrounding social, environmental, and economic context. This Context 
Sensitive Solutions (CSS) approach is progressing from limited case studies 
to agency-wide application at MnDOT. Through careful planning, CSS can 
help tailor a project to its setting by addressing alternatives that consider 
all transportation options through different design choices and flexibility. 
Flexibility in design choices allows for preserving and enhancing cultural and 
natural resources while improving or maintaining accessibility, safety, and 
mobility. CSS is not limited to the scope of a single project but looks beyond 
to the broader impacts of the system. CSS accomplishments have included 
widespread training for transportation professionals in addition to award-
winning projects completed in partnership with local communities.

Figure 3-3 shows how reconstruction of Trunk Highway 169 through St. Peter, 
MN was accomplished with a design that echoes historic features.  
 

Figure 3-3: Reconstruction of TH 169
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Figure 3-4: Choosing Transportation System Elements to Fit the Setting

RURAL

SUBURBAN

TOWN CENTER

URBAN CORE

Figure 3-4 illustrates how the type and form of transportation system 
elements vary based on the function of the roadway and level of development. 
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COMPLETE STREETS

Streets and roadways are inherently multimodal, accommodating the travel 
of people using autos, trucks, buses, emergency vehicles, bicycles as well as 
those walking. State legislation in 2008 directed MnDOT to lead an evaluation 
of feasibility for complete streets policy. The collaborative study found the 
approach feasible, beneficial, and closely aligned with CSS principles, but also 
emphasized that complete streets should not mean “all modes on all roads.” 
Subsequent legislation in 2010 defined complete streets as “the planning, 
scoping, design, implementation, operation, and maintenance of roads in order 
to reasonably address the safety and accessibility needs of users of all ages 
and abilities. Complete streets considers the needs of motorists, pedestrians, 
transit users and vehicles, bicyclists, and commercial and emergency vehicles 
moving along and across roads, intersections, and crossings in a manner 
that is sensitive to the local context and recognizes that the needs vary in 
urban, suburban, and rural settings.” MnDOT was directed to shape and 
implement a policy. An ongoing partnership with cities, counties, advocates, 
and others is helping to identify and address obstacles to implementation 
and specifically helping inform MnDOT’s approaches to implementation. In 
addition to state legislation, more than 28 Minnesota cities, counties, and 
planning organizations have developed supporting policies. An up-to-date list 
of jusrisdictions with complete streets policies can be found on the Minnesota 
Complete Streets Coalition web page.

TECHNOLOGY 

Recent advances in technology have had a dramatic impact on transportation 
system operations. Real-time traffic and travel time data is now available on 
computers, phones, roadway signage, and more. The combination of technology 

and design flexibility has spurred a major shift in system planning 
that looks for ways to optimize system performance within 

the existing footprint. Examples now include monitoring 
the system via cameras and embedded sensors and 

other strategies to ensure quick responses to traffic 
crashes and other incidents that disrupt reliable 
travel. Widespread ramp metering, MnPASS 
priced-lanes on some of the Twin Cities most 
congested roadways, real-time information about 
transit arrivals, and the ”bus-only” shoulders that 

give a travel reliability advantage to transit riders 
are all part of the story. GPS-guided systems help 

make snow clearance safer and quicker.  
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These are only a few of the ways that the rapid evolution of 
technology has helped to make the system more efficient 
in ways previously unimaginable. Technology has been 
applied to stretch limited resources and has allowed for 
improvements in operations that maximize return-on-
investment and yield more widespread improvements 
than expensive traditional approaches.

Technology is also changing whether and when travel 
occurs. Telework, online education, even over-the- 
computer medical appointments are all examples of 
evolving changes to traditional travel patterns.

INTEGRATED MULTIMODAL 
TRANSPORTATION  
SYSTEM

Heightened understanding of how all elements of the transportation 
system interact also has improved planning for all modes. For example, 
the Metropolitan Council’s 2030 Transportation 
Policy Plan (TPP) reported that 40 percent 
of employees in downtown Minneapolis 
regularly commute using transit. As 
many as a third of all travelers on 
some Twin Cities highways rely on 
transit during peak travel times. 
There is increased recognition 
that provisions for travel by transit, 
bicycling, walking, as well as driving 
greatly enhance overall system capacity 
and efficiency, and the strength of Minnesota’s 
economy. Performance measures are expanding 
beyond simply measuring congestion-related delay 
to track such things as accessibility to desired 
destinations and the reliability and predictability of 
the overall multimodal transportation system.
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The 2030 TPP reflects a regional commitment, with supporting investment from 
metro counties, to extend substantial transit improvements throughout the 
region over the next 20 years. Figure 3-5 shows the planned transitways for 
the Twin Cities metropolitan area. Additionally, fixed route and other transit 
systems in Greater Minnesota continue to provide and deliver important 
services, showing regional commitment in Greater Minnesota cities and 
counties. 

 
Broadening beyond coordination among transportation modes, the 
federal sustainable communities partnership between the Department of 
Transportation, Environmental Protection Agency, and Housing and Urban 
Development is helping to support the Twin Cities Corridors of Opportunity 
efforts to capitalize on planned transitway developments to create sustainable, 
healthy, vibrant communities. 

Source: Metropolitan Council
Regional 2030 TRANSPORTATION Policy Plan - Final November 2010
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Figure 3-5: 2030 Planned Transitways
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Another example of multimodal integration and efficiency comes from the 
2010 Comprehensive Statewide Freight and Passenger Rail Plan. Coordination 
between freight rail system investments along with standardization for 
passenger rail development showed very considerable savings when managed 
systematically rather than on a corridor-by-corridor basis.

RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS

MnDOT and its local partners have put a high value on innovation as a strategy 
for improving both transportation system performance and the efficiency of 
transportation agencies. Transparency and accountability are cornerstones 
for MnDOT that call for input from the public and transportation partners. The 
views of users of the transportation system about performance and future 
needs have been regularly tapped through market research and policy plan 
development. In addition to an annual outreach survey, thousands have been 
engaged over the past two years in helping to identify what Minnesotans feel 
contributes to their quality of life and how transportation helps or hinders.

Substantial research also is supported every year that helps to identify 
better, more durable, or efficient materials and methods for improving the 
safety and efficiency of the transportation system. Analysis of travel behavior 
and priorities as well as potential future system management and funding 
innovations all add insights that help shape future statewide plans. For 
example, MnDOT’s Study of Long-Range Solutions for Transportation Funding 
considers implications of increasing vehicle efficiency, fuel type (including 
electric vehicles), changing travel patterns, and fuel price volatility on gas  
tax-based revenue levels and other implications.
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Connecting to the Minnesota GO Vision

Even in the few years since the 2009 plan was developed, there have been 
dozens of plans and studies completed that improve our understanding of 
Minnesota’s transportation system and options to manage it over the coming 
years. Chapter 6 “How do I get more information?” includes links to these 
resources and additional information.

A key difference for this 2012 Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan 
update is that it has been shaped substantially by the Minnesota GO Vision for 
transportation in Minnesota—a statement of the long-range (50-year) Vision 
and Guiding Principles for our transportation system (see Chapter 1 “Where 
are we going?”). Extensive public engagement and stakeholder input shaped 
the Minnesota GO Vision which was adopted in November 2011. Chapter 4 
“How will we guide ourselves moving forward?” synthesizes this rich 
background to shape a framework of objectives and strategies that will help 
MnDOT and other transportation partners implement projects, programs, and 
services to better align with the Minnesota GO Vision.
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Chapter 4

HOW WILL WE GUIDE OURSELVES 
MOVING FORWARD?
Objectives and related strategies that will help achieve the 
Minnesota GO Vision
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HOW WILL WE GUIDE OURSELVES 
MOVING FORWARD?
In light of the challenges and opportunities that will influence transportation 
over the next 20 years, this plan focuses on six objectives and subsequent 
strategies that create a foundation for making progress toward the Minnesota 
GO Vision. The Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles provide the basis 
for everything in this plan. The objectives and strategies were crafted having 
considered the key elements of the Vision—Minnesota’s quality of life, 
environmental health, and economic competitiveness. Additionally, federal and 
state requirements were also an integral part of the objective development. 
Furthermore, in identifying critical topics and developing the specific strategies 
for this plan, existing policies from a number of MnDOT plans as well as plans 
from other transportation partners were reviewed and checked against the 
Vision and Guiding Principles.

It is important to ensure that progress will be made over the coming years to 
improve the transportation system and move toward the desired outcomes of 
the Vision. Widespread use of the Vision and Guiding Principles is one way 
to move toward achieving the desired future for Minnesota’s transportation 
system. 

All transportation partners are engaged in some activities that work toward 
realizing the Vision on a daily basis. The goal of this plan is not to reiterate 
these efforts but to focus on key areas where additional action is needed 
and to identify pivotal steps for the upcoming years. As such, the objectives 
and strategies do not capture all that is needed to make positive impacts. 
Every mode may not be addressed equally, however, the next tier of MnDOT’s 
Minnesota GO planning effort, the modal investment plans, will apply the 
Vision and Guiding Principles and address how these objectives and strategies 
apply directly to each mode.

Linking the adopted Vision to what is being said in this plan as well as the 
subsequent plans is important. Figure 4-1 provides an example of how a 
desired outcome of the Vision is carried through the objectives and strategies 
of this plan. While this serves as an overall example, each objective in 
this chapter includes an example that illustrates a strong connection to a 
Minnesota GO Vision statement and Guiding Principle. 

Figure 4-1: Connecting the Vision

Minnesota GO Vision
Desired Outcome: The system connects 
Minnesota’s primary assets–the people, natural 
resources and businesses within the state–to 
each other and to markets and resources outside 
the state and country.

Minnesota GO Vision
Guiding Principles: Ensure regional 
connections–Key regional centers need to be 
connected to each other through multiple modes 
of transportation.

Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan
Objective: Critical Connections–Identify 
global, national, statewide, regional, and 
local transportation connections essential 
for Minnesotans’ prosperity and quality of 
life; maintain and improve those connections 
by maximizing return-on-investment, given 
constrained resources; and consider new 
connections.

Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan
Strategy: Work together to define priority 
networks for all modes based on connectivity and 
accessibility.
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Partners

Public and private interests and all levels of government are involved in 
transportation planning in order to provide a system that meets people’s 
transportation needs. Some are responsible for the delivery of the system, 
either a specific mode or at a specific level. Others are responsible for providing 
guiding input, either technical or advocating for a specific interest. The key 
players that this plan relies on to develop, manage, and operate Minnesota’s 
multimodal transportation system are outlined below. In addition to the 
partners identified below, state and federal legislators and leaders and the 
general public are also active participants in the state’s transportation system. 

•	 Transportation partners—Transportation Partners include all parties 
responsible for the delivery of the state’s transportation system. This 
includes local, regional, state, tribal, federal, private sector, and other 
partners and includes all modes of transportation.

•	 Local partners—Partners primarily serving local areas include agencies 
and organizations responsible for transportation systems and decisions at 
the local level. Primarily this includes cities, counties, townships, public 
transit providers, ports, and airports.

•	 Regional partners—Regional partners include both MPOs and RDCs. 
Regional partners are primarily involved in the planning and programming 
of transportation projects. However, there are different levels of 
involvement, responsibilities, and requirements for the different regional 
partners.

•	 State partners—State partners include all state agencies and 
organizations with a statewide mission in Minnesota that have 
transportation interests or impacts. Key state partners include MnDOT, 
the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development 
(DEED), the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH), the Minnesota 
Department of Agriculture (MDA), the Minnesota Chamber of Commerce, 
the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency (MHFA), the Minnesota 
Department of Public Safety (DPS), the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA), the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
and Explore Minnesota Tourism.
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•	 Tribal partners—Tribal partners include the 11 sovereign nations of 
American Indian peoples with jurisdiction over lands and resources 
within Minnesota: Bois Forte Band of Chippewa, Fond du Lac Band of 
Lake Superior, Grand Portage Band of Lake Superior, Leech Lake Band 
of Ojibwe, Lower Sioux Community, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe, Prairie 
Island Indian Community, Red Lake Nation, Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux 
Community, Upper Sioux Community, and White Earth Nation. 

•	 Federal partners—Federal partners include federal agencies that 
provide a necessary source of federal funding and have policies that 
impact the delivery of the state’s transportation system. Primarily this 
includes direct policies and regulations from the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT), including the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and others. 
However, other agencies such as the Environmental Protection Agency, 
Housing and Urban Development, Department of Commerce/Economic 
Development Administration, U.S. Corps of Engineers, and Fish and 
Wildlife Service can indirectly impact transportation decisions. 

•	 Private sector partners—Private sector partners include transportation 
advocates, non-profits, developers, and private industry. Developers play 
an important investment role in bringing new transportation infrastructure 
to Minnesota communities. Private industry partners that own and operate 
parts of the overall transportation system consist primarily of railroads and 
other shippers and carriers. 

Guiding Principles

The development, maintenance, and operation of a transportation system 
that enhances quality of life and supports Minnesota’s prosperity while 
minimizing impacts to the environment depend on coordination between all 
units of government and between public and private sectors—not only for 
transportation facilities and services, but for the land uses and development 
practices that shape our communities. The Minnesota GO Guiding Principles 
were adopted to serve as a compass or touchstone for all transportation 
partners to help guide progress toward achieving the Vision for a multimodal 
transportation system that maximizes the health of people, the environment, 
and the economy.  The Guiding Principles are identified on the following page. 
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

The following principles will guide future policy and investment decisions 
for all forms of transportation throughout the state. These are listed in no 
particular order. The principles are intended to be used collectively.

Leverage public investments to achieve multiple purposes:  
The transportation system should support other public purposes, such  
as environmental stewardship, economic competitiveness, public health 
and energy independence.

Ensure accessibility: The transportation system must be accessible 
and safe for users of all abilities and incomes. The system must provide 
access to key resources and amenities throughout communities.

Build to a maintainable scale: Consider and minimize long-term 
obligations—don’t overbuild. The scale of the system should reflect  
and respect the surrounding physical and social context of the facility. 
The transportation system should affordably contribute to the overall 
quality of life and prosperity of the state.

Ensure regional connections: Key regional centers need to be 
connected to each other through multiple modes of transportation.

Integrate safety: Systematically and holistically improve safety for all 
forms of transportation. Be proactive, innovative and strategic in creating 
safe options.

Emphasize reliable and predictable options: The reliability of the 
system and predictability of travel time are frequently as important or 
more important than speed. Prioritize multiple multimodal options over 
reliance on a single option.

Strategically fix the system: Some parts of the system may need 
to be reduced while other parts are enhanced or expanded to meet 
changing demand. Strategically maintain and upgrade critical existing 
infrastructure.

Use partnerships: Coordinate across sectors and jurisdictions to make 
transportation projects and services more efficient.
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While all eight principles may not apply in every instance, taken together, the 
principles are a tool for transportation planning, evaluating alternatives and 
trade-offs, and making decisions about investment priorities. The following 
bullets are a few potential ways the Guiding Principles may be used: 

•	 Transportation partners communicate and encourage the use of the 
Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles.

•	 Local and regional partners consider and incorporate the Guiding 
Principles into their transportation planning activities.

•	 State and federal partners consider how their policies and actions can 
support the Guiding Principles.

•	 MnDOT integrates the Guiding Principles into modal investment plans and 
programming decisions.

Objectives and Strategies

The objectives and subsequent strategies on the following pages are listed 
in no particular order. Their order is not meant to indicate priority; all are 
critical focus areas for the upcoming years.  Under each objective heading 
is the objective statement—a few key phrases that describe the goal that 
transportation partners are working toward. Following the objective statement 
is supporting text that provides the context for each objective—background 
information and what each objective is about. The subsequent bulleted list 
is the strategies identified for each objective. The bold part of each bullet is 
the strategy itself, followed by text to better clarify each strategy through 
description or examples.
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A connection to  
 Vision/Guiding Principles 

IS FLEXIBLE AND 
NIMBLE ENOUGH TO 
ADAPT TO CHANGES 
IN SOCIETY, 
TECHNOLOGY, THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND 
THE ECONOMY

The Vision identifies a future system that 
is able to adapt to changes in society, 
technology, the environment, and the 
economy. Transparency and communication 
are critical to understanding trends and 
changes, making it possible to adapt the 
system to meet shifting needs.

USE PARTNERSHIPS

The Guiding Principles 
call for partnerships to 
be used in making future 
policy and investment 
decisions, to coordinate across sectors 
and jurisdictions, and to be more efficient. 
The accountability, transparency, and 
communication objective emphasizes the 
importance of partnership and collaboration. 
The strategies identify a number of ways in 
which all transportation partners can work 
together and with the public to create a 
better transportation system for Minnesota. 
Some ways in which the strategies respond 
are educating stakeholders and improving 
coordination and communication.

1.	 ACCOUNTABILITY, TRANSPARENCY, AND  
	 COMMUNICATION

Make transportation system decisions through processes that are open 
and supported by data and analysis; provide for and support coordination, 
collaboration, and innovation; and ensure efficient and effective use of 
resources.

	 What This Is About

The importance of accountability, transparency, and communication to 
the transportation decision-making process is recognized and supported 
in federal legislation and state regulations. Current legislation calls out 
specific requirements for state departments of transportation and MPOs 
related to public involvement and collaboration. 

While legislation related to public participation is important, true 
accountability, transparency, and communication go beyond just meeting 
requirements. They are about building public trust, one of MnDOT’s 
priorities. Since the majority of transportation funding comes from the 
public through fees and taxes, transportation decision-makers need to be 
accountable for the system they provide, ensuring that public resources 
are used efficiently and effectively. This means achieving the most 
“bang for the buck” on transportation investments, including completing 
projects on time and within budget as well as performing timely and 
efficient operations and maintenance. Additionally, it is the responsibility 
of transportation providers to continually explore technology, innovation, 
and the driving forces behind the system as important tools for improving 
transportation planning processes and increasing the efficiency of the 
transportation system.

Transportation decision-makers are stewards of the transportation 
system and have the responsibility to be open about how and why 
decisions are made. Communication is an essential component of this 
transparency. Good communication is not just making information 
available, but also making it easy to find and understand. Education is the 
foundation for understanding. This includes telling the big-picture story of 
the transportation system and the importance of investing in it.
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Strategies

•	 Work with users of the system to better understand what is 
important to meet their needs today and what will matter 
tomorrow. Consistent with the guidance of Hear Every Voice, 
transportation partners should evaluate and implement technologies 
and other improved methods to engage transportation users. In 
particular, it is important to identify more effective means to engage 
non-English speaking and other traditionally underserved populations. 
For example, Metro Transit currently conducts a biannual, on-board 
transit rider survey to capture riders’ opinions and perceptions about 
effectiveness and importance of transit service and communications 
to inform future decision making. MnDOT has relied on market 
research as a way to tap into citizen’s priorities and perspectives. 
This work has recently explored how Minnesotans define quality 
of life (QOL) and how transportation is a benefit or hinderance. 
Additionally, the La Crosse Area Planning Committee, through their 
Coulee Vision 2050 process, is using engagement tools such as 
surveys and focus groups to gather input from area residents related 
to the future of transportation and land use.

•	 Align all plans and performance measures with the 
Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles, Statewide 
Multimodal Transportation Plan objectives and strategies, and 
how Minnesotans define quality of life. MnDOT is a leader in the 
use of performance measures to evaluate services and guide plans, 
and will continue to use them to track progress toward meeting 
state priorities. The Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles will 
require making adjustments to how MnDOT tracks and measures 
condition and performance of the transportation system. MnDOT 
will also track its performance by annually reporting progress toward 
meeting each of the identified Statewide Multimodal Transportation 
Plan objectives and strategies.

Who will act?

MNDOT

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS
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•	 Educate stakeholders on systemwide and project-specific 
transportation issues. Important topics include system- and 
project-level funding, the benefits and limitations of transportation 
investments, involvement opportunities, the status of ongoing 
projects, as well as project selection and overall decision-making, 
including trade-offs. Providing open, honest, accessible, and timely 
information will allow the following common questions to be 
answered: (1) How are projects identified and by whom? (2) Where 
does the money come from and how is it spent? (3) What are the 
benefits of transportation investments? (4) What are the goals for our 
transportation system and progress toward these goals? (5) What is 
the timeline for a specific project? (6) How and when do stakeholders 
get involved? 

•	 Improve early communication and coordination on projects 
to minimize resource use and maximize benefits. Coordinating 
early in the planning process may present opportunities to combine 
resources and leverage public and private investments. This 
allows transportation projects to address multiple needs, including 
non-transportation issues and goals related to health, housing, 
the environment, and economy. For example, MnDOT currently 
coordinates with MDH through the Statewide Health Improvement 
Program on collaborative projects that increase biking and walking.

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS
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2.	 TRAVELER SAFETY 

Safeguard travelers, transportation facilities, and services; apply proven 
strategies to reduce fatalities and serious injuries for all travel modes.

	 What This Is About

Safety is a top priority for Minnesota.  MnDOT is partnering with  
the Minnesota Department of Public Safety (DPS) and Minnesota 
Department of Health (MDH) on the Toward Zero Deaths (TZD) program.  
This program is the state’s cornerstone traffic safety initiative with the 
goal to raise awareness of traffic safety issues and develop tools to 
reduce the number of deaths and injuries resulting from traffic crashes in 
Minnesota. 

Traveler safety applies to all users on all types of transportation and 
involves an integrated approach that includes the “4Es” of safety—
education, enforcement, engineering, and emergency medical and trauma 
services. MnDOT, in coordination with DPS and MDH, has also developed 
a Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) that brings together all safety 
plans and programs from agencies and advocacy groups working to 
improve transportation safety.

An example of a contributing plan to the SHSP is the annual Commercial 
Vehicle Safety Plan (CVSP) where MnDOT and DPS coordinate to further 
enhance safety and reduce the number of commercial vehicle crashes 
and fatalities. This plan outlines the state’s commercial motor vehicle 
safety objectives, strategies, activities, and performance measures.

	

A connection to Vision/Guiding 
Principles 

PROVIDES SAFE, 
CONVENIENT, 
EFFICIENT AND 
EFFECTIVE 
MOVEMENT OF 
PEOPLE AND GOODS

The Vision identifies a future system that 
provides safe travel of people and goods. 
The traveler safety strategies identify 
the key ways in which safe travel will be 
ensured and improved in the upcoming 
years. 

INTEGRATE SAFETY

The Guiding Principles 
call for future policy and 
investment decisions 
to systematically and 
holistically improve 
safety for all forms of transportation and 
to be proactive, innovative and strategic 
in creating safe options. Some ways in 
which the traveler safety objective and 
strategies respond include increasing 
involvement in Toward Zero Deaths (TZD), 
which provides a holistic, systematic and 
collaborative approach to safety; proactively 
sharing educational materials about safety 
related concerns; and supporting the use of 
technology and innovation to improve safety.
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Strategies

•	 Increase participation of all road authorities in the 
collaborative safety initiative TZD and explore new 
opportunities to work together to improve safety for all 
modes. TZD is a highly-successful, collaborative program aimed at 
eliminating fatal and life-changing injury crashes in Minnesota by 
strategically addressing education, enforcement, engineering, and 
emergency response issues. As the umbrella traffic safety program 
for Minnesota, all modes can adopt this integrated approach and 
leverage the statewide program structure to improve safety.

•	 Develop and share critical safety information and support 
educational initiatives. For example, the MDH supports 
educational programs related to bicycle safety for youth as a part 
of a broader goal of encouraging life-long active transportation, and 
improving safety for active transportation is an important component 
of MDH’s active living goals. DPS develops and distributes child 
passenger safety materials to child care centers, preschools, and 
teachers to help educate on keeping kids safe in vehicles. MnDOT 
provides educational information on rail crossings, work zone 
safety, distracted driving, and Share the Road, which is a statewide 
campaign targeted at bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists. 
Collaboration and coordination of these educational efforts is critical.

•	 Collaborate with law enforcement to promote compliance 
with traffic laws, affect driver behavior, and reduce unsafe 
driving practices for all modes. For example, cities, counties, 
MnDOT, and DPS work together on efforts to prevent impaired 
driving. Minnesota’s enhanced driving while intoxicated law 
enforcement efforts have been a factor in the continued reduction of 
alcohol-related crash deaths. Compliance of motorists, commercial 
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians with traffic laws plays an 
important role in improving safety for all modes.

•	 Work with local and regional partners that are public transit 
providers to ensure enforcement of safety and security 
requirements. For example, MnDOT provides continuing safety 
education and training for Greater Minnesota transit operators on 
topics such as passenger assistance, defensive driving, and driver 
and passenger safety. This also includes the development of vehicle 
and facility safety and security plans, implementation of drug and 
alcohol testing programs, and major incident reporting.  In the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area the Metropolitan Council is the primary 
entity with responsibility for transit passenger assistance and safety 
as well as transit operator training and security.

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT,  
METROPOLITAN 

COUNCIL
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•	 Ensure that transportation facilities are planned, engineered, 
operated, and maintained with consideration for the safety 
of all users. Transportation should be designed for the safety of 
all users regardless of socioeconomic status, individual ability, or 
choice of travel mode. For example, many local and regional partners 
have adopted Complete Streets ordinances or policies that change 
their approach to how roads are designed to enable safe access 
for drivers, transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Additionally, 
MnDOT and other transportation partners continually work to ensure 
the compliance of the transportation system with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

•	 Implement strategic and sustainable engineering solutions 
to improve traveler safety. This primarily includes systematically 
implementing improvements such as cable median barriers, rumble 
strips, intersection lighting, and turn lanes. Other examples include 
performing proper maintenance and improving access management. 
Technology can also play a critical role in improving traveler safety. 
Technology examples include intelligent transportation system 
applications such as intersection conflict warning systems, bus driver 
guidance assist systems, smart phone applications for the visually 
impaired, emergency vehicle preemption, as well as electronic air 
navigation aids and positive train control technology, which is train 
location and collision avoidance technology for freight and passenger 
rail service.

•	 Work with emergency medical and trauma services to reduce 
response time and increase survivability. Implementation and 
support of a statewide trauma system is critical. Law enforcement 
officers are often first responders to the scene of a crash and it is 
important that their first responder training be current.

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION 
PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL, AND 

TRIBAL PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION 
PARTNERS
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3.	 TRANSPORTATION IN CONTEXT 

Make fiscally responsible decisions that respect and complement 
the natural, cultural, and social context; and integrate land uses and 
transportation systems to leverage public and private investments.

	 What This Is About

Transportation projects do not occur in a vacuum; they are surrounded 
by context. Context refers to the things people care about—the people, 
places, and circumstances of their lives. Transportation and context are 
intrinsically linked, and together they shape the communities where 
life takes place. It is important that transportation decisions are made 
with consideration of contextual elements such as land use, energy 
consumption, the environment, economy, public health, and the needs of 
traditionally underserved populations. Transportation decisions impact 
the surrounding context; they can shape the ways in which people live, 
work, play, and access services. More importantly, the surrounding 
context should impact transportation decisions. Not all places are 
the same; there is no one size fits all solution. Considering context 
when making transportation decisions leads to projects that are safer, 
sustainable in scale, and tailored to the specific places in which they 
exist—projects that respect and complement the economy, environment, 
and quality of life of a place. 

MnDOT has embraced the importance of context through its Context 
Sensitive Solutions (CSS) initiative. CSS has proven itself as a principle-
based and benefit-driven approach that can better serve and balance 
the needs of all transportation stakeholders and users more successfully 
and cost-effectively within existing constraints. MnDOT has identified 
integration of CSS principles and best practices as one of the highest 
priorities for the department. Specific to transportation project 
development and maintenance, CSS is defined as an approach that leads 
to preserving and enhancing scenic, aesthetic, historic, community, and 
environmental resources while improving or preserving transportation 
safety, mobility, and infrastructure conditions. CSS requires ongoing 
and broad-based involvement of interdisciplinary perspectives and 
stakeholders to foster the continuing communication and collaboration 
that build and achieve consensus in decision-making. Other familiar 
programs and initiatives, such as sustainability, Safe Routes to 
School, Complete Streets, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements and opportunities, can be implemented more effectively 
with a CSS approach.

A connection to Vision/Guiding 
Principles 

RECOGNIZES AND 
RESPECTS THE 
IMPORTANCE, 
SIGNIFICANCE 
AND CONTEXT OF 
PLACE—NOT JUST 
AS DESTINATIONS, BUT ALSO WHERE 
PEOPLE LIVE, WORK, LEARN, PLAY AND 
ACCESS SERVICES

The Vision identifies a future system that 
recognizes the importance of place—where 
people live, work, learn, play and access 
services. The transportation in context 
objective and strategies will help ensure 
that transportation decisions lead to projects 
that are sustainable and consider their 
surroundings. 

LEVERAGE PUBLIC 
INVESTMENTS TO 
ACHIEVE MULTIPLE 
PURPOSES

The Guiding Principles 
call for future policy and investment 
decisions that leverage public money 
to achieve multiple purposes, that in 
addition to meeting transportation needs 
also support other public purposes such 
as environmental stewardship, economic 
competiveness, public health, and energy 
independence. Some ways in which the 
transportation in context objective and 
strategies respond include integrating 
land use and transportation to leverage 
both public and private money; planning, 
designing, developing and maintaining 
projects consistent with CSS; and 
minimizing adverse impacts to Minnesota’s 
natural and cultural resources.
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	 Strategies

•	 Support the development of land use plans or policies that 
minimize long-term costs by taking advantage of investments 
made in existing and planned infrastructure. Transportation 
and land use are fundamentally linked and must be supportive of 
one another. Community land use plans and complementary zoning 
are important tools to enhance the efficiency and affordability of 
the transportation system. Local land use decisions can have great 
impacts on transportation that affect the economy, environment, 
energy use, public health, and quality of life not just at the local 
level but regionally and statewide. The parties responsible for land 
use and transportation decisions should recognize the connection 
between land use and transportation and work together to coordinate 
plans, projects, and services. Where appropriate, Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) is a tool for accommodating and maximizing 
walking, bicycling and transit through higher density residential 
and commercial development. TOD often incorporates features to 
encourage transit ridership.

•	 Work together to improve accessibility and safety for 
everyone traveling on, along, and across roads. Examples 
range from improved pedestrian crossings, consideration of truck 
movements in intersection design, and accommodating transit 
stops. Additionally, the Complete Streets initiative seeks to develop 
a balanced transportation system that integrates all modes, safely 
includes transportation users regardless of socioeconomic status or 
individual ability, and enhances quality of life. MnDOT is committed 
to the principles of Complete Streets and is working with an external 
advisory group to articulate a Complete Streets vision and policy. 

•	 Plan, design, develop, and maintain projects in a way that 
is consistent with the principles of CSS. The principles of CSS 
lead to projects that consider alternatives; address environmental, 
economic, and social needs; involve a broad range of stakeholders; 
and create lasting value for communities. MnDOT will also increase 
the content and availability of CSS resources and training that serve 
internal and external stakeholders who seek to better understand, 
apply, and advance CSS implementation and best practices.

Who will act?

MNDOT,  
LOCAL, AND  

TRIBAL PARTNERS

Who will act?

LOCAL, REGIONAL, AND  
TRIBAL PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT
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•	 Work together to support and implement both system-wide 
and project-specific approaches to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate adverse impacts to Minnesota’s natural and cultural 
resources. It is important to address these concerns at the project 
level while still considering broader impacts such as air pollution 
and greenhouse gas emissions, water quality, and noise impacts 
from transportation system operation and use. For example, MnDOT 
currently implements a system-wide wetland banking program to 
address project-specific wetland mitigation.

•	 Support statewide economic vitality and create and maintain 
jobs through transportation infrastructure investments. MnDOT 
will work with public and private partners, such as DEED, to define 
economic development objectives and leverage local and private 
resources through the use of Transportation Economic Development 
funding. All transportation stakeholders should continue to be 
actively involved to ensure that the projects selected for funding 
achieve net economic gains for the state.

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION 
PARTNERS
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4.	 CRITICAL CONNECTIONS

Identify global, national, statewide, regional, and local transportation 
connections essential for Minnesotans’ prosperity and quality of life; 
maintain and improve these connections by maximizing return-on 
investment, given constrained resources; and consider new connections.

	 What This Is About

Each person identifies different connections as critical based on where 
they live and their individual needs. In urban areas, critical connections 
may mean providing safe and reliable alternatives to driving during 
peak travel periods. In rural areas, it may mean roadway connections to 
regional centers for both people and goods. Critical connections also vary 
by type of transportation. For example, the key connections needed for 
driving may be different than those for transit, bicycling or walking. There 
also are different scales of connections. There are connections that move 
people and goods across the state, connections that move people and 
goods throughout a region, and connections that move people and goods 
within a community. All of these connections are important to the overall 
economic prosperity and quality of life in Minnesota. 

While many types of connections are important, given finite resources, 
it is necessary to set priorities to provide complete, efficient, and 
affordable movement of both people and goods. Though all connections 
are important to someone at some time, there are critical connections 
that serve as the backbone for movement across and within Minnesota. 
Identifying, maintaining, and enhancing these priority connections 
are shared responsibilities. As a state agency, MnDOT, in cooperation 
with other transportation stakeholders, strives to ensure connections 
that move people and goods across the state and within regions. This 
includes, but is not limited to, roadways, waterways, intercity and 
regional bus, airports, and rail. MPOs, as regional units of government, 
strive to ensure connections that move people and goods throughout 
their region. This means developing regional transportation plans and 
programming projects of regional significance. Local units of government, 
such as cities and counties, strive to ensure connections that move 
people and goods within their community. This could mean an integrated 
network of local roads, safe options to bicycle and walk, or last-mile 
freight connections. All connections regardless of level, location, or 
transportation type need to be developed in coordination with one 
another to ensure a truly connected Minnesota.

A connection to Vision/Guiding 
Principles 

CONNECTS 
MINNESOTA’S 
PRIMARY 
ASSETS—THE 
PEOPLE, NATURAL 
RESOURCES AND 
BUSINESSES WITHIN THE STATE—TO 
EACH OTHER AND TO MARKETS AND 
RESOURCES OUTSIDE THE STATE AND 
COUNTRY

The Vision identifies a future system that 
connects the people, natural resources, 
and businesses of Minnesota not only to 
each other but also to outside the state and 
country as well. The critical connections 
objective and strategies will help ensure the 
key connections are identified, maintained, 
and enhanced where appropriate.

ENSURE REGIONAL 
CONNECTIONS

The Guiding Principles 
call for future policy 
and investment 
decisions that ensure key regional centers 
are connected to each other through 
multiple modes of transportation. Some 
ways in which the critical connections 
objective and strategies respond include 
developing intercity passenger rail, 
improving intercity bus and transit services, 
and improving freight operations and 
connections.
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	 Strategies

•	 Apply multimodal solutions that ensure a high return-
on-investment, given constrained resources, and that 
complement the unique social, natural and economic 
features of Minnesota. This approach will be applied throughout 
the state and across modes. In Greater Minnesota examples may 
include coordinating signal timing along a corridor, reducing risk at 
intersections, and extending transit service both in terms of area and 
hours of service. In the Twin Cities, the Metropolitan Council has 
identified what it calls “lower cost, high benefit” projects as primary 
focus areas for addressing congestion and improving safety.

•	 Support and develop multimodal connections that are 
accessible for all Minnesotans regardless of socioeconomic 
status or individual ability. The connections should enhance 
quality of life by providing links to key resources and amenities 
within communities and throughout the state. For example, local and 
regional partners are working to provide active, safe transportation 
options for bicycling and walking to school through the Safe Routes 
to School program. The St. Cloud Area Planning Organization included 
Safe Routes to School planning for a number of schools as a part of 
the development of a City-Wide Transportation Plan for the City of 
Sauk Rapids.

•	 Work together to define priority networks for all modes based 
on connectivity and accessibility. This means identifying the 
connections essential for local, regional, statewide, national, or 
global travel to ensure that Minnesotans can reach the destinations 
important to them. This may include both existing and proposed 
facilities. Priority networks should be defined at the local, regional, 
statewide, national, and global levels. MnDOT will focus on priorities 
for travel across the state and within regions, MPOs will focus 
on travel throughout their metropolitan area, and local units of 
government will focus on travel within their community. Coordination 
with all transportation partners is necessary to ensure connectivity 
between the priority networks at all levels and across all modes. For 
example, the Metropolitan Council, in its 2030 Transportation Policy 
Plan, has identified the metropolitan highway network and a system 
of transitways as priority areas for investment within the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area. MnDOT has identified the interregional corridor 
system and supplemental freight routes as the priority roadway 
network for connectivity and accessibility in Greater Minnesota. 

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL, AND  

TRIBAL PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION 
PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL, AND  

TRIBAL PARTNERS
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•	 Collaborate to provide greater accessibility and more efficient 
movement of goods and people throughout the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area. As the major population and economic center 
in the state, the efficient movement of goods and people into and 
throughout the region are critical to the overall economy and quality 
of life in Minnesota. Multimodal options including transit, bicycling, 
and walking are important contributors to the efficient movement of 
people throughout the region. A better defined and connected freight 
network—air, rail, truck, ports, and waterways—will provide greater 
accessibility, more efficient movement of goods, and contribute to 
the overall economy and quality of life of the region and state. The 
Metropolitan Council has identified active traffic management, the 
development of a managed lane system, and the expansion of the 
metropolitan area transit system as primary focus areas for reducing 
congestion and improving safety.

•	 Work together to improve the connections between transit 
services to provide greater transportation options for travel 
within and between cities. Primary partners include MPOs, 
RDCs, local human service agencies, transit providers, and other 
local agencies. For example, the RDCs and MPOs developed Human 
Service Public Transit Local Coordination Plans to identify strategies 
and potential projects to coordinate transit services for older adults, 
persons with disabilities, and low-income populations.

•	 Work to develop intercity passenger rail and improve intercity 
bus service for better connections between cities and regions 
in Minnesota and across the nation. For example, MnDOT 
and partners will work to advance intercity passenger rail projects 
incrementally and simultaneously as demand warrants and funding is 
identified.

•	 Work together to ensure the people and businesses of 
Minnesota have convenient access to the air transportation 
network. Air transportation provides a critical connection to markets 
and resources outside the state and country. Providing viable 
connections may include maintaining or enhancing airline services 
in the Twin Cities and in Greater Minnesota where appropriate. Air 
transportation connections are essential to enhancing Minnesota’s 
role in a globally competitive economy.

Who will act?

MNDOT,  
THE METROPOLITAN  
COUNCIL AND LOCAL  

AND PRIVATE-SECTOR  
PARTNERS 

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL , AND  

TRIBAL PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL , TRIBAL,  

FEDERAL, AND  
PRIVATE SECTOR 

PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL, REGIONAL,  
FEDERAL AND PRIVATE SECTOR  
PARTNERS AND NEIGHBORING  

STATES AND PROVINCES 
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•	 Work together to improve freight operations and connections 
for better access to the transportation system. Important 
freight connections include last-mile links for manufacturers 
and distribution centers; farm-to-market routes; forestry access; 
terminals on the rail, waterway, and air cargo systems; and others. 
Protecting and improving these connections is an essential part of 
ensuring the prosperity of Minnesota. As an example, the Duluth-
Superior Metropolitan Interstate Council formed a Harbor Technical 
Advisory Committee to discuss harbor-related issues and concerns, 
promote the harbor’s economic and environmental importance 
to the community, and provide sound planning and management 
recommendations to decision makers. Other near-term activities 
may include using region-level freight studies to inform planning and 
decision making, reviewing the designations of National Highway 
System terminals, identifying and preserving a network of routes 
appropriate for oversize/overweight truck loads, and defining a 
primary freight network.

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL, REGIONAL, AND  
FEDERAL PARTNERS, NEIGHBORING  

STATES AND PROVINCES, AND 
PRIVATE SHIPPERS AND CARRIERS



PAGE 77CHAPTER 4  HOW WILL WE GUIDE OURSELVES MOVING FORWARD?

5.	 ASSET MANAGEMENT

Strategically maintain and operate transportation assets; rely on system 
data, partners’ needs, and public expectations to inform decisions; put 
technology and innovation to work to improve efficiency and performance; 
and recognize that the system should change over time.

	 What This Is About

Asset management is a systematic process of cost-effectively operating, 
maintaining, and upgrading assets once they are built or purchased. 
It includes both keeping individual assets viable as well as managing 
for long-term system needs, including adjusting for change. Asset 
management involves planning for the appropriate changes that will 
allow the system to adapt to future needs. This includes supporting 
research that helps improve materials and practices to be more efficient 
and effective. In strategic asset management, it is essential to set 
priorities and manage based on those priorities. This includes making 
appropriate trade-offs when necessary. It is critical to think in terms of 
risk and to assess likely impacts to Minnesota’s quality of life, economy 
and the environment.

Transportation assets include all aspects of the transportation system 
such as travel ways, vehicles, and support facilities. Examples include 
waterways, rail trackage, trails, roadways, runways, airspace, and transit 
vehicles.

A connection to Vision/Guiding 
Principles 

PROVIDES SAFE, 
CONVENIENT, 
EFFICIENT AND 
EFFECTIVE 
MOVEMENT OF 
PEOPLE AND GOODS

The Vision identifies a future system that 
provides for safe, efficient and effective 
travel of both people and goods. The asset 
management objective and strategies will 
help ensure that assets of the transportation 
system are properly operated, maintained 
and upgraded.

STRATEGICALLY FIX 
THE SYSTEM

The Guiding Principles 
call for future policy and 
investment decisions to 
be aimed at strategically 
fixing the system, to maintain and upgrade 
critical existing infrastructure and to 
recognize that some parts of the system 
may need to be reduced. Some ways in 
which the asset management objective and 
strategies respond include giving priority 
to maintaining and operating assets on 
identified priority networks, supporting 
technology and innovation to improve 
system performance, and recognizing that 
the system should change over time.
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	 Strategies

•	 Prioritize maintaining and operating assets on identified 
priority networks. Based on recent revenue projections, it will not 
be feasible to maintain all assets in current condition or better over 
the short to medium term. Given this outlook, MnDOT will work with 
its partners to define priority networks based on connectivity and 
accessibility and invest in these assets accordingly. These priority 
networks will be maintained to a higher standard than the rest of the 
systems. This may include strategically maintaining and upgrading 
critical existing infrastructure where appropriate.

•	 Keep Minnesota’s transportation system on a sustainable 
track for the future. Using a risk-based approach, make capital, 
operations, and maintenance investment decisions by considering 
impacts to the state’s economy, environment, and quality of life. 
Considering these potential impacts before making decisions allows 
the system to change over time to address present and future needs. 
Specifically, MnDOT will identify, assess, and manage the potential 
risks and trade-offs for the transportation assets within the agency’s 
control. MnDOT also will use a risk-based approach to identify 
appropriate investment levels for the agency’s assets.

•	 Ensure that safety, operations, and maintenance needs are 
considered and addressed in transportation planning and 
programming. Investment decisions have many implications in 
regards to safety, operations, and maintenance. For example, capital 
investments in technology add value but also carry with them 
additional operational and maintenance needs. It is critical that these 
implications are factored into the decision-making process during 
project planning and programming. 

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL, AND  

TRIBAL PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL, AND  

TRIBAL PARTNERS
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•	 Better align ownership of Minnesota’s roadways with 
statewide, regional, and local priorities. Working with critical 
partners, including cities, counties, and townships, MnDOT will 
initiate a comprehensive review of current roadway use and 
ownership and identify barriers to making ownership changes. 
Recommended adjustments will allow project selection to better 
reflect priorities at all levels.

•	 Work with transportation partners to implement a 	
transparent and collaborative approach to corridor investment 
along the state highway system. This approach will help MnDOT 
and partners generate and implement sustainable and cost-effective 
investment strategies that are consistent with MnDOT’s performance 
and risk-based investment framework and responsive to local 
priorities.

•	 Monitor and report system condition and identify investment 
needs for key transportation infrastructure that is owned and 
operated within the private sector. Transportation infrastructure 
owned and operated by the private sector is an important component 
of the overall transportation system in Minnesota. It is important 
that these private assets remain in good condition and connect to 
the publicly-owned system. Currently within the state, key privately-
owned transportation assets include select rail and port vehicles and 
facilities.

Who will act?

MNDOT

Who will act?

MNDOT AND  
PRIVATE SECTOR  

PARTNERS 

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION  
PARTNERS
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6.	 SYSTEM SECURITY 

Reduce system vulnerability and ensure system redundancy to meet 
essential travel needs during emergencies.

	 What This Is About

In times of emergency, the focus of the transportation system shifts to 
ensuring essential travel needs. Essential travel refers to the movement 
of goods and people that are critical to public well-being. This could 
mean ensuring access to hospitals and pharmacies, improving emergency 
response, as well as ensuring that food and supplies are able to reach all 
parts of Minnesota. 

System redundancy and reliability are important components to ensuring 
system security. It is important not only to have the availability of 
alternatives in both transportation route and type, but to have a system 
that is consistent.  In terms of reliability, it will be important to identify 
potential security risks the system may face in the next 20 years.	

	

A connection to Vision/Guiding 
Principles 

IS FLEXIBLE AND 
NIMBLE ENOUGH TO 
ADAPT TO CHANGES 
IN SOCIETY, 
TECHNOLOGY, THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND 
THE ECONOMY

The Vision identifies a future system that 
is adaptive, which, in essence, is a secure 
system. It is able to respond to emergency, 
disaster, and special events.

EMPHASIZE 
RELIABLE AND 
PREDICTABLE 
OPTIONS

The Guiding Principles 
call for future policy and investment 
decisions to recognize that reliability of the 
system and predictability of travel time are 
frequently as important as speed, and to 
prioritize multiple multimodal options over 
reliance on a single option. Reliability and 
options are the essence of system security. 
Meeting the system security objective 
means ensuring reliable options exist, 
that there is system redundancy to meet 
essential travel during emergencies. Some 
ways in which the system security objective 
and strategies respond include collaborating 
to ensure coordinated and timely response 
to security related events and expanding 
communications infrastructure across the 
state for more reliable and predictable 
dissemination of information.
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Strategies

•	 Collaborate with emergency planning efforts to ensure 
efficient and coordinated response to special, emergency, and 
disaster events. For example, MnDOT has developed an emergency 
response plan that provides for mitigation, response, and recovery to 
events that impact transportation. The emergency response plan is 
supplemented with mutual aid agreements with various agencies and 
local jurisdictions. Other individual organizations, including state and 
local agencies, emergency responders, and public transit providers 
also have prepared emergency response plans. The Grand Forks - 
East Grand Forks Metropolitan Planning Organization has established 
a Bridge Traffic Incident Management Plan to address traffic impacts 
during closure of any of the four major bridges across the Red River 
in their area.

•	 Expand emergency communications infrastructure 
across the state. MnDOT maintains a statewide shared safety 
communication system for Minnesota public safety providers through 
a communication backbone service known as the Allied Radio Matrix 
for Emergency Response.

•	 Collaborate with local emergency management to address 
security issues in their planning efforts. This includes, as 
appropriate, emergency relief and disaster preparedness plans as 
well as strategies and policies that support homeland security and 
safeguard the personal security of all users. For example, MPOs 
address system security issues in their long range transportation 
plans.

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION 
PARTNERS

Who will act?

MNDOT, LOCAL,  
REGIONAL, AND 

TRIBAL PARTNERS

Who will act?

TRANSPORTATION 
PARTNERS
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OVER THE NEXT 20 YEARS

It is important to track the outcome of this plan to gauge whether progress is 
being made toward achievement of the objectives and the broader Minnesota 
GO Vision. As a part of this tracking, MnDOT has identified a number of 
performance measures, targets, and indicators that are regularly evaluated  
and reported via the annual Minnesota Transportation Performance Report. 

For this Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, the identified strategies 
are key focus areas for the upcoming years, not a comprehensive list of every 
action related to transportation in Minnesota. In the upcoming years, the 
ongoing performance measurement efforts will continue along with broader, 
interagency summaries about the quality of life, economy, and public and 
environmental health of our state. All of this data, as well as customer and 
partner input, will help to identify whether the strategies have been realized 
and where more effort is required. Analysis of these outcomes will provide 
input for the next update of this plan. 

Over the next 20 years, strategic investments will be focused on maintaining 
and improving facilities, accessing travel options, managing congestion, and 
fostering greater safety. Closer coordination of land use and transportation 
resources can enhance our communities and neighborhoods. Technologies are 
evolving, which will facilitate achievement of some plan objectives during this 
timeframe. New capabilities for rail and urban transit systems are expected 
to progress. As the system is presently funded, constraints will force a focus 
toward preservation of aging infrastructure and resources. Alternatives that 
stretch resources, including new arrangements of roles and responsibilities, 
will be welcomed and supported. 
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Chapter 5

WHAT COMES NEXT FOR MnDOT?
Connecting the Minnesota GO Vision, Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan, and modal investment plans and 
identifying how performance measures will be used to 
guide investments



MINNESOTA GO  STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLANPAGE 84

This page intentionally left blank.



PAGE 85CHAPTER 5  WHAT COMES NEXT FOR MnDOT?

WHAT COMES NEXT FOR MnDOT? 
The Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles were shaped with the input of 
Minnesotans from all walks of life. They also draw from the plans and policies 
of the tribes, MPOs, and other regional and local transportation partners. 

The Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles with the objectives 
and strategies set out in Chapter 4 “How will we guide ourselves 
moving forward?” provide a framework for all transportation partners to 
work together to develop, maintain, and operate Minnesota’s multimodal 
transportation system more efficiently and effectively. They also provide the 
policy direction for MnDOT’s modal investment plans that come after this plan.

This chapter describes how the Minnesota GO Vision, Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan, and performance measures will be used to shape 
subsequent MnDOT plans and investment decisions. Additionally, it identifies 
how the objectives and strategies provide policy direction for MnDOT and  
serve as a framework or guidance for our partners moving forward. Working 
with our transportation partners through better coordination and collaboration 
is a priority.

Figure 5-1 shows the three main planning areas that make up the Minnesota 
GO planning process and provide the strategic planning framework for MnDOT, 
starting with the Vision and ending with the modal investment plans.

Figure 5-1: Minnesota GO Planning Areas

 Vision

Statewide  
Multimodal 

Transportation  
Plan

Modal  
Investment  

Plans
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Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan
Strategy: Work together to define priority 
networks for all modes based on connectivity and 
accessibility.

Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan
Objective: Critical Connections–Identify 
global, national, statewide, regional, and 
local transportation connections essential 
for Minnesotans’ prosperity and quality of 
life; maintain and improve those connections 
by maximizing return-on-investment, given 
constrained resources; and consider new 
connections.

MnDOT’s Family of Plans

Minnesota GO started with just the Minnesota GO 50-year Vision, but extends 
to an entire Family of Plans that provide direction for different transportation 
modes (highways, transit, rail, bikes, pedestrians, waterways, aviation). 

MnDOT’s Family of Plans includes four tiers of planning. The first two tiers 
of planning are the Minnesota GO Vision and the Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan. The third tier consists of the modal investment plans. 
The last tier is supporting plans which complement and inform the Statewide 
Multimodal Transportation Plan and modal investment plans. The Minnesota 
GO plans and other supporting plans provide the information that feeds into 
capital programs and operating plans. The main capital programming planning 
document is the four-year Statewide Transportation Improvement Program. 
Collectively, these four tiers of planning meet state and federal requirements. 

Linking the adopted Minnesota GO Vision to what is being said in this plan as 
well as the subsequent plans is important. Figure 5-2 provides an example of 
how a desired outcome of the Vision (connections) may carry through to the 
State Highway Investment Plan.

Figure 5-3 shows how MnDOT plans and programs fit together to make up the 
Family of Plans. Minnesota tribes, MPOs, RDCs, and other locals are part of 
MnDOT’s planning process from start to finish. 

MODAL INVESTMENT PLANS

MnDOT’s modal investment plans will use the Minnesota GO Vision and 
Guiding Principles and the objectives and strategies identified in this plan as 
their framework for development. These plans draw on a broad array of other 
plans and studies to set out mode-specific strategies, performance measures, 
performance-based needs over upcoming years, risk-based investment trade-
offs, and recommended priorities.

Modal investment plans will use risk-based planning to determine investment 
direction for the programming of available transportation funding. Each is 
updated every four to six years.

 

Minnesota GO Vision
Desired Outcome: The system connects 
Minnesota’s primary assets–the people, natural 
resources and businesses within the state–to 
each other and to markets and resources outside 
the state and country.

Minnesota GO Vision
Guiding Principles: Ensure regional 
connections–Key regional centers need to be 
connected to each other through multiple modes 
of transportation.

Modal Investment Plans: 
State Highway Investment Plan
Possible Strategy: Give priority to the 
Interregional Corridor System and supplemental 
freight routes.

Modal Investment Plans: 
State Highway Investment Plan
Possible Performance Measure: Establish 
higher performance targets for travel time and 
pavement condition along IRC and supplemental 
freight routes.

Figure 5-2: Connecting the Vision
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Figure 5-3: MnDOT Plans and Programs

MnDOT’s four modal investment plans are:

•	 State Aviation System Plan–This document broadly plans for Minnesota 
public airports. It informs decision making and guides the development of 
Minnesota’s system of airports. The State Aviation System Plan will be 
adopted in 2012.

•	 State Highway Investment Plan–This plan sets a performance-based, 20-
year plan for future capital improvements on Minnesota’s trunk highway 
system by prioritizing investments based on estimated risk. The next State 
Highway Investment Plan will be completed in 2013. 

•	 Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan–This plan sets priorities for 
transit investments and determines the level of funding necessary for 
the state to meet its transit needs in Greater Minnesota. The Greater 
Minnesota Transit Investment Plan was adopted in 2011.

•	 Minnesota Comprehensive Statewide Freight and Passenger Rail Plan–
This plan establishes guidance for Minnesota initiatives and investments 
for both freight and passenger rail services. The Comprehensive Statewide 
Freight and Passenger Rail Plan was adopted in 2010. 
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SUPPORTING PLANS

On-going monitoring of system performance offers feedback on the results of 
system investment decisions and provides key information about future needs 
to guide updates of the Family of Plans. MnDOT is currently in the process of 
completing a Bicycle Planning Study that will be a supporting document to 
the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan and State Highway Investment 
Plan. The study will assist in defining the Department’s approach to bicycle 
infrastructure investment.

Other Plans and Studies

Many other plans complement and inform the statewide plan, modal 
investment plans, and capital programs. These include long-range 
transportation plans shaped by Minnesota’s tribes and by seven designated 
MPOs that are developed in coordination with MnDOT. 

Other plans that directly influence strategies and investment priorities include 
the following federally-required plans:

•	 Minnesota Strategic Highway Safety Plan

•	 MnDOT Americans with Disabilities Act Transition Plan

•	 Intelligent Transportation Systems Architecture Plan 

•	 Transit/Human Services Coordination Plans

MnDOT-originated plans and studies also add fuller understanding of 
transportation system needs and options, for example:

•	 Minnesota Statewide Freight Plan and studies

•	 Interregional Corridor System

•	 Intercity Bus Network Study

•	 Bicycle and Pedestrian Resources and Guidance

•	 MnDOT Asset Management Plan (in development)

•	 �Highway System Operations Plan 

•	 Study of Transportation Long-range Funding Solutions 
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CAPITAL PROGRAMS

Investment priorities and funding programs are developed based on the information 
in the MnDOT Family of Plans. They are updated annually, taking into account 
changing conditions and reports about system performance. These documents guide 
implementation for construction, modal programs, and maintenance and operations 
within the constraints of available funds and resources.

Drawn together into the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program are 
priority lists of projects to be funded and implemented over the upcoming 
four years. MnDOT and transportation partners, including Minnesota tribes 
and MPOs, collaborate at the regional level to guide investment decisions 
by working through the ATPs to prioritize and select projects for funding and 
implementation. The Overview of Planning and Programming in Minnesota is 
a helpful source to explain these partnerships and transportation investment 
processes.
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Performance Measurement

The Minnesota GO planning process (Vision, Statewide Multimodal 
Transportation Plan, and modal investment plans) aims to enhance and protect 
the transportation assets and services that affect Minnesotans’ quality of 
life, environment, and economy. MnDOT will continually track economic and 
demographic trends as well as the effectiveness of the strategies identified 
in this plan. This information coupled with data about the multimodal 
transportation system’s condition and performance helps to identify best 
practices and ways to improve results.

Performance measures provide quantitative information to help make better 
investment decisions. They are an integral part of system management and 
have been used by MnDOT since the 1990s to evaluate services and guide 
plans, projects, and investments. Figure 5-4 includes selected existing MnDOT 
performance measures for each of the six objective areas of this plan that 
have been drawn from MnDOT’s ongoing performance management program. 
Performance measures are by no means static and should evolve to better align 
with the Minnesota GO Vision. 

Mode-specific performance measures and targets will be set by the highway, 
aviation, transit, and rail investment plans within the Family of Plans (e.g. 
pavement and bridge condition, miles of bicycle and walking facilities, 
installation of flight navigation aids, transit ridership and service availability, 
rail-grade crossing warnings). Measures such as snow/ice clearance time 
are also established for trunk highway operations. Each modal investment 
plan includes a comparison of measured system condition and performance, 
targets, and performance trends and concerns. The resulting understanding of 
system performance is then reflected in scenarios to compare risks of varying 
investment levels, strategies, and priorities. Final plans reflect public review 
and stakeholder input, setting a course for near-term investments and priorities 
over the following 20 years.

The Statewide Multimodal Transportation 
Plan and modal investment plans are 
updated every four to six years. In the 
interim, MnDOT provides an annual 
report on system performance. The report 
helps to understand how well planning 
strategies are working and whether any 
mid-course revisions are necessary. 
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Objective Area Performance Measures

Accountability, 
Transparency and 
Communication

Projects Let on Schedule, STIP Projects, Current Year: Percentage of projects in the first year of the STIP let 
in the planned year

Customer Satisfaction with Reliability of MnDOT Communications: Percentage of respondents to the 
Omnibus survey that rate the reliability of MnDOT Communications

Transportation in 
Context

Airport Airspace and Land that is Protected: Percentage of publicly funded Minnesota airports that have 
Airport Safety Zoning

Compliance with Criteria Air Pollutant Standards: Federal compliance standards. Outdoor levels of ozone, 
nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter

MnDOT Use of Cleaner Fuels: Gallons of fuel (with the percent ethanol subtracted) purchased for use in 
MnDOT on-road vehicles

Critical 
Connections

Travel Speed on Greater Minnesota Interregional Corridors (IRC): Percentage of Greater Minnesota 
Interregional Corridor miles meeting or close to target speed

Access to Scheduled Air Service: Percentage of Minnesota's population within 60 minutes of an airport with 
scheduled airline service

Travel Time Index (TTI) and National Ranking: Ratio of peak to free-flow travel time

Transit Ridership: Passengers served in the Twin Cities Region

Greater Minnesota Public Transit Bus Service Hours: Total number of public transit bus service hours 
provided compared to the total number of hours needed to meet transit demand

Greater Minnesota Transit Coverage: Number of Greater Minnesota counties with countywide transit service

Asset 
Management

Structural Condition of State Highway Bridges: National Bridge Inventory (NBI) Structural Condition Index

Ride Quality Index (RQI) for State Highway Pavements: Ride Quality Index

Bridge Inspection: On time routine and fracture critical bridge inspections

Snow and Ice Removal: Frequency of achieving bare lane within targeted number of hours

Traveler Safety
Fatalities on All Roads: Annual vehicle-related fatalities on all state and local roads

General Aviation Fatalities: Annual fatalities resulting from general aviation crashes in Minnesota

System Security

Traffic Signal, Lighting and ITS Maintenance (developmental)

Road Drainage Infrastructure Maintenance and Repair (developmental): Tracking of maintenance and 
repair of highest priority condition for (very poor condition) cross culverts - pipes that go underneath roadways

Figure 5-4: MnDOT Performance Measures
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Working With Transportation Partners 

Implementation of this plan’s policy framework relies on effective coordination 
and collaboration among Minnesota’s transportation partners. Working with our 
transportation partners through early and better coordination and collaboration 
is a priority. Both public outreach and stakeholder meetings during plan 
development identified this as the factor most critical to the success of 
Minnesota GO now and in the years to come.

MnDOT has a long-standing planning partnership with Minnesota’s MPOs. 
MPOs carry out a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive transportation 
planning process within the state’s larger urbanized areas. Both MnDOT and 
the MPOs share the responsibility of assuring that regional and statewide 
transportation plans align. Moving forward, MnDOT planners will participate 
in the development of MPO regional plans and work to ensure a high level of 
coordination and cooperation. 

Regular consultation with Minnesota’s tribes, participation on the Advocacy 
Council for Tribal Transportation, and co-sponsorship of Tribes and 
Transportation conferences are examples of established partner relations. 
Minnesota’s unique ATPs bring local and state interests together to determine 
priorities for surface transportation investment programming. The Minnesota 
Freight Advisory Committee, Passenger Rail Forum, Minnesota Public Transit 
Association, State Non-Motorized Transportation Advisory Committee, ADA 
community, and other advisory groups regularly provide insights from the 
perspectives of particular interests. Engagement with these established 
partners and appropriate advisory groups is an expected step whenever the 
Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan or Family of Plans are updated.

Two example initiatives that reflect MnDOT’s new approaches and commitment 
to collaboration across all aspects of transportation system management 
include: 

•	 The Disadvantaged Business Enterprise and Workforce Collaborative is 
working to build skills and create opportunities so that participation in the 
jobs and contracted work of Minnesota’s transportation industry reflects 
the state’s population demographics. The Collaborative is broadening the 
involvement of traditionally under-represented communities in all aspects 
of the transportation system, from planning to construction and operation.

•	 MnDOT’s Corridor Investment Management Strategy (CIMS) advances 
the Minnesota GO Vision. It brings together many state agencies and 
local interests to share information about infrastructure investment needs 
and opportunities along interstates, freight routes, and some other trunk 
highway corridors. CIMS intended outcomes include a more transparent 
and inclusive decision-making process, cost-effective investments and 
innovative management strategies, as well as partnerships that leverage 
public resources to achieve multiple purposes.
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Public Engagement 	

MnDOT’s Hear Every Voice guidance voices the agency’s aim to enable all to 
effectively participate in the transportation planning process and to have ready 
access to information about the transportation system.

When updated, the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan and modal 
investment plans must each develop a public involvement plan that provides 
the public and stakeholders with information about the planning effort and 
opportunities to “weigh-in” on proposed policies, priorities, investments, and 
other plan analysis and recommendations. As part of the public engagement 
process MnDOT will strive to ensure an orderly development of future planning 
initiatives to maximize engagement opportunities while avoiding redundancy 
and confusion.

Plan development outreach includes both face-to-face meetings and online 
communication with established partners, stakeholders, and the public. 
Ensuring that interested individuals have options to participate throughout 
plan development is expected, beginning with early discussions about the plan 
update process and schedule, exchange of information and views about trends 
and system changes, along with early review of draft recommendations. Both 
meetings and posted information must be accessible, consistent with ADA 
requirements.

MnDOT’s goal to engage traditionally under-represented communities can 
involve making information available in different languages, providing 
translation services on request, publicizing meetings, and other opportunities 
via ethnic media, as well as strategizing to meet in community gathering 
locations when possible and at convenient times. 

Both state and federal law requires a formal public review process for 
major plan updates. Whenever a draft plan is released for public review and 
comment, MnDOT has made it easier to participate in the required formal 
public hearings by scheduling them in MnDOT facilities across the state that 
have video conference technology. 

For additional information on working with transportation partners and public 
involvement information, a link to the public involvement plan and summary is 
included in Chapter 6 “How do I get more information?”
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SUMMARY

Beyond this plan, MnDOT will work with transportation partners to realize the 
objectives and strategies outlined in the previous chapter. It is important to 
track the outcome of this plan both internally and externally to gauge whether 
progress is being made toward achievement of the Minnesota GO Vision 
and plan objectives and strategies. Surveying our partners to identify how 
objectives and strategies are being used as a framework is important. 
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HOW DO I GET MORE INFORMATION? 
Additional Information

More information on this plan is available at www.minnesotagoplan.org or 
www.state.mn.us/minnesotago.

Key documents available online include: 

•	 Project Management Team 
Click here for a list of people and organizations who contributed to the 
development of this plan.

•	 Public Involvement 
Click here to access a summary of the public outreach and the public 
involvement plan implemented to develop this document.

•	 Plan Acronyms and Glossary 
Click here to access a list of acronyms and terms used in this plan and 
their definitions.

•	 MnDOT Modal Investment Plans 
Click here to access each of MnDOTs modal investment plans online 
(State Highway Investment Plan, Greater Minnesota Transit Investment 
Plan, Statewide Freight and Passenger Rail Plan, and Statewide Aviation 
System Plan).

•	 Metropolitan Planning Organization Plans 
Click here to access each of the Minnesota MPO long-range transportation 
plans.

•	 MnDOT Annual Performance Summary 
Click here for a summary of 2010 status regarding transportation 
performance measures and indicators.

•	 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
Click here for a list of planning factors identified in SAFETEA-LU and how 
this plan addresses them, as identified by the FHWA and FTA.

•	 Minnesota Legislative Goals 
Click here for a list of Minnesota legislative goals for transportation and 
how this plan addresses these goals.

•	 Environmental Justice 
Click here for environmental justice information as it relates to this plan.



MINNESOTA GO  STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLANPAGE 98

This page intentionally left blank.


	Cover_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Commissioner Letter_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Intro_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Chapter 1_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Chapter 2_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Chapter 3_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Chapter 4_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Chapter 5_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Chapter 6_MnDOT Multimodal Plan_Sept2012
	Blank Page




 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 


 
 Members  Representing 
Kirby Becker MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
Lynne Bly MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
Mark Nelson  MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
Philip Schaffner MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
Bobbi Retzlaff MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning  
Katie Caskey MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
Susan Moe  Federal Highway Administration  
Ronda Allis Minnesota RDCs (Region 9) 
Tom Faella  Greater MN MPOs (La Crosse Area Planning Committee)  
Amy Vennewitz  Metropolitan Council  
Connie Kozlak Metropolitan Council  
Kathy Vesely  MnDOT – Office of Aeronautics 
Peggy Reichert MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures 
Deanna Belden MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures  
Ryan Wilson MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures 
Jonathan Re MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures 
Karla Rains MnDOT – Office of Customer Relations 
Scott Bradley  MnDOT – Office of Environmental Stewardship 
David Larson MnDOT – Office of Environmental Stewardship  
Frank Pafko MnDOT – Office of Environmental Stewardship 
Bill Gardner  MnDOT – Office of Freight 
Matthew Pahs MnDOT – Office of Freight  
Cassandra Isackson MnDOT – Office of Traffic, Safety, and Technology 
Becky Alper MnDOT – Office of Transit 
Noel Shughart MnDOT – Office of Transit  
Praveena Pidaparthi  MnDOT – Passenger Rail Office  
Brian Isaacson  MnDOT Metro District  
Mike Sobolewski MnDOT Metro District 
Paul Czech MnDOT Metro District 
Steve Voss Greater MN Districts (District 3)  
Greta Alquist  MnDOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Section  
Sulmaan Khan MnDOT State Aid  
Jessica Laabs Kimley-Horn and Associates  
Brian Smalkoski Kimley-Horn and Associates  
Ashley Ver Burg Kimley-Horn and Associates  








 


 
 
 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN 


Updated June 2012







 CONTACT LIST 
 
 


MnDOT 
 
Kirby Becker Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
 kirby.becker@dot.state.mn.us 
 651-366-3740 
 
Lynne Bly Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
 lynne.bly@dot.state.mn.us 
 651-366-3799 
 
Mark Nelson Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 
 mark.nelson@dot.state.mn.us 
 651-366-3794 
 


 
KIMLEY-HORN and ASSOCIATES, INC. 


 
 
Jessica Laabs jessica.laabs@kimley-horn.com 
 651-643-0437 
 
Brian Smalkoski brian.smalkoski@kimley-horn.com 
 651-643-0472 
 
Ashley Ver Burg ashley.verburg@kimley-horn.com 
 651-643-0432 
 
  



mailto:kirby.becker@dot.state.mn.us

mailto:lynne.bly@dot.state.mn.us

mailto:mark.nelson@dot.state.mn.us

mailto:jessica.laabs@kimley-horn.com

mailto:brian.smalkoski@kimley-horn.com

mailto:ashley.verburg@kimley-horn.com





PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM REPRESENTATION 
 


Members  Representing 


Kirby Becker MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 


Lynne Bly MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 


Mark Nelson  MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 


Philip Schaffner MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 


Bobbi Retzlaff MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning  


Katie Caskey MnDOT – Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning 


Susan Moe  Federal Highway Administration  


Ronda Allis Minnesota RDC (Region 9) 


Tom Faella  Greater MN MPOs (La Crosse Area Planning Committee)  


Amy Vennewitz  Metropolitan Council  


Connie Kozlak Metropolitan Council  


Kathy Vesely  MnDOT – Office of Aeronautics 


Peggy Reichert MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures 


Deanna Belden MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures  


Ryan Wilson MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures 


Jonathan Re MnDOT – Office of Capital Programming and Performance Measures 


Karla Rains MnDOT – Office of Customer Relations 


Scott Bradley  MnDOT – Office of Environmental Stewardship 


David Larson MnDOT – Office of Environmental Stewardship  


Frank Pafko MnDOT – Office of Environmental Stewardship 


Bill Gardner  MnDOT – Office of Freight 


Matthew Pahs MnDOT – Office of Freight  


Cassandra Isackson MnDOT – Office of Traffic, Safety, and Technology 


Becky Alper MnDOT – Office of Transit 


Noel Shughart MnDOT – Office of Transit  


Praveena Pidaparthi  MnDOT – Passenger Rail Office  


Brian Isaacson  MnDOT Metro District  


Mike Sobolewski MnDOT Metro District 


Paul Czech MnDOT Metro District 


Steve Voss Greater MN Districts (District 3)  


Greta Alquist  MnDOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Section  


Sulmaan Khan MnDOT State Aid  


Jessica Laabs Kimley-Horn and Associates  


Brian Smalkoski Kimley-Horn and Associates  


Ashley Ver Burg Kimley-Horn and Associates  


 
 
 







 


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN   


 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


 
CONTACT LIST 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM REPRESENTATION 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
1.0 PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND ...................................................................................................... 1 


2.0  GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES .................................................................... 2 


3.0 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS ........................................................................................... 3 


4.0 STAKEHOLDERS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH .................................................................................. 4 


5.0 OUTREACH TECHNIQUES .............................................................................................................. 5 


6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SCHEDULE ............................................................................................... 6 


7.0 EVALUATION OF EFFORTS ............................................................................................................ 7 


Appendix A. Outreach Summary ................................................................................................................... 2 


Appendix B. Federal Guidance ...................................................................................................................... 3 


Appendix C. Forum 1 Summary..................................................................................................................... 4 


Appendix D. Forum 2 Summary..................................................................................................................... 5 


Appendix E. Summary of Open Houses ........................................................................................................ 6 


Appendix F. Summary Table of Outreach Techniques .................................................................................. 7 


 


  







PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN  Page 1 


 


1.0 PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 


In 2012, the Minnesota Department of Transportation went through the process of updating Minnesota's 
Statewide Transportation Multimodal Plan. MnDOT launched a visioning process in 2011 to better align the 
transportation system with what Minnesotan’s expect for their quality of life, economy and natural 
environment. Through a program entitled Minnesota GO, MnDOT engaged Minnesotans from all walks of 
life in activities to help craft a transportation vision for generations. Visioning helped MnDOT and its 
partners prioritize among the multiple goals, objectives and expectations for the transportation system and 
directly shaped this update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan in 2012. 


Federal rules require that the Statewide Transportation Plan comply with the legislation establishing the 
federal transportation program, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).  Plans must be developed consistent with content and process 
provisions outlined in SAFETEA-LU. For example, the Statewide Transportation Plan must be developed in 
consultation with Tribal Governments. It must also coordinate with statewide trade and economic 
development planning activities and related multi-state planning efforts. In addition, the state plan must be 
coordinated with metropolitan area long range transportation plans. A summary of how the development of 
the 2012 update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan complies with Federal guidance, please 
reference Appendix A of this document.  


The purpose of this Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was to provide a framework for how public involvement 
activities would be conducted as the process transitioned from visioning to the development of the 
Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan. The PIP was a dynamic document which was updated 
periodically throughout the project, based on input from the public and results from previous meetings. The 
document now serves as an archive of the plan development process.  


For an outreach summary of the development of the 2012 Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, 
please reference Appendix B of this document.   
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2.0  GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES 
 
The overall goals and objectives of the public involvement process were to: 
 


 Create opportunities for public involvement, focusing on the specific stakeholder groups 
including citizens, affected public agencies, non-metropolitan local officials, tribal agencies, 
and those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems. 


 Use the public involvement strategies to identify opportunities within the state and to guide the 
development of MnDOT’s vision for the statewide transportation system. 


 Integrate and coordinate public involvement with technical tasks and timelines. 


 Facilitate compliance with Federal SAFETEA-LU requirements 
 
The intended outcome was a public that has actively participated in the project process and assisted 
MnDOT in creating an overall plan that is truly a state document.   
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3.0 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 
A Project Management Team (PMT) was convened to guide development of the Multimodal Plan. The 
intent of this group was to be very policy-focused. PMT members met once-to-twice per month, and were 
expected to facilitate communication back to the group they represented, and also to facilitate outreach to 
that group’s stakeholders or partners. PMT members also were asked to provide technical support by 
participating in policy review teams and/or working groups (as described below), or to delegate this 
responsibility to other individuals who could provide technical support. Policy decisions and plan elements, 
results of public outreach, and other key factors in decision-making were informed by the PMT.  
 
Members of the PMT represented functional and modal groups within MnDOT, as well as  representatives 
of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and Regional Development Commissions (RDCs) who 
collaborate with MnDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on planning for transportation 
systems. PMT membership is listed on the front page of this document.  
 
POLICY REVIEW TEAMS 
Policy Review Teams consisted of three to five PMT members and/or other MnDOT experts and were 
charged with reviewing existing MnDOT 2009-2028 policies. The purpose of these teams was to compare 
the existing policies to related information in other Mn/DOT plans; to determine if the existing policy should 
be modified, collapsed, or expanded; and to evaluate against the criteria of a “good” policy. Policy Review 
Teams met early in the planning process, concurrent with the finalization of the visioning process.  The 
results of the policy review teams was combined with the final vision and informed the working groups, as 
described below. 
 
WORKING GROUPS 
Working Groups were formed to address the vision and how it relates to applicable subject areas, such as 
quality of life, environment, economy, risk management, etc. Specific subject areas and participants were 
determined following the visioning process. 
 
STANDING COMMITTEE TO ADVANCE MODAL PLANNING INTEGRATION 
(SCAMPI) 
SCAMPI is composed of senior departmental MnDOT staff. The purpose of this committee was to consider 
the long range multimodal vision in the context of MNDOT’s performance based statewide plans. 
 
MNDOT COMMISSIONER 
The plan will be officially completed upon signature of the MnDOT Commissioner. 
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4.0 STAKEHOLDERS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH 
 
MnDOT has a long-standing commitment to public and stakeholder participation through the Hear Every 
Voice program.  
 
A stakeholder is generally defined as a person, group, or organization with a specific interest in a particular 
transportation mode or element of the plan (i.e. financial, economic, etc.) A comprehensive list of 
stakeholders was developed in coordination with MnDOT project leadership and PMT members early in the 
planning process. The project developed an extensive database of over 1,500 contacts who were engaged 
throughout the process. 
 
The engagement of these stakeholders also complies with Environmental Justice (EJ) and Civil Rights 
requirements, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, and stakeholder outreach requirements 
set at the federal and state level. Subsets of these broader stakeholder groups were convened collectively 
to discuss common issues, or in one-on-one meetings to discuss specifics or potentially sensitive 
information. Additional stakeholders were identified as the project evolved, and as needs for specific input 
were recognized.  
 
Outreach was intended to extend to the general public as well. The interest of a member of the general 
public may be less specific than that of a defined stakeholder, but is no less important. Those with any level 
of interest should had the opportunity to learn about the plan and provide input, and MnDOT strived to 
employ outreach techniques that will reach a broader audience as well as specifically identified groups. In 
accordance with Hear Every Voice guidance, MnDOT strived to reach underserved populations such as 
ethnic or racial minority groups, low wage earners, non-English speakers, elderly, youth, and persons with 
disabilities.  
 
It was understood that not every stakeholder or member of the larger public shared the same amount of 
interest and commitment to the planning process, and as a result there were varying levels of involvement.  
A number of outreach techniques used throughout plan development are identified in the following sections. 
 
 


  



http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/publicinvolvement/

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/publicinvolvement/
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5.0 OUTREACH TECHNIQUES 
 
The core public outreach techniques utilized for the Multimodal Plan include the following. 
 
PMT OUTREACH PACKAGES 
Outreach packages were developed at key points throughout plan development for PMT members to 
provide information on project process to share with interested parties.  
 
STAKEHOLDER FORUMS 
Two stakeholder forums were held throughout the course of plan development. Stakeholder forums were 
targeted to specific stakeholder groups; although meetings were also open to the general public. The 
purpose of the forums was to provide an opportunity for key stakeholders to provide input that was 
representative of multiple modes and agencies who would use the plan as a guide for local policies and 
implementation. A summary of the first stakeholder forum is in Appendix C and a summary of the second 
stakeholder forum is in Appendix D.   
 
PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE MEETINGS 
Reference Appendix E for a full summary of the public open houses implemented for the development of 
this plan. MnDOT conducted a series of ten open house meetings which included locations in each District 
(two in the Metro). The intent of these meetings was to provide an opportunity for the public to comment on 
draft policies and affect the content of the plan before it was officially released for public review and 
comment.  
 
PRESS RELEASES 
Press releases were issued for all major meetings and events throughout this project.  
 
PROJECT EMAIL LIST 
MnDOT developed an extensive project contact list throughout the development of this plan.  
 
WEBSITE 
A public website focused on the Multimodal Plan and utilizing the Minnesota GO logo was launched 
following the visioning process. The website provided the latest information on the plan update and 
provided information on review of the plan and stakeholder and outreach activities. The website also served 
as a key point of access to collect public input and a location where questions about the plan could be 
addressed. The website was interactive with the use of surveys, videos, and other formats. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
MnDOT will conduct a public hearing to formally present the plan prior to adoption.  The public hearing will 
be held in the in Metro Area, with web-based capabilities utilized to facilitate out-state participation.  The 
purpose of the public hearing is for the public to comment on the plan.  Comments will be received and will 
become part of the official public hearing record.  The comments will be considered when making future 
project related decisions. 
 
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC OUTREACH TECHNIQUES 
See Appendix F for a summary table of public outreach techniques developed in the early stages of this 
project.  
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6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SCHEDULE  
 
The general schedule for implementing the techniques listed in Section 5.0 is presented below. For a full 
summary of the project involvement process and schedule, please reference Appendix B.  
 
GENERAL PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SCHEDULE  
 
May 2011 – April 2012: 13 Project Management Team meetings 
 
December 2012: Two Stakeholder Forums 
 
January – February 2012: Ten Open Houses 
 
April 2012: Two Stakeholder Forums 
 
June – July 2012: Public Hearing Period 
 
Throughout: Over 100 stakeholder presentations/briefings 
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7.0 EVALUATION OF EFFORTS 
 
Specific techniques were evaluated by staff periodically. Evaluation of techniques was based on the 
following (example) criteria: 
 
Quantitative:  


o How many people attended the stakeholder forums/open houses? 
o How many additional meetings (local stakeholder meetings, presentations by the PMT) have taken 


place? What was the attendance? 
o How many people have signed up for project updates via email? 
o How many hits on the website? 


 
Qualitative: 


o What kind of feedback was received on the stakeholder forums/public open houses? 
o Were the locations of the meetings appropriate? 
o Have stakeholders expressed any particular challenges regarding their participation in the 


process? 
o Have multiple modes/geographic areas been represented? 


 
The qualitative measures were summarized in a meeting summaries, which were drafted following each 
stakeholder forum and open house and submitted to MnDOT staff for review. The qualitative measures 
were discussed at the first team meeting after the open houses or other stakeholder meetings.  
 
These evaluations can be found in Appendices C-E. 
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OUTREACH & FEDERAL GUIDANCE  
 
OVERVIEW 
This document outlines how development of this plan 
satisfies federal guidance related to stakeholder outreach. 
For a full discussion of the public involvement process, 
please refer to the Public Involvement Plan (PIP) for this 
project. In addition to satisfying other SAFETEA-LU 
guidance statewide planning efforts must include specific 
outreach components. These components—consultation, 
coordination, and consistency; and public involvement—are 
discussed below.  
 
COORDINATION, CONSULTATION, AND CONSISTENCY 
Throughout the process of updating the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, the project team worked 
with a diverse group of partners to ensure the document was consistent with other state plans.  
 
Coordination:  
The project team coordinated with the following statewide planning efforts. 


 Statewide trade and economic development planning and related multistate efforts: The 
project team coordinated with the Department for Employment and Economic Development 
(DEED), Department of Human Services (DHS), and the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency.   


 Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO): The Metropolitan Council of the greater Twin Cities 
region as well as other statewide MPOs were directly involved in the preparation of this plan. 


 State air quality planning: The project team coordinated with the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) on this plan. 


 
Consultation:  
Beyond coordination efforts, the project team consulted directly with the following federally required groups:  


 Indian tribal governments 


 Non-metropolitan local officials (elected and appointed) with transportation responsibilities  


 Federal land management agencies 


 State, Tribal, and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, 
environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation: This included the 
comparison of transportation plans, maps and inventories of the Department of Administration, 
Department of Agriculture, Department of Natural Resources, and Minnesota Historical Society.  


 
Consistency:  
This plan is consistent with the plans of the groups cited above, as well as regional intelligent transportation 
systems architectures and the state’s strategic highway safety plan.  
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Federal requirements pertaining to public involvement processes include the use of visualization, electronic 
formats, and public notice and meetings. This update of the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan was 
developed in a manner sound with these requirements.  
 
Visualization Techniques 
According to SAFETEA-LU legislation, “Visualization techniques mean methods used by States and MPOs 
in the development of transportation plans and programs with the public, elected and appointed officials, 
and other stakeholders in a clear and easily accessible format such as maps, pictures, and/or displays, to 
promote improved understanding of existing or proposed transportation plans and programs.” The public 
involvement process for this plan consistently utilized visual materials. The following techniques were 
applied throughout the process: 


 Displays: At the series of stakeholder forums and open houses, display boards were assembled to 
provide graphic representation of material included in the draft Statewide Multimodal Plan.  


 Maps: Within PowerPoint presentations given to stakeholder groups, on open house display 
boards, on the project website, and within the plan itself, maps were used to display geographic 
information regarding Minnesota demographics, resources, and transportation infrastructure. 


 Pictures: Pictures that identify transportation system elements, convey ideas and messages, and 
characterize the state of Minnesota were used at public open houses, stakeholder forums, and 
within the plan itself.  
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Electronic Formats 
The federal rules implementing SAFETEA-LU require that the 
State’s public involvement process “…to the maximum extent 
practicable make public information available in electronically 
accessible format and means, such as the World Wide Web.” For 
the update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation plan, the 
project team developed a website at www.minnesotagoplan.org to 
share plan development information, including information on the 
public involvement process. Key features of the 
www.minnesotagoplan.org website include: 
 


 Home Page: Summary of the plan and its importance, and 
a revolving transportation trivia question. 


 Vision: Minnesota GO Vision for transportation and link to 
the visioning website 


 About the Plan: Information on plan development process  


 Minnesota GO Family of Plans: Information on other 
MnDOT plans and links to concurrent planning effort 
websites 


 Participate: Information on open houses, stakeholder 
forums, and public hearing 


 Library/Documents: Additional materials for download, 
including legislative requirements and the previous plan 


 Frequently Asked Questions: Simple answers to 
common questions 


 Videos: On the street interviews with Minnesotans about 
transportation  
 


The website was developed to be compliant with ADA accessibility 
requirements for MnDOT web content. All materials were accessible and/or available in alternative format 
upon request.  


 
 
Adobe Connect 
For each of the stakeholder forums as well as 


the open house process, an online Adobe 


Connect option was provided for participants to 


engage remotely.   



http://www.minnesotagoplan.org/

http://www.minnesotagoplan.org/
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Specific Groups, Public Notice & Meetings 
Federally required groups who must have opportunities to participate in the planning process include: 


 Citizens 


 Affected public agencies 


 Representatives of public transportation 
employees 


 Freight shippers 


 Private providers of transportation 


 Representatives of users of public transportation 


 Representatives of users of pedestrian 
walkways and bicycle transportation facilities 


 Representatives of the disabled 


 Providers of freight transportation services 


 Metropolitan and non-metropolitan local 
transportation officials 


 
This planning process included outreach and involvement with all of the groups cited above.  


 Email: The project team intentionally developed a database of 1,500+ targeted email addresses for 
contacts within these groups. Meeting attendees could choose to provide email addresses, which 
were added to the database throughout the planning process. The database was used to provide 
notice of all public/stakeholder meetings, website updates, and plan availability. 


 Stakeholder Forums: Two sets of forums geared toward specific transportation stakeholders were 
conducted. Each set of forums included one meeting in the metro and one outside the metro. 


 Public Open Houses: Ten open houses were held across the state to gather public input.  


 Website: Information on open houses and stakeholder forums was posted ahead of time on the 
www.minnesotagoplan.org website.  


 Newspaper: Open Houses were advertised in local newspapers. 


 Signage: On-site signage at open houses and stakeholder forums allowed for walk-ins. 


 Personal Invitations: Members of the project team personally invited members of the federally-
required groups to engage in the plan development process. 


 
To involve the specific groups cited above, the planning process involved 
the following public notice and meeting requirements:  


 Establish early and continuous public involvement opportunities 
and access to information 


 Provide adequate public notice of public involvement activities and 
time for public review and comment at key decision points 


 Ensure public meetings are held at convenient and accessible 
locations and times 


 Seek and consider needs of low-income, minority, and other 
traditionally underserved populations 


 Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input 
 
 


For additional information, refer to the extensive PIP document, which details the specifics of the outreach 
activities conducted for this update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan.  



http://www.minnesotagoplan.org/
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STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
COORDINATION & OUTREACH SUMMARY (September 2011 to June 2012) 


 Project Management Team (PMT) 
o Participants: Representatives from Statewide Multimodal Planning, Capital Program & Performance 


Measures, Freight, Environmental Stewardship, Passenger Rail, Aeronautics, Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Section, Transit, State Aid, Customer Relations, Traffic Data & Analysis, Greater MN Districts 
Planners, Metro District Planner, Metropolitan Council, Greater Minnesota Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations, Minnesota Regional Development Commissions, and Federal Highway Administration 


o There were 13 PMT meetings between May 2011 and April 2012 to review plan drafts and make 
policy recommendations. 


 Policy Working Groups 
o Participants: Representatives included all PMT members and individuals from MnDOT’s Bridge, 


Safety, Maintenance, Materials, and Policy Analysis, Research and Innovation offices 
o Reviewed Minnesota GO Vision, state and federal direction, existing Statewide Plan policy, other 


MnDOT plan policy, and MPO, state agency, tribal, etc. policy. 
o Created a policy starting point for discussion at Stakeholder Forum #1 (December 2011).   


 Two (2) forums in December 2011 (in person and online) 
o Participants:  


 Local – Alexandria, Benson, Golden Valley, Hawley, Lake City, Mankato, Monticello, Princeton, Sauk 
Rapids, St. Michael, St. Paul, Anoka County, Dakota County, Hennepin County, Scott County, 
Sherburne County, Stearns County 


 Regional – Metropolitan Council, Great Minnesota Metropolitan Planning Organizations (APO, Forks, 
LAPC, MIC), Regional Development Commissions (1, 4, 5, 6W, 7E, 7W, 8) 


 State – Environmental Quality Board, Department of Employment and Economic Development, 
Minnesota Department of Education, Minnesota Department of Health, Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, MnDOT (other staff), North Dakota 
Department of Transportation 


 Federal – FHWA 
 Tribal – Bois Fort Tribal Government, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe 
 Transit/Freight – Canadian Pacific Railway, Chisago-Isanti Heartland Express, Independence Center, 


Jefferson Lines, Kanabec County Transit, Southwest Transit, St. Cloud Metro Bus, Steele County 
Transit 


 Congress – Congress persons Bachmann and Walz 
 Minnesota Legislature – State Senator Gimse and DeKruif   
 Advocates – BCBS on MN, Transit for Livable, Transportation Alliance, MN Center for Environmental 


Advocacy, Fresh Energy, MN Economic Dev. Association, St. Paul Smart Trips, League of MN Cities, 
MN Association of Townships, Central MN Council on Aging, Nat’l Parks & Trails Coalition, Upper 
Mississippi Waterway Association  


 Consultants – HR Green, Stantec, Bolton & Menk, WSB & Associates CJ Peterson  
 Other – U of M Humphrey, MnAPA, Carpenters Union, Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC), 


Thief River Falls Airport  


o Provided feedback to help shape draft objectives for the plan update. 
o Identified the next steps to help realize the Minnesota GO Vision.  
o Feedback resulted in revised objectives subsequent strategies for each objective. 







 
  
 
 
  
 


 Ten (10) open house in January/February 2012 (attendance – 210) 
o Summary of Attendees 


 In addition to general public participants there was representation from: Many of the Minnesota state 
agencies, Metropolitan Planning Organizations and Regional Development Commissions, and cities 
and counties that participated in the December 2011 stakeholder forums, also attended open houses. 


 Other participants: AGC/Mathiowetz Construction, Alliance for Metropolitan Stability, Benton County, 
Bicycle Alliance of MN, City of Canby, Cook County, Courtland Township, City of Dilworth, City of 
Duluth, Duluth Port Authority, Duluth Transit Authority, Faribault County, Goodhue County, Grand 
Forks Regional Airport Authority, City of Granite Falls, City of St. Peter, Mille Lacs County, National 
Park Service (NPS), Nicollet County, City of North Mankato, Pipestone County, City of Ramsey, 
RiverRider Transit, ROCOG, Services for the Blind, St. Louis County, City of St. Louis Park, St. Louis 
& Lake NLX Railway, VINE – Faith in Action, City of Waconia, Waseca County, Washington County, 
Watab Township, City of White Bear Lake 


o Draft objectives and strategies served as the primary content for review. 
o Result was further input on draft plan language.  


 Two (2) forums in April 2012 


 Summary of Attendees 
 Local – St. Cloud, St. Martin, Anoka County, Hennepin County, Meeker County, Ramsey County, 


Scott County, Sherburne County, Stearns County, Wright County 
 Regional – Met Council, Great MN MPOs (APO, Forks), RDCs (2, 5, 6W, 7W) 
 State – MDH, MN Dept. of Human Rights, MPCA, MnDOT (other staff) 
 Tribal – Bois Fort Tribal Government, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe, White Earth Tribal Council 
 Transit/Freight – Arrowhead Transit, Minnesota Valley Transit Auth., St. Cloud Metro Bus, Steele 


County Transit, St. Paul Port Authority, Trailblazer Transit, Tri-CAP, Twin Cities & Western Railroad 
 Congressional – Senator Franken 
 Advocates – Active Living Ramsey Communities, Transit for Livable Communities, Transportation 


Alliance, Fresh Energy, MN Economic Dev. Association, Central MN Council on Aging, Central MN 
Transportation Alliance 


 Consultants – Bolton & Menk, Brick Development, Rani Engineering, Stantec, Thibault Associates, 
WSB & Associates 


 Other – Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority, St. Paul Chamber of Commerce  


o Shared revised text and solicited comments about the refined draft language. 


 Stakeholder Presentations/Briefings 
o Over 100 engagement opportunities to educate and solicit input from stakeholders who will use the 


plan including but not limited to RDCs, MPOs, ATPs, local, state, federal, environmental, advocates, 
tribal nations, Minnesota multicultural councils, and transit partners. 


 Project Email Blasts (1500+ database), Website and Social Media (YouTube, Facebook & Twitter) 
o Project information and updates, notice of surveys, review documentation, and upcoming meetings, 


comment collections, videos, and interactive questions/surveys. 


INTERNAL 
 Summary of internal presentations to inform and solicit feedback on draft plan 


o MnDOT Diversity Council – 9/14/11, 2/8/12 
o MnDOT District Planners (In person & via Planners VidCon) – 4/20/11 (VidCon), 6/16/11 (VidCon), 


7/28/11 (VidCon), 10/27/11 (VidCon), 11/17/11 (VidCon), 12/12/11, 1/10/12 (VidCon), 1/20/12 
(VidCon), 2/22/12 (In person & VidCon), 3/6/12 (VidCon), 4/3/12 (VidCon), 5/1/12 (VidCon) 


o MnDOT SCAMPI (Standing Committee to Advance Modal Planning Integration) – 10/10/11, 11/14/11, 
12/19/11, 1/9/12, 4/9/12, 5/14/12 


o MnDOT District Operations – 11/15/11, 1/18/12, 4/25/12 
o MnDOT Division Directors/Stewardship Council – 3/20/12, 5/1/12, 6/19/12 
o MnDOT Construction Management Group (CMG)/Pre-Construction Management Group (PCMG) – 


11/1/11, 4/10/12 
o MnDOT District & Diverse Staff – D7/D3 (10/17/11), Metro (10/18/11), Central Office (10/20/11), D1 


(11/3/11) 
o MnDOT Diversity Council – 9/14/11, 2/8/12 







 
  
 
 
  
 


o MnDOT Amercian’s with Disabilities Act (ADA) Accessibility Committee – 10/13/11, 4/12/12 
o MnDOT Human Resources (HR) Staff (All) – 10/6/11 
o MnDOT Complete Street Committee – 9/28/11 
o MnDOT Engineering Services Division Staff – 9/27/11 
o MnDOT State Aid Assistants – 9/20/11 
o MnDOT Transit Staff (All) – 1/24/12 
o MnDOT Radio Communications – 1/31/12 
o MnDOT Emergency Management – 2/24/12 
o MnDOT Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) Forum – 2/27/12 
o MnDOT Safety Office – 2/28/12 


 
EXTERNAL 


 Included many focused engagement opportunities to solicit specific input from stakeholders who will use the 
plan to guide local, regional and state policies.  


o MnDOT staff presented at standing meetings of specific stakeholder groups to present updates on 
the plan and receive input. 


 Summary of Outreach Presentations 
o MPOs – APO (9/22/11), Met Council (9/28/11, 10/19/11, 3/8/12, 3/21/12, 4/4/12, 4/12/12, 4/18/12, 


6/20/12, 6/25/12), Forks (10/12/11, 10/19/11 & 4/11/12), ROCOG (10/19/11), MIC (10/19/11), FM 
Metro COG (10/20/11), LAPC (11/16/11), Minnesota MPO Coordination Mtg. (12/12/11), MPO 
Directors Mtg. (2/3/12 & 4/26/12 


o RDCs –  9 (9/14/11, 10/12/11), 5 (9/22/11), 7W (9/23/11), 1 (9/27/11), 6W (9/27/11), 4 (10/21/11), 7E 
(10/24/11), 10 (10/28/11), 8 (11/10/11, 1/17/12), Fall Mtg. (11/15/11), 2 & 3 (11/17/11), MN RDC 
Coordination Mtg. (12/13/11) 


o Area Transportation Partnerships (ATPs) – 3 (10/6/11 & 4/5/12), 7 (10/17/11), 4 (10/21/11), 6 
(10/28/11), 1 (11/3/11), 8 (12/9/11) 


o Minnesota Tribes – Tribes & Transportation Conference (10/25-10/26/11), ACTT (1/20/12); Bois 
Forte Band of Chippewa (1/23/12), Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa 


o Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) and Work Force Collaborative – 9/28/11 
o American Planning Association (APA) Planners Meeting – 9/29/11 
o Passenger Rail Forum – 10/3/11 
o Minnesota Chamber of Commerce – 10/4/11 
o Minnesota Public Transit Association (conference) – 10/13/11 
o Minnesota Freight Advisory Committee – 10/14/11 
o Metro Capitol Improvement Committee (CIC) – 10/14/11 & 4/13/12 
o American Council of Engineering Companies (ACEC) – 10/28/11 
o Women’s Transportation Seminar (WTS) – 10/28/11 
o Hennepin County Complete Streets Task Force – 1/23/12 
o Minnesota Council on Transportation Access – 1/24/12 
o City Engineers Annual Conference – 1/25/12 
o Central Minnesota Transportation Alliance (CMTA) – 2/17/12 
o Counties Transit Improvement Board (CTIB) – 3/12/12 
o Minnesota Multi-Cultural Councils – 3/28/12 
o Minnesota County Highway Accountants Association – 4/26/12 
o Governor’s Health Care Advisory Task Force – 5/15/12 
o Center for Transportation Studies (CTS) Research Conference – 5/24/12 
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STATEWIDE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
STAKEHOLDER FORUM 1 SUMMARY 


 


STAKEHOLDER FORUM OVERVIEW 
With 55 participants at the Thursday, December 1, 2011 Forum at the Minneapolis Central Library and 38 
participants at the Tuesday, December 6, 2011 Forum at the St. Cloud MnDOT District Office, stakeholder 
state and local agencies, tribal governments, and industry groups were well-represented. In addition to on-
site participation, stakeholders were given the option to participate online—an opportunity taken advantage 
of by 25 people (15 on December 1 and 10 on December 6). The meeting began with an informational 
presentation on multimodal planning, the Minnesota GO! Visioning process, and the status of Minnesota’s 
statewide multimodal transportation plan. Participants then transitioned into breakout groups where they 
commented on draft objective language and brainstormed “next steps” or strategies that fit under each draft 
objective for the plan. The forum finished with stakeholders prioritizing strategies by voting on the lists 
generated. Each attendee was given two dots for each objective, and asked to place the dots on the item(s) 
most important to them. 
 
Key points and consistent themes derived from these conversations are discussed below. This summary is 
organized by draft multimodal plan objectives. Each objective and its draft language is followed by an 
overview of participant responses to two questions: 


 “What’s missing/unclear in the draft language?”  


 “What are critical next steps/strategies that fit under these objectives?”  
Under critical next steps, there is an overall discussion of similarities between the two forums, followed by a 
discussion of feedback from the Minneapolis forum and the St. Cloud forum. This feedback will be 
evaluated and considered in the development of the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan.  
 


OBJECTIVE 1: CRITICAL CONNECTIONS   
Identify global, national, statewide, regional and local transportation connections essential for Minnesotans’ 
prosperity and quality of life (for each mode and between modes); prioritize investments which maintain 
those connections as well as those which improve their availability and reliability; support new connections 
when practical. 
 
WHAT’S MISSING/UNCLEAR? 
This objective generated some confusion, specifically surrounding what constitutes a connection. 
Participants would like to see the word “practical” defined, replaced, or omitted. They asked for clarification 
of language including “prioritize” and “improve availability”. Suggestions to emphasize network connectivity, 
include language on accessibility, and acknowledge mode choice at connections were all made for this 
draft objective. 
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CRITICAL NEXT STEPS/STRATEGIES: 
In general, strategies proposed for this objective held consistent themes between the Minneapolis and St. 
Cloud forums. Across the board, there was an expressed need for a clear definition of the term “critical 
connection”. Both groups identified a difference between the state’s urban centers and rural environments, 
thus emphasizing the need for a statewide focus within the objective and strategies. Top strategies from 
each meeting are discussed below.  
 
Thursday, December 1, 2011 – Minneapolis and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Develop a mechanism by which critical connections are identified  


 Prioritize investments in connections that benefit the greater transportation network  


 Solicit cross-jurisdictional collaboration 


 Take urban and rural characteristics of project locations into account 


 Plan beyond Minnesota’s boundaries and consider connections with other states 
 
There was significant feedback to think “big picture” in respect to critical connections. Stakeholders 
expressed those modal investments that yield network benefits should be prioritized. The scope of 
transportation planning should be expanded beyond centers to include full corridor understanding. 
Participants agreed that “one size does not fit all” for transportation policy across the state. They 
acknowledged that rural and urban transportation do not look the same and stated that MnDOT should 
work with communities to balance local and regional access to centers. Stakeholders proposed a farm-to-
market strategy that specifically addresses connections that facilitate the transport of food stores across 
state borders as an important next step. Furthermore, there were a number of concerns relating to cross-
jurisdictional development. These conversations spurred strategies such as MnDOT should consider the 
impact critical connections may have on modes off their system. Another proposed strategy was to remove 
county boundaries for transit. In all groups, stakeholders said it is important to establish criteria for what 
constitutes a critical connection. One group suggested a cost/benefit model be developed and integrated as 
a number one guiding principle for evaluating connections.  
 
Tuesday, December 6, 2011 – St. Cloud and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies 


 Identify critical connections 


 Make strategic investments  


 Evaluate truck and freight capacities 


 Focus state-wide, not just on larger regional centers 


 Solicit legislative involvement   
 


The St. Cloud forum yielded much feedback on investment strategies pertaining to critical connections. 
Stakeholders agreed that critical connections must be defined. Proposed strategies included mapping out 
critical connections, adding non-traditional connections such as Broadband to the scope, and developing 
ongoing evaluation measures to assess investments. Participants acknowledged the importance of 
evaluating critical connections on a case-by-case basis, stating that strategic investments may not always 
fit under the category of high benefit/low cost. Decision-making with a statewide focus beyond larger 
regional centers was an essential strategy for this forum’s participants. Stakeholders acknowledged the 
power held by legislators in funding decisions, and they proposed outreach efforts to engage elected 
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officials in these conversations. The farm-to-market conversation arose in St. Cloud as well, with one 
participant stating, “You can’t eat the internet”. As such, truck and freight connections were deemed an 
important subject area for critical connection strategies.   


 
OBJECTIVE 2: ASSET MANAGEMENT 
Be strategic about the management (maintenance and preservation) of transportation assets; rely on both 
data and citizen input; put technology and innovation to work to improve efficiency and performance; 
recognize that the system should change over time. 
 
WHAT’S MISSING/UNCLEAR? 
This objective was generally well-received by the groups with some hesitations pertaining to the objective 
language. Participants thought that calling out data and citizen input specifically left other tools missing. 
Capital investment, strategic choices, and operation and maintenance were suggested additions.  
 
CRITICAL NEXT STEPS/STRATEGIES: 
Proposed strategies pertained to ways Minnesota can be more efficient with its current transportation 
infrastructure. Participants from both forums commented on the importance of innovation and technology 
when developing strategies. They also spent time expressing strategies for encouraging a multimodal 
approach to asset management. Public involvement was an important theme for both forums. Top 
strategies from each meeting are discussed below.   
 
Thursday, December 1, 2011 – Minneapolis and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Invest in asset management that enhances the efficiency of current infrastructure 


 Involve the public with asset management decisions 


 Develop a mechanism by which priorities can be established  


 Plan  for changes in the social, economic, and environmental character of Minnesota 


 Apply innovative strategies to increase system longevity and safety 
 


Proposed strategies primarily related to how Minnesota can enhance the efficiency of the current system. 
Broadly relating to this theme were suggestions to “right size the system” and “make today’s condition 
better”. Proposed sub-strategies to achieve these goals were to inventory the existing system, encourage 
collaboration and determine asset worth to evaluate the level of preservation needed. Stakeholders 
expressed the importance of public involvement, including educating cities on how to create strategic 
maintenance plans, was critical to this objective. They suggested a number of strategies related to 
innovation and technology, such as employing science and research to improve asset longevity. This 
objective prompted particular attention to the area of planning. Participants identified thinking long-term as 
an important next step to asset management. As such, establishing priorities was identified as an important 
strategy. 
 
Tuesday, December 6, 2011 – St. Cloud and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Use tactics to increase the efficiency of the current system 


 Coordinate with local officials and include the public 


 Update the system to accommodate modal shifts 


 Recognize that transportation is dynamic/evolving and maintain assets accordingly 
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Stakeholders identified coordination, outreach, and innovation as key tools to increase the efficiency of the 
state’s current transportation assets. Public involvement was very important to this group. Participants 
expressed that coordination between state agencies and local partners will be critical to addressing 
deteriorating underground infrastructure in rural areas. Improved financial and planning partnerships were 
considered important to managing transportation assets. Stakeholders also considered transportation as 
dynamic and evolving. Accordingly, they proposed next steps pertaining to innovation and planning. 
Improving infrastructure maintenance with new technologies was another proposed strategy. Finally, there 
was a focus on the need to accommodate modal shifts. Adding trails to the state’s transportation network is 
a way to achieve modal flexibility.  
 


OBJECTIVE 3. PLACE-BASED PLANNING AND DESIGN 
Collaborate across all units of government so that land uses and transportation systems are integrated; 
respect and reflect cultural, social, fiscal, and natural context; and enhance communities in ways 
compatible with natural systems. 
 
WHAT’S MISSING/UNCLEAR? 
The objective was generally considered important by stakeholders with the reservation that it may be too 
broad. The objective was perceived to encompass everything, making it difficult to identify particulars 
without excluding others. A number of stakeholders suggested specific language to add to the objective 
itself. There was general consensus that the phrase “in ways compatible with natural systems” was 
confusing and should be modified or eliminated. 
 
CRITICAL NEXT STEPS/STRATEGIES: 
Strategies proposed under this objective often returned to the theme of collaboration. Both forum locations 
identified partnerships as essential to cultivating a strong sense of place. Tensions between traditional land 
use and transportation planning were identified by stakeholders. They suggested strategies to improve 
these tensions such as combining resources across sectors, engaging all disciplines in the development 
process, and focusing on building better relationships between agencies, local units of government, 
professionals, and citizens. Top strategies from each meeting are discussed below. 
 
Thursday, December 1, 2011 – Minneapolis and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Bring partners together on land use decisions 


 Preserve and enhance local character 


 Integrate land use model into traditional 4-step transportation model 


 Utilize approaches where there is a public-private benefit so that resources may be combined 
across sectors 


 Integrate multiple users perspectives into planning and design 
 
The overarching feedback was that Minnesota needs better collaboration to achieve this objective. 
Stakeholders emphasized the importance of coordination between state agencies and local units of 
government to create local character. They said the same is true for inter-county collaboration. Specific 
strategies proposed as ways to enhance local character included integrating multiple perspectives into 
planning and design, respecting the environment, and taking approaches where there is a public-private 
benefit that facilitates combining resources across sectors. Participants acknowledged tensions and 
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conflicts between transportation and land use planning. Strategies to correct these tensions were deemed 
important. 
 
Tuesday, December 6, 2011 – St. Cloud and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Encourage collaboration 


 Take a holistic approach to planning that results in projects with strong local character 


 Integrate land-use and transportation planning 


 Follow and enforce plans  
 
Enhanced jurisdictional and professional relationships were key themes in strategies proposed for this 
objective. Stakeholders stressed the importance of working together in early stages. Proposed strategies 
included encouraging communication between development and transportation, removing “red tape” for 
project development, coordinating land use with MnDOT, and partnering with all levels of government and 
stakeholders. Participants emphasized next steps that take a holistic approach to creating local character, 
such as incorporating complete streets policy into projects and including all disciplines around the table 
during project development. They proposed a next step of encouraging good land-use planning for the sake 
of transportation planning as a way to achieve a strong sense of place. 
 


OBJECTIVE 4. ACCOUNTABILITY, TRANSPARENCY, & 
COMMUNICATION 
Make transportation system decisions through processes that are open to the public and stakeholders and 
supported by data and analysis; foster coordination, collaboration, and innovation to ensure the most 
efficient and effective use of public resources. 
 
WHAT’S MISSING/UNCLEAR? 
Stakeholders generally agreed this was an important category. There were suggestions to include 
language that specifically identifies communication with locals. Stakeholders generally felt that an important 
component of this objective that is missing from the text is accessibility in terms of comprehension and 
availability. A key component of accountability, transparency, and communication is ensuring that 
stakeholders understand the decisions being made. Information should be shared in easy-to-find places 
with terms comprehensible by the general public. Finally, there was a sentiment that public feedback is 
perceived to not be taken into account. Participants wanted to know if language could be added to correct 
this perception. 
 
CRITICAL NEXT STEPS/STRATEGIES: 
An overriding theme of conversations pertaining to this objective in both forum locations was accessibility. 
Stakeholders want to see strategies that enhance their ability to access, understand, and provide feedback 
on transportation decisions. Top strategies from each meeting are discussed below. 
 
Thursday, December 1, 2011 – Minneapolis and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Partner with local communities at early stages of projects  


 Launch education efforts aimed at raising public awareness of the long-term obligations, 
capabilities, returns and impacts of projects 


 Leverage supporting data and public opinion in decision-making 
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 Articulate the costs and benefits of building new and maintaining existing infrastructure 
 
Partnerships, information accessibility, and clear funding documentation were key themes for strategies 
proposed under this objective. Stakeholders stressed the importance of partnering early in the process with 
local communities. They suggested strategies to better-educate the public on transportation decisions, 
including replacing traditional “Driver’s Education” with “Transportation Education”. Improving the 
accessibility of information online and in public outreach efforts was also deemed important. This included 
documentation of funding decisions.  
 
Tuesday, December 6, 2011 – St. Cloud and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Provide access to clear documentation of funding decisions 


 Engage locals in project decisions earlier 


 Identify balance of revenue sharing and level the playing field between urban and rural  


 Use technology in participation processes 
 
Community and local engagement throughout the process of planning and implementing transportation 
policy and projects was an important theme of strategies proposed for this objective. Stakeholders 
expressed current frustrations with accessing information on transportation planning and funding. They 
proposed that state agencies should structure information in ways that are easily understood by many 
people. Clearly tracking the history of transportation decisions was a proposed means of doing this. 
Technology was an important strategy to reach out to the public.  
 


OBJECTIVE 5. SYSTEM SECURITY & TRAVELER SAFETY 
Ensure essential travel; safeguard travelers, transportation facilities, and services; apply proven strategies 
to reduce fatalities and serious injuries for all travel modes. 
 
WHAT’S MISSING/UNCLEAR? 
The most consistent feedback regarding objective language was the absence of technology and innovation. 
Participants acknowledged the importance of utilizing proven strategies, but stressed the importance of 
applying new, innovative methods to improve safety. Also, there was discussion about the allusion the 
language makes to Toward Zero Deaths, which only pertains to highways. In general there was confusion 
surrounding the phrase “ensure essential travel”. Participants needed clarification on what constitutes 
“essential” travel.  
 
CRITICAL NEXT STEPS/STRATEGIES: 
Next steps pertaining to system security and traveler safety were quite specific in comparison to objectives 
one through four. As such, a number of concrete strategies were proposed as methods by which 
transportation safety can be enhanced in Minnesota. These ranged from utilizing real-time communication 
to decreasing vehicle miles traveled.  Education was a general theme for the objective, with both meetings 
discussing ways to better teach safe practices. Top strategies from each meeting are discussed below. 
 
Thursday, December 1, 2011 – Minneapolis and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Explore strategies to reduce vehicle miles traveled 


 Continue funding research that generates innovative strategies to improve safety 
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 Improve “transportation” education 


 Go above and beyond Americans with Disabilities Act requirements 


 Protect the right of privacy for travelers as well 


 Focus on improving safety on two-lane rural highways 
 
Strategies proposed for this objective were at a higher level of specificity than others. Some themes 
emerged including balancing innovative and proven strategies to enhance system safety. Specific next 
steps ranged from improving transportation education to protecting traveler privacy. Looking at the 
Americans with Disabilities Act as a starting point, not a limit to be met, was suggested as an effective way 
to improve safety.  
 
Tuesday, December 6, 2011 – St. Cloud and Online via Adobe Connect 
Top Strategies: 


 Help elderly drivers by developing education tools, vision enhancement in route planning 


 Don’t just regulate but partner with trucking and agricultural organizations related to safety 


 Ensure consistency in crossings between states for freight commerce; don’t be more restrictive in 
safety regulations than neighboring states 


 Increase education at age 15, milestone tests, retraining/education, psych test 


 Utilize new communication (real-time) to improve system safety 
 
As with the Minneapolis forum, the St. Cloud stakeholder feedback pertaining to this objective was very 
specific. Strategies to evaluate investments in safety, account for driver education, and improve physical 
system safety were all suggested. Participants did note a safety concern as it pertains to aging population. 
Next steps that address elderly drivers were identified as important. 
 


CONCLUSION 
COMMON / OVERLAPPING STEPS 
Key themes of partnerships, public outreach, technology and innovation, system efficiency, and education 
were consistent throughout conversations with stakeholders in both forums. Participants widely 
acknowledged the importance of system efficiency heading into the future. Accordingly, many of their 
proposed next steps were aimed at improving and enhancing system efficiency. Public involvement in 
transportation decision-making across the state was very important to stakeholders. They cited technology 
and innovation as critical strategies to address all five objectives. Equally important was collaboration 
among state agencies, county governments, and local governments. Participants identified strategies that 
pertained to improving cross-jurisdictional relationships for all objectives. Other key conversations 
surrounding education and farm-to-market considerations took place in many different forms throughout the 
forums. 
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STAKEHOLDER FORUM #2 SUMMARY 
 
ST. CLOUD 
There were 31 attendees at the St. Cloud stakeholder forum #2.  Representation included cities and 
counties, MPOs and RDCs, transit providers, tribes, Department of Health, Twin Cities and Western 
Railroad, Central MN Council on Aging, State Non-Motorized Transportation Committee, D3 and 4 ATPs, 
MnDOT District staff, and several consultants 
 
General Comments/Feedback 
 


 Connection to Minnesota GO Vision – Objectives and strategies seem to tie to Vision but 
sometimes difficult to make connection.  Better identify. 


 Connection to Other MnDOT Plans - Confusion regarding the hierarchy, structure, and overall 
relationships of MnDOT plans. Need to focus on details and make sure that Minnesota GO Vision, 
objectives and strategies are followed in in modal plans.  Especially when doing scenarios in 
highway investment plan. 


 Connection to Other Partner Plans - Concerned as to how this plan affects other plans. Want to 
know what specific measures will be established to ensure that this plan is utilized in consequent 
planning. 


 Actors – Concerns about why they are there and what it means for those people.  Is MnDOT going 
to be there as a partner? Will these partners be expected to achieve the strategies themselves? 


 Multimodal – Better embrace a multimodal philosophy and better explain how it is going to be 
explored every time we talk about a transportation project.  Would like to see more guidance on 
how we do that – all the ideas are there, but how do we make philosophies like Complete Streets 
permeate through every project? 


 Funding - Where in this process do we talk about money? Plan should address adequate funding 


to address the problems identified in the plan, there needs to be adequate funding. 


 Priorities - Align priorities between organizations/agencies. Preservation is important in some 


areas, but others may have need for more expansion over preservation.  Look at identifying 


percentages by objective especially after accountability.  


 Communication/Partnering - Clearer processes and lines of communication.  Concern that some 


entities may not have as great of ability to partner with MnDOT. Important to figure out how will 


relationships work if resources are scarce, and ensure that certain relationships are not at 


disadvantages, and avoid biases.  Disconnect between the MnDOT direction and local direction 


 Follow Through - MnDOT has not always been there as a partner and will need to continue current 
efforts/outreach to repair history. 
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 Strategy Suggestions - 
o Under Accountability identify a strategy that explores sustainable funding streams to meet 


Minnesota GO Vision, and Statewide Plan objectives.  This strategy could apply to all 
transportation partners. 


o Under Accountability identify a strategy or action where a statewide committee or task 
force will be created as a measure to check that each of the modal plans is meeting the 
intent of the Vision and multimodal plan.  Could be expanded to verify follow through with 
objectives/strategies. 


o Under Accountability or Transportation in Context identify a strategy that includes 
developing guidance on how we make philosophies like Complete Streets permeate 
through every project 


 Short-term Actions - Interest in seeing the interim period addressed in planning (i.e. 6-10 years). 
Think about including several examples of shorter term actions for strategies or with 
implementation that would help guide partners in a direction to accomplishing objectives and 
strategies.  Would help with the question of what does this mean? 


 Better Identify Transparency - A lot of talk about early and often but no mention of transparency. 


 Impact of Condemnation Law - Should we assess the impact of condemnation law at the state level 
to locals within every objective? 


 Strategy Examples - It may be important for there to be better examples as to how strategies could 
be realized for different situations (i.e. urban vs. rural, highway vs. rail, Twin Cities vs. Greater MN).  


 Plan Clarity - For an outsider it is very challenging to understand what “plan” means. It is very 
challenging for average citizens to understand MnDOT jargon. People do not understand the 
planning structure within MnDOT. 


 
Objective and Strategy Issues or Challenges 


 Transportation in Context –  


o Land Use: Plan should go the extra step to better identify how link should be made 


between land use and transportation.  Need to identify the state’s role in supporting good 


land use planning and decisions.  This should not just be a local responsibility, especially 


along state owned/operated facilities. 


o Minimizing long-term costs: is a good strategy but minimizing costs as stated may not 


always work for locals.  If truly statewide plan then need to build in flexibility. 


 Critical Connections –  


o If this is a multimodal plan and you say strategies can apply regardless of mode, then why 


mode specific strategies under Critical Connections?  Seems contradictory. 


o Met Council (Twin Cities Metro Area) specific strategy could be expanded all regional 


centers or add another similar strategy to reflect greater Minnesota 


 
 
Collaboration, Coordination and Implementation  


 Early coordination on land use and transportation for all partners.  District 3 uses an evaluation 
worksheet that makes developers think about some of these things.  Have processes to at least 
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show that many of these avenues/initiatives were considered. Many land use decisions are very 
local – tie project justification to the land use decision. 


 As we develop transportation plans, schools need to be part of the discussion. 


 Need consistency of implementation at the District level.  Implementation of objectives and 
strategies need to funnel down to ATPs because they make decisions on how federal funds should 
be spent.  Strive toward consistency amongst ATPs. 


 Important to identify appropriateness of system. 


 Shared plan with more cities and counties statewide. (i.e. boards, councils and planning 
commissions) 


 Develop standard coordination process for reaching/aligning jurisdictions.  The local and state 
programs are disconnected. There is a need to coordinate amongst the two levels. 


 MDH will use the plan in its role to help communities increase their capacity to deal with some of 
these multimodal issues. Expand to other state agencies. 


 The Department of Health is trying to build capacity within public health agencies to make 
walking/biking available in communities.  


 Better explain that this plan is not only for MnDOT, but also for MnDOT’s planning partners. This is 
a new approach for MnDOT. Many partners do not understand it beyond the philosophical level.  


 It may be important for there to be examples available as to how this may be possible.  


 Important to reduce redundancy within the system to save resources. Try to be more multi-
jurisdictional to enhance services.  


 As an example of something encouraged by MnDOT. It would be nice to (in an easy fashion, 1-2 
pages) encourage counties/townships/cities to show how they are doing this. This will provide 
some degree of ownership. It would be nice to provide an annual questionnaire or survey. It would 
be good to have a part of the plan dedicated to the local units of government.  


 It would be important to take the time to engage other partners. Beyond providing information, 
invite feedback on how to improve processes from partners. 


 
SHOREVIEW 
There were 23 attendees at the Shoreview stakeholder forum #2.  Representation included cities and 
counties, the Met Council, St. Paul Port Authority, Department of Human Rights and the MPCA, MnDOT 
staff, and several advocacy groups and consultants. 
 
General Comments/Feedback 
 


 Connection to Minnesota GO Vision – Building to a maintainable scale is a guiding principle. Is that 


a shift that has happened from previous plans or is there a growing recognition that there will be 


tough choices ahead such as eliminating underused parts of the system? This needs to be clear in 


the plan. It’s clear in the vision, but not clear in the plan. How do we balance the needs on local 


and state system? This is also related to strategically fixing the system. 


 Connection to Other Partner Plans - Concerned as to how this plan affects other plans.  It seems 


as if this is a plan for all of Minnesota, but there are other agencies that are critical to make this 


plan happen – transit agencies, counties, cities, etc. Each of these has specific spheres of 


influence and roles of responsibility. MnDOT has a minor role – more a cheerleader. There needs 
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to be recognition of what the local agency role is implementing the plan. The plan needs to better 


clarify what the roles are and how MnDOT fits into the picture. 


 Risk Based Approach – This should be the basis for all transportation planning and strategies but 


don’t really see it discussed a lot in the strategies. For example, the plan talks about the increased 


rate of flooding/droughts and the impacts this has on transportation. This is a risk that should be 


discussed more clearly in the transportation in context section. 


 Project Size - Large projects provide the opportunity to do a number of things. The plan seems to 


discuss for a smaller approach. These large projects shouldn’t be dismissed. They provide 


opportunities to address multimodal issues. It make sense to pursue low-cost/high-benefit 


strategies but there are times when high cost large capital projects are needed. 


 Multimodal – Suggestions to get rid of all the modal plans and make one true multimodal plan that 
includes funding, performance measures, investment needs by mode/system. 


 Funding - With limited resources, how do we take on even more? No long-term funding 
mechanisms that support this level of work. All of this will become rather moot unless there is 
funding.  This plan needs to be followed up very quickly with something that addresses funding. 


 Performance Measures – The multimodal plan should be the document where to lay out 
performance measures for all modes.  Seems odd when the federal government is going in a 
direction to identify/include performance measures and MnDOT is taking them out of plan. 


 Priorities - Multimodal plan should have some kind of prioritization, i.e. spending 80-90% on 
maintaining system – this should be mentioned in this plan. 


 Communication - Comes back to communicating what MnDOT is really trying to accomplish with 


this plan. We’re all aware of how much need there is for infrastructure. Does the average person 


pull it all together to really understand how bad it is? 


 Time Frames – Identify and split into short-, medium-, and long-term needs. By splitting into time 
periods would give more meaning. 


 Plan Clarity - How do all of these strategies trickle down to what we do on a day-to-day basis? 
Hard to see how everything ties together.  Strategies as written aren’t clear what they mean – 
could mean 20 different things to 20 different people. Too open to interpretation, doesn’t really tell 
us anything. 


 Land Use Strategy - How do we know if any progress is being made? How do we quantify it? We 
need to do everything possible to connect to land use. Whenever possible, land use needs to be 
identified in the plan. The plan should build on the transportation-land use connection. The local 
partners identified don’t cover those with land use authority. This should be clarified. 


 Strategy Suggestions - 
o Under Accountability identify a strategy that explores funding needs. This will help make a 


personal connection. 
o Under Accountability identify a strategy about exploring multimodal performance 


measures. 
 
ADOBE CONNECT 
There were 21 attendees for both Adobe Connect options. 
 
General Comments/Feedback 
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 The objectives and strategies are easy to understand but it’s difficult to navigate from one to next. 
More transitions/connections between would be nice. 


 Like the collaboration/communication piece of the plan. Many other agencies are organizations are 
impacted by these strategies so it’s helpful to be included in the process. 


 Funding needs to be addressed at some point. It’s the biggest obstacle to achieving all of the 
objectives. 


 Concern about working to reduce costs and improve efficiencies: 
o We have done this to death and there just aren't many more reductions we can implement. 
o Some services are costly but still important and shouldn’t be reduced (i.e. paratransit) 


 Emphasized the importance of safety to everything. 


 Emphasized that it will be very important that the right people are at the table when defining what 
parts of the systems are “priority.” Same for talks about roadway ownership. 


 Groups expressed that some of the safety and security strategies would be difficult because of 
issues they’ve had getting participation from local enforcement and emergency response groups. 
They try to do it. 


 MPOs should be separated out from the rest of the regional partners because they have different 
roles and responsibilities 


 Concern about what “align all plans” means in objective 1 – all MnDOT plans? Does this includes 
other groups’ plans? 


 Acknowledged that the real test for this plan will come in the next steps, how these objectives and 
strategies are applied to specific things. 


 Make sure the objectives and strategies don’t prohibit expansion/new investments – sometimes it’s 
needed 


 The Twin Cities isn’t the only metro area needing greater accessibility and efficient movement of 
goods and people 


 Should use “livability” instead of CSS.  
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PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES SUMMARY 
January and February 2012 


 


OVERVIEW 
Between Monday, January 30th, 2012 and Thursday, February 16th, 2012, MnDOT‘s Office of Statewide Multimodal 
Planning took the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan “on the road” for public comment on draft language. Touring 
nine different cities across the state, open houses drew 203 attendees. Ninety-one people filled out surveys which totaled 
over 500 comments. An online open house was hosted via Adobe Connect as another participation option. Furthermore, 
surveys were made available online at the minnesotagoplan.com website through Friday, February 24 th, 2012. All of the 
comments received will be evaluated and considered in the update of the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan. 
 


PARTICIPANTS 
Open houses drew feedback from a geographically diverse group of citizens. Of the total 203 attendees, 32-percent were 
from Northern & Central Minnesota, 30-percent were from the Twin Cities metropolitan region, 31-percent were from 
Southern Minnesota, and 7-percent participated online.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Open House Attendees: Number by Location and Percentage by Region 







 


FORMAT 
Open houses were hosted from 4:00 PM – 7:00 PM on varying nights of the week. Each open house consisted of: 
 


 A poster session with station areas based on plan chapters and content 


 Two opportunities to listen to a 15-minute presentation on the draft plan 


 Access to members of the Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning as well as the Project Management Team 
 


Open house participants were invited to provide commentary on the proposed plan and draft language. Each attendee was 
given a survey seeking feedback on the proposed objectives. Questions included: 
 


1. What do you like about the draft objective and possible actions/strategies? Is anything missing? 
2. Which strategy is most important in the next five years in order to achieve the draft objective? 
3. Which strategy is most important beyond five years? 


 
Responses to these questions as well as general comments submitted by open house participants are summarized in this 
document. 
 


SUMMARY 
GENERAL FEEDBACK 
Feedback provided in the open house process represented a range of positive and critical reactions to draft language and 
structure for the 2012 update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan.  
 


 Structure & Format: The structure and format of the plan prompted critical feedback from participants. There 
seemed to be an overall lack of understanding how the plan ties back to the vision. At the same time, many 
participants answered the “what’s missing” question with strategies sound with vision language, thus making the 
association in their feedback.  


 Accountability: There were a number of concerns expressed that this plan may not have any teeth within MnDOT. 


There was a resounding call for clear, measurable steps MnDOT will take to apply strategies to achieve objectives 


set forth in chapter four. Some participants called this out as a matter of “accountability”, while others suggested 


that this should take the form of a sixth objective. Still other participants advocated for a chapter five that outlines 


MnDOT’s strategy to implement this plan.  


 Coordination & Collaboration: These were themes heard throughout feedback. Respondents advocated 
especially for improved relationships between the state and local units of government. This extended to 
collaboration and coordination between metro and outstate interests.  


 Livability: Mode-specific language was requested throughout participant comments. While these comments varied 
from individual to individual, strong livability themes permeated throughout. There is a clear interest in enhancing 
bicycle and pedestrian options as well as transit options within and outside the Twin Cities metropolitan region.  


 
GENERAL CHAPTER 4 FEEDBACK 
Each of the five proposed objectives received positive comments, and feedback suggests that the objectives are identified 
in categories consistent with public approval.  There were no instances where draft strategies were deemed “wrong” or “bad 
ideas” to achieve proposed objectives. Participant identification of “most important” strategies is represented graphically 
below; it is important to note that respondents frequently identified “Other” strategies not included in the draft language as 
most important. These proposed strategies are often consistent with the “What’s missing?” feedback for the respective 
objective.  
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OBJECTIVE 1. ACCOUNTABILITY, TRANSPARENCY, AND COMMUNICATION 
Coordination and consultation were commonly-heard strategies proposed by open house attendees as critical to achieving 
this objective over the next five years. Whether it is with local units of government, stakeholders, other agencies or elected 
officials; taking a collaborative approach to addressing the state’s transportation needs was identified as important to 
maintaining accountability, transparency, and communication. Over the long-term, beyond five years, participants identified 
consultation with stakeholders, improved coordination, and aligning performance measures with the vision as most-
important strategies. 
 
In addition to the general themes discussed above, the following are the top three to five commonly-heard responses to 
survey question one. 


What do you like about the draft objective? 
 


 Coordination  Collaboration  Working with stakeholders 


Is anything missing? / What “Other” strategies are most-important? 


 Identification of specific 
groups to consult 


 Fiscal responsibility  Educating/informing the 
public 


 


 
Beyond providing qualitative feedback, participants identified draft strategies they believed were most important to achieve 
the proposed objective. The figure below represents the number of votes received by each draft strategy.  
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Figure 2. Participant identification of most-important strategies to achieve objective 1 


  







 
OBJECTIVE 2. LAND USE, CONTEXT, AND TRANSPORTATION 
Draft language for this objective was very well-received by open house attendees who consistently provided positive 
feedback for all draft strategies. Over the next five years, participants identified improving access and safety and supporting 
economic development as the most-important strategies to achieve this objective. Beyond five years, they indicated a high-
importance of taking advantage of existing infrastructure in the system. Participants suggested specific strategies including 
complete streets, context sensitive solutions, transit-oriented development, and transit investments.   
 
In addition to the general themes discussed above, the following are the top three to five commonly-heard responses to 
survey question one. 
 


What do you like about the draft objective? 


 Land use  Context  Investments in existing 
infrastructure  TOD  Collaboration 


   
Is anything missing? / What “Other” strategies are most-important? 


 Context sensitive solutions  Community emphasis  Energy implications 
 


Beyond providing qualitative feedback, participants identified draft strategies they believed were most important to achieve 
the proposed objective. The figure below represents the number of votes received by each draft strategy.  
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Figure 3. Participant identification of most-important strategies to achieve objective 2 


  







 
OBJECTIVE 3. CRITICAL CONNECTIONS 
Open house participants identified supporting connections for all abilities and ages and increased transit connectivity as 
important strategies to achieve this objective over the next five years. Long-term, there was high-importance placed on 
developing intercity passenger rail to make critical connections in the state’s transportation network. Qualitative feedback 
pertaining to critical connections primarily concerned transit, bicycle, and pedestrian connections, and freight connections. 
Participants identified a need for multimodal connections outside of the metropolitan area, such as connecting the state’s 
bike trail network. Maintaining and growing strong farm-to-market connections were identified as important as well.  
 
In addition to the general themes discussed above, the following are the top three to five commonly-heard responses to 
survey question one. 
 


What do you like about the draft objective? 


 Connectivity  Inclusivity  Transit 


Is anything missing? / What “Other” strategies are most-important? 
 


 Bike/ped.  Local units of government  Clarification of improving 
connections “when 
practical” 


 Communication  Outstate Minnesota 


Beyond providing qualitative feedback, participants identified draft strategies they believed were most important to achieve 
the proposed objective. The figure below represents the number of votes received by each draft strategy. 
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Figure 4. Participant identification of most-important strategies to achieve objective 3 


  







 
OBJECTIVE 4. ASSET MANAGEMENT 
In the near-term, citizens identified collaboration, risk identification, and addressing operations and maintenance needs as 
important strategies to achieve this objective. In addition to these, participants said expanding technology use is an 
important long-term strategy. This objective drew overwhelming qualitative feedback on the importance of working with local 
partners. A number of participants identified a need to change the “Who” to include local partners along with MnDOT. 
Participants acknowledged funding limitations as a significant challenge to developing strategies for this objective.  
 
In addition to the general themes discussed above, the following are the top three to five commonly-heard responses to 
survey question one. 
 


What do you like about the draft objective?  


 Collaboration / local 
partners 


 Efficiency  Technology 
  Strategic investment 


 
Is anything missing? / What “Other” strategies are most-important? 


 Identify/involve more 
partners  


 Existing assets  Bike/ped./transit 


 Market preferences  Funding 
 
Beyond providing qualitative feedback, participants identified draft strategies they believed were most important to achieve 
the proposed objective. The figure below represents the number of votes received by each draft strategy.  
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Figure 5. Participant identification of most-important strategies to achieve objective 4 


  







 
OBJECTIVE 5. SYSTEM SAFETY AND SECURITY  
Open house participants identified collaboration as the most-important strategy to achieve this objective in both the near 
and long-term. Also identified as important was the implementation of technology to improve the safety of Minnesota’s 
transportation system. Open house attendees further identified emergency planning and education as important strategies 
to achieve this objective in the long-term. Feedback identified missing strategies pertaining to crime and threats and cost-
benefit analysis for investments in system safety and security.   
 
In addition to the general themes discussed above, the following are the top three to five commonly-heard responses to 
survey question one. 
 


What do you like about the draft objective?  


 System redundancy  Safety for all modes  Emergency planning 
 


Is anything missing? / What “Other” strategies are most-important? 


 Non-motorized forms of 
transportation (e.g. 
bike/ped.) 


 Costs & funding  Aging population 


 Persons with disabilities  Toward Zero Deaths 


 Communication  


 
Beyond providing qualitative feedback, participants identified draft strategies they believed were most important to achieve 
the proposed objective. The figure below represents the number of votes received by each draft strategy.  
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Figure 6. Participant identification of most-important strategies to achieve objective 5 


 


NEXT STEPS 
Over the month of March, the Office of Statewide Multimodal Planning will be working closely with its Project Management 
Team to evaluate and consider all comments received throughout the open house process. The project schedule is as 
follows:  


 







 


 


Appendix F. Summary Table of Outreach Techniques 
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Technique/Activity Target Audience/ 
Participant 


Purpose/Intended Message Frequency/Timing Logistics 


Stakeholder 
Presentations/Briefings 


RDCs 
MPOs 
ATPs 
Local/State/Federal 
partners 
Environmental 
agencies 
Tribal nations 
Transit operators/users 
Traditionally 
underserved 
populations 


MnDOT staff goes to standing meetings of 
specific stakeholder groups to present updates 
on the plan and receive input.   


 Dates, attendees, and any 
comments received will be 
tracked.  
 
Presentations to 
underserved populations will 
be coordinated with MnDOT 
Customer Relations 


PMT Outreach Packages Groups represented by 
PMT members 


Outreach packages (presentations and notes) 
to be released to PMT members to provide 
consistent messaging on plan status/updates. 


4 presentations to 
be prepared at key 
milestones  


Identify PMT members and 
other individuals who can 
present / provide outreach 
to these groups.  
 
PMT members should track 
who, when and any 
comments received.  
 
 







 


 


Stakeholder Forum #1 Key stakeholders – 
See Appendix A 


Bridge gap between visioning and provide 
opportunity for stakeholder input before 
going out to broader public. 
Presentation of adopted vision 
Overview of trends and current policies/plans - 
common gaps as compared to vision 
Present draft policies 
Solicit input (“reality check”) 
 


December 2011 Open to public, but 
notification targeted to key 
stakeholders 
 
Facility TBD 
 
Web-based participation will 
also be available. 


Public Open Houses  All stakeholders 
Any interested parties 


Provide opportunity for public input before 
releasing a draft plan. 
Incorporate elements of Stakeholder Forum 1 
above; present policies and solicit input. 
Specific format TBD. 


January-February 
2012 


9 different locations, one in 
each District (2 in Metro) 
 
Facilities/specific locations 
TBD 
 
Web-based participation will 
also be available. 


Stakeholder Forum #2 Key stakeholders – 
See Appendix A 


Solicit comments on the draft Plan 
Share comments from public open houses 
Present draft plan 
Solicit input 


April 2012 Open to public, but 
notification targeted to key 
stakeholders 
 
Facility TBD 
 
Web-based participation will 
also be available. 







 


 


Press releases All stakeholders 
Traditional and minority 
media outlets 


 Print 


 Local access TV 


 Radio 


 Community 
newsletters 


 
 


Notice of upcoming meetings 
Communicating major milestones/decision 
points 
 


To occur prior to 
each open house in 
each location; and 
at key points in 
project process 


Consultant team to provide 
press releases in MnDOT 
format for use by MnDOT 
Public Affairs Coordinators 
to publish to local 
newspapers and news 
outlets 


Project Email List Community Relations 
Email List (general 
public) 
Interested parties who 
sign up via the 
website/meetings with 
an email address 


Project information/updates 
Notice of upcoming meetings 
Reference to website/social media 


To occur prior to 
each open house in 
each location; and 
at key milestones in 
project process 


Consultant team to provide 
information; MnDOT to 
manage email address 


Website and updates All stakeholders Project information/updates 
Notice of upcoming meetings 
Comment collection 
Interactive activities/surveys 
 


Late October - 
public site to be 
launched after 
vision is adopted 


KHA to manage website; 
content to be reviewed by 
MnDOT 
 
www.minnesotago.org 


Social Media (Facebook, 
Twitter) 


All stakeholders Project information/updates 
Notice of upcoming meetings 
Interactive questions/surveys 
 


Continuation of 
current social 
media used in 
visioning 


Will be managed by MnDOT 
and linked to website 


Public Review and Public 
Hearing on Plan 


All stakeholders Solicit formal comments on draft plan July - during 30-day 
comment period 


1 meeting to be held in 
Metro area.  
 
Facility TBD. 
 
Web-based participation will 
also be available. 
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ACRONYMS


ADA Americans with Disabilities Act


ATP Area Transportation Partnership


BRT Bus Rapid Transit


CDC Centers for Disease Control


CFR Code of Federal Regulations


CIMS Corridor Investment Management Strategy


CMS Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services


CSS Context Sensitive Solutions


CURA Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (University of Minnesota)


DOT Department of Transportation


DPS Department of Public Safety


DWI Driver While Intoxicated


FHWA Federal Highway Administration


GDP Gross Domestic Product


GPS Global Positioning System


IRC Interregional Corridors


ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems


LRT Light Rail Transit


MnDNR Minnesota Department of Natural Resources


MnDOT Minnesota Department of Transportation
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MPCA Minnesota Pollution Control Agency


MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization


NHE National Healthcare Expenditure


RDC Regional Development Commission


RQI Ride Quality Index


STIP Statewide Transportation Improvement Program


TAB Transportation Advisory Board


TH Trunk Highway


TOD Transit-Oriented Development


TPP Transportation Policy Plan


TTI Travel Time Index


TZD Toward Zero Deaths


US United States
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GLOSSARY


Complete Streets – The planning, scoping, design, implementation, operation, and maintenance of
roads in order to reasonably address the safety and accessibility needs of users of all ages and abilities.
Complete streets considers the needs of motorists, pedestrians, transit users and vehicles, bicyclists, and
commercial and emergency vehicles moving along and across roads, intersections, and crossings in a
manner that is sensitive to the local context and recognizes that the needs vary in urban, suburban and
rural settings.


Context Sensitive Solutions – A collaborative, interdisciplinary approach to building transportation
facilities that fit their settings. It is an approach that leads to preserving and enhancing scenic, aesthetic,
historic, community, and environmental resources, while improving or maintaining safety, mobility and
infrastructure conditions.


Functionally Obsolete – A bridge that was built to standards that do not meet the minimum federal
clearance requirements for a new bridge. These bridges are not automatically rated as structurally
deficient, nor are they inherently unsafe. Functionally obsolete bridges include those that have sub-
standard geometric features such as narrow lanes, narrow shoulders, poor approach alignment or
inadequate vertical under clearance.


Guiding Principle – A key set of ideas used to influence policy and investment decision making. The
Minnesota GO Guiding Principles are not listed in any particular order, and they are intended to be used
collectively.


Interregional Corridor System – The system designated by MnDOT that provides efficient connections
between regional trade centers. It is comprised of 2,960 miles if highways, which represent only two
percent of all roadway miles in the state. However, this small percentage of highways accounts for one-
third of all vehicle miles traveled. The goal of the Interregional Corridor System is to enhance the economic
vitality of the state by providing safe, timely and efficient movement of goods and people.


Managed Lanes – Highway facilities or a set of lanes where operational strategies are proactively
implemented and managed in response to changing conditions. Examples include ramp metering, high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes where carpools of a certain size get to use an exclusive highway lane,
high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes where solo drivers are able to use the HOV lane by paying a toll, and
Smart Lanes where real-time information is provided to drivers by lane.


Metropolitan Planning Organization – Regional planning agency designated by law with the lead
responsibility for the development of a metropolitan area's transportation plans and to coordinate the
transportation planning process.  All urban areas over 50,000 in population are required to have an MPO if
the agencies spend Federal funds on transportation improvements.  There are seven Metropolitan Planning
Organizations in Minnesota.  Primary functions of an MPO include: maintain a long-range transportation
plan, develop a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and develop a Unified Planning Work Program
(UPWP).
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MnPASS – The branding in Minnesota for high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes and priced dynamic shoulder
lanes (PDSL). The lanes allow high-occupancy vehicles (HOV) and solo drivers who pay an electronic toll
use of an exclusive lane.


Mode – Different forms and means of transportation for moving people and freight. Examples include
highways, transit, rail, air, waterways, bicycles, and pedestrian.


Multimodal – Having or involving more than one mode of transportation.


Non-principal Arterial – A roadway functional classification given to a facility that is not a principal arterial
(see definition); these include minor arterials, collector, and local routes.  Facilities typically provide
supplementary connections to population and business centers, accommodate shorter trips, individually
carry a lower (than principal arterial) total vehicle miles traveled in a region and have an emphasis on both
mobility and land access.  The large majority of non-principal arterials in Minnesota are primarily owned
and operated by cities and counties.


Objective – A purpose, goal, or target—something that is aspired to and attained through actions.


Performance-Based Planning – A planning philosophy or approach whereby investment decisions are
guided by performance measures and targets.


Performance Measures – A quantifiable representation of an outcome or process. Performance measures
can be used as a management tool to track and assess progress. They can be used address stakeholders’
desire for accountability and transparency in decision making.


Principal Arterial – A roadway functional classification given to a facility that provides the highest level of
mobility. Principal arterials typically connect major population centers, are the most heavily used roads in
an area, carry the majority of the total vehicle miles traveled in a region, and have limited access.  They are
usually Interstate highways and other highways designed to carry longer trips at higher speeds. The large
majority of principal arterials in Minnesota are primarily owned and operated by MnDOT.


Ramp Metering – The regulated flow of vehicles at freeway entrance ramps. Traffic signals on freeway
entrance ramps are used to smooth the flow of traffic merging onto the main roadway. Ramp meters
improve safety and traffic flow and provide a way to manage bottlenecks or incidents on the main roadway.
Many metered ramps have bypasses for buses and carpools.


Regional Development Commissions – Multi-county regional planning and development districts that
encourage cooperation between citizens, local government officials, and the private sector. They are often
catalysts for strategic planning in rural communities. They help identify local needs and priorities. In
addition to planning, regions sponsor many programs, including services for the poor and elderly, job
training, small business finance and minority enterprise programs.  There are 12 Regional Development
Commissions in Minnesota.


Risk-Based Decision Making – Proactively identifying and addressing potential risks and opportunities in
the evaluation of possible options. MnDOT is a using risk-based approach at the enterprise level,
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incorporating concepts of internal control, planning and budgeting. Understanding potential risks allows
them to be effectively and appropriately managed.


Smart Lanes – Electronic signs over individual lanes of traffic that provide real-time information to help
motorists make informed decisions about lane use and their commute. The signs display information about
road conditions to improve traffic flow, reduce congestion and improve safety.


Stakeholders – A person or group that may be affected or perceives that they may be affected by a
decision, plan, program or project. MnDOT’s stakeholders exist within as well as external to the
organization.


Strategy – A specific action plan devised to attain an objective or goal.


Structurally Deficient – A structure that receives a general condition rating for the deck, superstructure,
substructure or culvert as 4 or less or if the road approaches regularly overtop due to flooding. A general
condition rating of 4 means that the component rating is described as poor.


Toward Zero Deaths – Toward Zero Deaths (TZD) is a Minnesota partnership led by the Department of
Public Safety, the Department of Transportation, and the Department of Health, in cooperation with the
Minnesota State Patrol, the Federal Highway Administration, Minnesota county engineers, and the Center
for Transportation Studies at the University of Minnesota. TZD helps create a  culture for which traffic
fatalities and serious injuries are no longer acceptable through the integrated application of education,
engineering, enforcement, and emergency medical and trauma services. These efforts are driven by data,
best practices, and research.


Transit-Oriented Development – A compact, walkable community centered on a transit station. Transit-
oriented development (TOD) is typically mixed-use with a mix of residential and commercial uses which
maximizes access to a central transit station.


Transportation Advisory Board – The Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) was created by the state
legislature in 1974. The purpose of the TAB is to accomplish the responsibilities designated by state and
federal law and regulation with regard to transportation planning and programming for the Twin Cities
Metropolitan Area, comprising the counties of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and
Washington. The transportation planning process in the Twin Cities region is based on Minnesota statutes
and the requirements of federal rules and regulations on urban transportation planning. The Metropolitan
Council is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and is responsible for the continuing,
cooperative and comprehensive (3C) planning process in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. The TAB,
along with the Metropolitan Council and Technical Advisory Committee, serves as the certified MPO in
compliance with federal law and rules and thereby qualifies the region for federal transportation planning,
operating and construction funds. Therefore, the TAB is a key participant in the region's 3C transportation
planning process.


Transportation Partners – All parties responsible for the delivery of Minnesota’s transportation system.
This includes local, regional, state, tribal, federal, private-sector and other partners and includes all modes
of transportation.


Vision – A description of a desired future. It answers the question “what are we trying to achieve?”








 


 
MNDOT MODAL INVESTMENT PLANS 


 
 
Links to each of MnDOT’s modal investment plans: 
 
 
Link to all MnDOT Modal Invest Plans by way of MnDOT website 
 
 
Link to State Highway Investment Plan 
 
Link to State Aviation System Plan 
 
Link to Comprehensive Statewide Freight and Passenger Rail Plan 
 
Link to Greater Minnesota Transit Investment Plan 



http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/index.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/stateplan/downloadinvestmentplan.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/aero/avoffice/planning/sasp.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/resources.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/transit/reports/investmentplan/index.html



		mndot modal investment plans






 


 
OTHER MNDOT PLANS 


 
 
Links to other MnDOT’s plans: 
 
 
Link to other MnDOT plans by way of MnDOT website 
 
 
Link to Americans with Disabilities Act Transition Plan 
 
Link to Bicycle Modal Plan 
 
Link to Greater Minnesota Transit Plan 
 
Link to Highway System Operations Plan 
 
Link to MnDOT Strategic (Vision) Plan 
 
Link to Statewide Freight Plan 
 
Link to Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
 
Link to Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
 
 



http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/index.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/ada/

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/pdfs/modalplan.pdf

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/transit/reports/transitplan/index.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/hsop.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/strategicvision/vision.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/ofrw/PDF/MN_SFP_Final_Report_05.pdf

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/stip.html

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/safety/shsp/index.html



		other mndot plans






 


 
MINNESOTA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) 


LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANS 
 


 
Links to long-range transportation plans for the seven designated MPOs that involve Minnesota 
communities: 
 
 
Link to all Minnesota MPO long-range transportation plans by way of MnDOT website 
 
 
Link to Duluth-Superior Metropolitan Interstate Council long-range transportation plan 
 
Link to Fargo-Moorhead Regional Council of Governments long-range transportation plan 
 
Link to Grand Forks-East Grand Forks MPO long-range transportation plan 
 
Link to La Crosse Area Planning Committee long-range transportation plan 
 
Link to Metropolitan Council (Twin Cities Area) long-range transportation plan 
 
Link to Rochester-Olmstead Council of Governments long-range transportation plan 
 
Link to St. Cloud Area Planning Organization long-range transportation plan 



http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/MPORDC.html

http://www.dsmic.org/Default.asp?PageID=559

http://www.fmmetrocog.org/index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_view&gid=21&Itemid=3

http://www.theforksmpo.org/Pages/2035LongRangeTranspPlan.h

http://www.lapc.org/Content/Plans/MTP%202010/MTP.htm

http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/transportation/TPP/2010/index.htm

http://www.co.olmsted.mn.us/planning/rocog/lrtp/Pages/default.aspx

http://www.stcloudapo.org/index_files/Page1558.htm



		minnesota metropolitan planning organization (MPO)

		long-range transportation plans
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September 2011


Dear Citizens of  Minnesota,


I am pleased to share with you the 2010 Minnesota Transportation Performance Report. The performance mea-
sures in this third annual Report show results, indicating how well or not so well Minnesota’s statewide transporta-
tion system is working. 


Last year, the Association of  Government Accountants honored MnDOT with a gold Certificate of  Achievement in 
Performance Reporting. MnDOT ranks high among states leading the nation in performance measurement and 
using data to guide and prioritize transportation investment decisions.


This year’s Report builds on the strengths of  the 2009 Report by adding data, narrative content and analysis. Key 
findings indicate continuing reductions in the number of  traffic fatalities, strong state bridge condition that will con-
tinue to improve and on-time snow removal on state roads in four out of  the last five winters. Freeway congestion 
in the Twin Cities Metro area grew for the second straight year, balanced by gains on rail and express bus transit 
lines, which now constitute 26 percent of  all transit ridership.


State highway pavement condition improved in 2010. The improvements were due to increased spending as a 
result of  the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of  2009, as well as increased patching efforts by MnDOT 
maintenance crews. Because the improvement is only temporary under the base investment program, MnDOT initi-
ated the Better Roads for a Better Minnesota program to allocate additional resources and stem the growth in 
poor pavements over the next four years. The goal is to improve more than 700 miles of  roads and reduce poor 
pavements. 


To address performance concerns, MnDOT uses enterprise risk management practices to seek innovative 
approaches to stretch available revenues and makes trade-off  decisions when times are uncertain. Our approach-
es include using public-private partnerships, accelerating low-cost/high benefit congestion management projects, 
pursuing context sensitive and flexible design solutions and considering all transportation modes for improving 
mobility and accessibility in the Twin Cities metro area and in Greater Minnesota.


MnDOT is committed to building public trust by being transparent and accountable to the public. We want 
Minnesotans to understand what we do with their tax dollars. We will continue to measure and report transporta-
tion’s performance and involve citizens, stakeholders and partners in the implementation of  plans and future 
transportation investment and policy decisions. 


Together, we can realize the shared vision of  a safe, efficient and sustainable transportation system that supports 
the state’s economy and makes a substantial contribution to the quality of  life in Minnesotan.


Sincerely,


Thomas K. Sorel
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Introduction


Good transportation systems are essential to 
Minnesota’s economic competitiveness and 
quality of  life—supporting thriving communi-
ties and successful businesses. This third 
annual Minnesota Transportation Performance 
Report describes trends in the condition and 
service levels provided by Minnesota’s trans-
portation systems. The report also summarizes 
the plans, investments, strategies, and innova-
tions MnDOT and its partners are using to 
optimize performance. Eighteen performance 
measures track progress on nine policy goals 
in the Minnesota Statewide Transportation 
Policy Plan 2009-2028. To visit the plan go to   
dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/index.html. 


MnDOT has been using measurement tools to 
evaluate its services and to guide its plans, 
projects and investments since the 1990s. 
Performance information, citizen input and leg-
islative direction are used to make investment 
choices and trade-off  decisions within available 
resources. 


Source: MnDOT 


Scope: Minnesota and 
MnDOT 
The state transportation system is operated by 
MnDOT and partners including the 
Metropolitan Council, other metropolitan and 
regional planning organizations, the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission, the 
Department of  Public Safety, railroads, port 
operators, the Federal Aviation Administration, 
U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers, local govern-
ment airports, port authorities and transit 
operators. Minnesota's transportation system 
is summarized on page 54.


Some of  Minnesota's transportation systems 
are showing their age and need maintenance 
or replacement—putting pressure on limited 
state, local and federal financial resources. At 
the same time expanded transportation 
options are being developed to relieve pres-
sure on highways and meet citizen demands. 
These options include light rail and commuter 
rail, express buses and bus rapid transit, 
MnPASS freeway lanes, bike facilities, accessi-
ble pedestrian facilities, Complete Streets, and 
intercity passenger rail. The report provides 
available performance data for these options.  


2010 Results Scorecard
The Minnesota 2010 Transportation Results 
Scorecard on pages 10-11 summarizes prog-
ress for the nine statewide transportation plan 
goals. MnDOT has primary responsibility for the 
measures highlighted by a MnDOT logo in the 
far right column. 


Measures with performance targets have a 
green, yellow, or red symbol showing results. 
MnDOT uses performance targets to meet citi-
zen expectations, stimulate innovation and cal-
culate needed investment levels for transporta-
tion services. MnDOT uses surveys and inter-
views with citizens to help set targets for snow 
removal and pavement smoothness. MnDOT 
uses national engineering and safety standards 
to set bridge condition targets. MnDOT perfor-
mance targets play a major role in extending 
the life and minimizing the cost of  transporta-
tion assets, and supporting the state’s econo-
my and quality of  life. 
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Performance 
Highlights


Minnesota’s transportation system showed some 
positive gains in performance in 2010:


•	 Fatalities fell for the seventh out of  the last 
eight years.


•	 State pavement condition improved temporar-
ily due to major increases in investment. 


•	 State bridge condition remained good, 
exceeding or close to targets.


•	 Snow and ice removal on state roads met its 
on-time target the last two winters. 


•	 Interregional highway travel connections and 
Minnesota’s extensive local airport system 
performed well above target levels.


At the same time there were signs that economic 
recovery helped trigger performance challenges:


•	 Metro Area freeway congestion increased for 
the second straight year. After some improve-
ments in the last decade, it is expected to 
resume its long-term growth trend.  


•	 After an 8 percent decline over the previous 
five-years, Minnesota’s transportation fuel 
consumption grew slightly in 2010. Ongoing 
growth would erode progress toward 
Minnesota’s Next Generation Energy Act 
goals for greenhouse gas reductions. 


The mixed trends in 2010 continue to reflect the 
trade-offs between growing challenges and limited 
resources. 


2010 Strengths
Safety—Fatalities on Minnesota’s state and local 
roads fell again in 2010 to 411—just short of  the 
Toward Zero Death target of  400. Fatalities have 
declined 37 percent from the 2002 peak. 
Minnesota had the 3rd lowest fatality rate among 
all states in 2009 (most recent data avail-
able)—35 percent below the national average. 
State, federal, local and private agencies along 
with legislation have reduced fatalities for seven 
categories targeted by TZD—under 21, unbelted 
drivers, speeding-related, run-off-the road, alco-
hol-related, intersection crashes, and head-on and 
side-swipe crashes. 


Bridges—86.9 percent of  state bridges on prin-
cipal arterials are in good or satisfactory condi-
tion—exceeding MnDOT’s target of  84 percent. A 
near record low 3.2 percent of  bridges were rated 
poor in 2010. The share rated poor is projected 
to fall to the 2 percent target by 2014 as a result 
of  the estimated $2.1 billion 2008-2018 state-


funded bridge program. Minnesota had the 4th 
lowest share of  bridges rated structurally deficient 
or functionally obsolete in 2010—less than half  
the U.S. average 


Snow and Ice—MnDOT’s snow and ice opera-
tion, covering more than 30,000 lane miles, met 
its performance targets for clearance time to bare 
lanes 79 percent (preliminary) of  the time in the 
winter of  2010-2011, exceeding its annual target 
of  70 percent. Annual costs hit record levels after 
receiving the most snowfall since 1983-1984.


Statewide travel connections are strong. 
Measures for access to airports and for 
Interregional Corridor (IRC) travel speed 
both exceed MnDOT targets. Ninety-eight percent 
trips on IRCs outside the Twin Cities Metro area 
can be driven at average speeds near 55 or 60 
miles per hour. The IRC system comprises one-
fourth of  state highway miles and carries about 
44 percent of  state system vehicle miles travelled. 


Local airports support passenger service, private 
and corporate aircraft, package delivery and 
freight, agriculture, and medical, law enforcement 
and emergency services. There are 118 local 
paved and lighted airports within 20 miles of  
about ninety-six percent of  Minnesotans. Eighty-
five percent of  local airport pavement is in 
good condition—exceeding MnDOT’s target. 
MnDOT is working with local authorities to reduce 
runways in poor condition as a growing share age 
and local governments experience declining tax 
bases and local aid. 


2010 Performance Gains  
MnDOT expects to continue performance gains in 
bridge inspection and maintenance and mak-
ing state highways facilities accessible. In 2010, 
99.4 percent of  state bridges were inspected on 
schedule—close to MnDOT’s 100 percent target 
—and up from 94 percent in 2009. Increased 
funding, staffing, and equipment drove improve-
ments. MnDOT is rolling out new measures to 
ensure that priority bridge repairs are completed 
on time. 


MnDOT completed 89 accessible pedestrian 
signal installations at state highway intersections 
in 2010. This brought the share of  the system 
with APS to 18 percent of  1,179 locations, up 
from 10 percent in 2009. MnDOT expects to meet 
its long-range target of  100 percent by applying 
new road design ADA accessibility standards to all 
construction projects and investing $2.5 million 
per year in dedicated funds through 2014. New 
measures will track improvements to curb ramps, 
sidewalks and rest areas.


2010 Weaknesses
Pavement—State highway pavement improved 
temporarily in 2010. Gains were the result of  
major increases in state bonding and in federal 
economic stimulus funds - along with increased 
patching, which has a very short-term benefit.  
Poor roads were reduced nearly 2 percent from 
987 miles to 744 miles. Good principal arterials 
exceeded the 70 percent target for the first time 
since 2002.  


Source: MnDOT 
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Pavement is predicted to resume deterioration 
under the base investment program set for 2011-
2014—unless the proposed investment under 
Better Roads for a Better Minnesota moves for-
ward at a substantial level. Without it, state pave-
ment spending would fall from a peak of  about 
$370 million per year in 2009 and 2010 to an 
average of  $270 million year from 2011-2014. 
Under the base program, miles of  poor state 
roads would rise from about 750 in 2010 to 1900 
miles by 2020—more than 13 percent of  all state 
roads. 


2010 Challenges
Metro freeway congestion—After five years 
with improvements between 2002 and 2008, peak 
period congestion (speed below 45 mph) on 
Metro area freeways grew for the second straight 
year in 2010 to 21.5 percent of  the system—the 
highest level since 2001. In 2010, 326 miles were 
congested, up from 276 miles in 2009. 


Transportation agencies and elected officials are 
addressing the congestion challenge with an array 
of  strategies.  Evidence shows these strategies 
have moved more Minnesotans faster and reduced 
congestion below where it would have otherwise 
been.  


•	 Recent lower-cost high-benefit projects 
reduced congested miles 15 to 80 percent in 
project areas.


•	 The Twin Cities area ranks first among 31 
metropolitan areas of  similar size in the 
amount of  road delay avoided as a result of  
operational strategies—including incident 
clearance, freeway ramp metering, and 
MnPASS lanes, and traffic signal coordination 
and access management on non-freeway 
routes.


•	 Trips on expanding rail and express bus 
lines increased 18 percent from 2006 to 
2010, and now constitute 26 percent of  all 
transit trips. 


•	 Express buses carry up to 30 percent of  all 
persons during peak hours on some congest-
ed freeways. 132 express bus routes use 
MnPASS lanes and the nation’s largest system 
of  bus-only shoulders to save riders 5 to 15 
minutes per trip.


•	 The percentage of  people biking to work 
increased 55 percent in Minneapolis from 
2006 to 2009, to 3.9 percent, and 25 per-
cent across all large Minnesota metro areas.


To mitigate congestion and move more people, 
MnDOT and the Metropolitan Council have agreed 
to deploy an arsenal of  strategies: 


•	 A larger system of  MnPASS priced lanes to 
provide a reliable, congestion-free alterna-
tive,


•	 Active traffic management with dynamic sign-
ing, variable speed limits, and dynamic shoul-
der lanes to increase throughput, capacity 
and reliability on existing roads,


•	 Quick clearance legislation passed in 2010 to 
speed removal of  crashes, 


•	 Construction of  Central Corridor, planning of  
Southwest Light Rail and evaluation of  other 
potential routes, 


•	 Expanded lower-cost, high benefit road proj-
ects, and 


•	 Selected major capacity expansions, such as 
the extension of  Highway 610 in Maple 
Grove.


Greater Minnesota Bus Service—Greater 
Minnesota is projected to add nearly half  a million 
residents by 2025. Meeting the need for transit 
service in rural areas and in growing urban areas 
like Rochester, Mankato and St. Cloud, is a chal-
lenge for local public transit providers and MnDOT. 
Total hours of  bus service per capita in 77 coun-
ties increased 10 percent from 2004 to 2007 due 
to increased funding.  Since 2007 both total hours 
of  service and service hours per capita have been 
flat. With future projections of  flat revenues and 
inflation, MnDOT expects a widening gap between 
the target and the level of  service provided. 


Transportation Fuel Use—Minnesota trans-
portation fuel consumption flattened in 2010—
increasing one percent after an eight percent drop 
from 2004 to 2009. If  the gain becomes a trend, 
progress toward meeting the Next Generation 
Energy Act goal of  reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions would erode. In 2009 Minnesota ranked 
25th among the states in per capita gasoline use 
for transportation. 


Minnesota relies on fuel taxes for a major share of  
transportation funding. State fuel tax revenue is 
expected to be flat from 2013 to 2015.


Economic Competitiveness
National and global connections—MnDOT’s 
goals include supporting Minnesota’s economy 
and quality of  life. Citizens and the economy bene-
fit when transportation assets are maintained in 


good physical condition; crashes are reduced; 
travel times are improved; and there is adequate 
capacity to move business travelers and freight. 
Minnesota has strong air, rail, and waterway sys-
tems to support commerce, but any shifts in indi-
cators should be watched closely. 


Minnesota has nearly universal access to air-
ports for private and commercial aviation, and 
scheduled air service to 135 nonstop destina-
tions in the nation and the world from 
Minneapolis-St. Paul—ranking 10th among U.S. 
metro areas. Available seat miles (total avail-
able airline seats times miles flown) from MSP 
ranks 18th in the nation, down from 16th in 2000. 
Seat miles available in Rochester increased 38 
percent from 2000 to 2009, and stayed nearly 
steady at Duluth. Nevertheless, several trends 
may be of  concern:


•	 A 15 percent drop in available seat miles at 
MSP from 2000 to 2009, well exceeding the 
national 1 percent decline.


•	 Loss of  scheduled air service at St. Cloud 
and Grand Rapids – and vulnerability of  
scheduled air service at several other cities if  
federal subsidies are cut.


Minnesota’s water transportation system is vital to 
agriculture, energy, and mining. With economic 
recovery in 2010 and high world demand for com-
modities, shipments to and from Minnesota 
ports rebounded, including gains in taconite ship-
ments and wheat exports and steady movement of  
coal and wind turbines. Further gains are predict-
ed. Lack of  federal funds to dredge ports and riv-
ers and aging undersized locks downstream from 
Minnesota can limit the tonnage carried by Great 
Lakes ships and Mississippi River barges. 


Minnesota rail shipments grew 18 percent from 
2001 to 2008. While state data is not in, national 
data point to strong growth in 2010. To maintain 
competitiveness, MnDOT’s Statewide Freight and 
Passenger Rail Plan recommends addressing rail 
bottlenecks and upgrading deficient track to han-
dle higher speeds and heavier rail cars. 


Source: MnDOT 







Measure Score Result Target Trend Analysis


t r ave l e r  s a f e t y


Minnesota Traffic Fatalities—All 
state and local roads


411
400 by 
2010


2010 fatalities are 411, slightly lower than the 421 fatalities in 
2009, but still higher than the 2010 target of  400. Fatalities are 
down by 246 since 2002.  
Comparison—3rd best state in 2009, with fatality rate 35% 
below U.S. average.  


i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  p r e s e r v a t i o n


Bridge Condition—% Good and 
Satisfactory—State principal  
arterials


86.9% 84%
In 2010 bridges on principal state roads in Good or Satisfac-
tory condition dropped 0.5% to 86.9%. The percent rated 


Poor improved to 3.2%. Levels will improve and meet targets with 
the greatly increased state investment underway.  Comparison—
Minnesota has the 4th lowest percentage of  bridges rated structur-
ally deficient or functionally obsolete—less than half  the national 
average—according to 2010 rankings by Better Roads magazine.


Bridge Condition—% Poor—State 
principal arterials


3.2% 2%


Pavement—Ride Quality Poor— 
State principal arterials, % of  miles


3.7% 2%


State pavement condition improved significantly in 2010. 
Principal Arterials met the % Good target for the first time 


since 2002. Poor miles were temporarily reduced by almost 
2% of  the system in 2010. Much of  the improvement was due 
to increased spending from ARRA and increased patching. Still, 
pavement condition is predicted to resume deterioration under 
the regular investment program set in the 2011-2014 STIP. The 
Better Roads program is proposed to stem the increase in poor 
pavements over the next four years by improving more than 700 
miles of  roadway.


Without Better Roads and increased investment after 2015, the 
share of  Poor miles will grow to nearly 5% of  Principal Arterials 
and a record 10% of  Non-Principals by 2014 and more than 13% 
of  all state roadway miles by 2020. 
Comparison—For Interstate highways in poor condition, Min-
nesota ranked 44th of  the 50 states (USDOT data for 2008, 
corrected for Minnesota).


Pavement—Ride Quality Poor— 
State non-principal arterials, % of  
miles


6.8% 3%


Pavement—Ride Quality Good— 
State principal arterials, % of  miles


70.2% 70%


Pavement—Ride Quality Good— 
State non-principal arterials, % of  
miles


59.8% 65%


m a i n t e n a n c e


Snow and Ice—Frequency of 
Achieving Bare Lane Within  
Target Hours—all storms and routes


79%
(prelimi-


nary) 
70%


During 2010-11 winter season, MnDOT achieved target 
clearance times 79% (preliminary) of  the time, exceeding its 


70% target. MnDOT has met its system-wide target in all but one of  
the last five years. 


Bridge Safety Inspections— 
% Completed On Time—All state 
bridges


99.4% 100%


In 2010, 100% of bridges with safety inspections due received 
inspection, and 99.4% were inspected within the required time period 


(calendar due date + 30 days). Recent performance gains are due to 
increased funding, staffing and equipment, and improved processes.


Customer Satisfaction with State 
Highway Maintenance—on a scale 
from 1 to 10


6.1 7.0


Overall customer satisfaction with road maintenance rose 
slightly in 2010 but remains below target in the “neutral” 


zone at 6.1 on a 1-10 scale. This result is linked to pavement ride 
quality. Note: there was no survey in 2007.


Minnesota 2010 Transportation Results Scorecard


Green: At or above target Red: Seriously below targetYellow: Moderately below target Target Results TrendMnDOT Primarily 
Responsible
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Measure Score Result Target Trend Analysis


n a t i o n a l  a n d  g l o b a l  c o n n e c t i o n s


Airline Annual Available Seat 
Miles from MSP—on scheduled 
commercial flights


N/A
19.5 mil-
lion miles 


2009


tracking 
indicator


Annual available seat miles (ASMs) for Minneapolis-St. Paul Airport 
(MSP) fell 15% from 2000 to 2009, with a larger decline on do-
mestic routes. Greater Minnesota capacity (eight airports) in 2009 
was slightly above the level at the beginning of  the decade.


Port Shipments to and from MN 
Great Lakes & river ports—annual 
tonnage


N/A
72    


million 
tons


tracking 
indicator


Waterway tonnage increased significantly in 2010 due mainly to 
higher taconite shipments. Taconite shipments in 2010 were up 
97% over 2009 levels. Comparison—Duluth is the 25th largest 
US port by tonnage (2009).


Shipments on Minnesota Rail-
roads—annual tonnage from, to and 
through Minnesota


N/A
232 mil-
lion tons 


2008


tracking 
indicator


Freight rail shipments decreased in 2008, the most recent year with 
data. Other indicators show a drop in tonnage in 2009 due to the 
recession and growth in 2010. Comparison—Minnesota ranked 13th 
of the 50 states by tons of freight carried by rail (2008 data).


s t a t ew i d e  c o n n e c t i o n s
Interregional Corridors—Greater 
MN—% of Miles +/- 2 mph of  Target 
Speed (55 or 60 mph) or faster


98% 
2009


95%  98% of  major interregional routes beyond the Metro fringe 
can be driven at average trip speeds near 55 or 60 mph. 


Predicted to sustain 98% through 2020, then decline.


Airport Access—Percent of  Min-
nesota population within 20 miles of  an 
airport with paved and lighted runway


96%
2009


90%
118 local paved and lighted airports provide ready access to 96% 
of  Minnesotans for business, shipping, recreation, medical services, 
law enforcement and fire fighting.  


t w i n  c i t i e s  m o b i l i t y


Twin Cities Urban Freeway  
System Congestion—% of  miles 
below 45 mph in AM or PM peak


N/A 21.5%
tracking 
indicator


Metro congestion grew in 2010 to 21.5%, up from 18.2 % 
in 2009. It is expected that in coming years congestion will 


increase as economic activity increases. Comparison— 7th most 
congested of  31 peer metro areas in 2009, 19th most congested 
overall (Texas Transportation Institute).


Clearance Time for Metro Urban 
Freeway incidents—3 yr. average


37.7
minutes
2009


35.0
minutes


 2009 average clearance times increase slightly due in part 
to the incident detection system expanding beyond FIRST 


coverage. 


Annual Rail and Express Bus 
Transit Ridership—Express buses 
(all providers), light rail, commuter rail


N/A
24


million
tracking 
indicator


Metro area rail and express transit ridership grew by 18% from 
2006 to 2010, surpassing overall transit growth of  7%. Ridership 
growth was distributed equally between rail and express bus transit.


g r e a t e r  m i n n e s o t a  m e t r o po l i t a n  a n d  r e g i o n a l  m o b i l i t y


Greater Minnesota Bus Service 
Hours—Public transportation


1.03
million
hours 
2009


1.60 
million 
hours
2015


Apart from a small drop in 2008, Greater Minnesota bus service 
hours were between 1.03 and 1.04 million hours per year from 2007 
to 2010. This trend of little or no growth is expected to continue over 
the long-term, due primarily to flat revenue projections and the effect 
of  inflation. With transit need projected to increase, MnDOT expects a 
widening gap between need and the level of  service.


c o m m u n i t y  d eve l o p m e n t  a n d  t r a n s po r t a t i o n


ADA—Accessible Pedestrian 
Signals—% of state highway  
intersections with APS


N/A 16%
100%


by
2030


Compliant signals increased in 2010 from 10% to 16%. Dedi-
cated funds of  $2.5M/yr and new road design guidelines will 


gradually increase the percentage of  state road intersections with 
accessible signals, and improve curb ramps and sidewalks. 


Bike, Walk and Transit Share of 
commuter trips—large Minnesota 
metro areas


TBD


7.5% 
commuter 
trip share 


2009


tracking 
indicator


In major metropolitan areas, bicycle commuting, walking and public 
transit combined grew from 7% to 7.5% from 2006 to 2009. Bicycling 
showed the most growth at 25%. Comparison—In 2009, Min-
neapolis was ranked #2 out of  70 cities for its share of  bicycle 
commuters.


e n e r gy  a n d  t h e  e nv i r o n m e n t


Transportation Fuel Consump-
tion—Billions of  gallons sold in 
Minnesota


N/A
3.08 
billion


tracking 
indicator


After three years of  decline, fuel consumption was flat in 2010.
Overall, fuel consumption in 2010 was down 7% from a 2004 high 
of  3.32 billion gallons. Comparison—In 2009, Minnesota ranked 
25th of  50 states in per capita gasoline use.
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Measures
Description of  the measure. [A more technical 
explanation is provided on pp 54-55.]


System
Describes the scope or system that the 
measure applies to


Why this is important
Describes why MnDOT or partners have set a 
goal and a measure for this


Traffic
Fatalities
TRAVELER SAFETY


What we are doing
"What we are doing" is a broad assessment of  
how MnDOT and its partners approach work to 
improve results in the measure area. 


Strategies 
The strategies section describes specific strate-
gies and tactics MnDOT and other agencies 
employ to improve performance. 


Investment/Spending


This section describes the financial resources 
being directed towards specific measure areas. 
It is not intended as a replacement for official 
budget documents or as an accounting tool. 


Historical spending was primarily obtained from 
the appropriate MnDOT office or partner agen-
cies. Estimates of  future spending were provided 
by the office responsible for the measure or 
were generated as part of  the Statewide 
20-year Highway Investment Plan 2009-2028. 


Sustainability


This section describes program or project fea-
tures that enhance financial or environmental 
sustainability.


Innovation


This section highlights innovative programs or 
projects in the measurement area.


Our progress
Usually accompanied by a performance graph 
or map, this section describes how well  
MnDOT or the transportation system is per-
forming in relation to the measure and the 
reasons for the trends. If  there is a perfor-
mance target, it is shown.


How we decide
MnDOT's and its partners' decision-making 
processes are very elaborate. This section 
describes who makes decisions and the criteria 
used.


General measurement area
This heading provides a simple label for each mea-
surement area.


State Plan policy area
This heading corresponds to the Statewide 
Transportation Policy for which the measure tracks 
performance.


How to Navigate this Report
Each performance measure area is displayed in a standard template over a two-page spread. A description of  each section follows.


Learn more
If  you want to find out more about a particular measure and its related strategies for improvement, 
this section lists internet sources you can contact for more information. The list includes MnDOT con-
tacts as well as the internet sites of  many of  transportation partners.


For comparison
Provides a ranking or comparison with other 
states, regions or nationally. Does not always 
compare using the exact methodology as the 
measure section it is in because identical data 
is not always available. 


Performance Data
Performance data is presented 
for a majority of  the measures, 
usually in a bar chart.


Target Line


Chart Title


So
ur


ce
: 


Historic Performance Predicted Performance


2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
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Measures
Total traffic fatalities and serious injuries from 
vehicle crashes


System
All state and local roads (141,000 miles)


Why this is important
Nationally, vehicle crashes are the leading 
cause of  death for people younger than 35, 
and the fifth leading cause of  death overall. On 
an average day in 2010, at least one person 
died on Minnesota highways and more than 
three were seriously injured. Serious injuries 
prevent walking, driving or continuing other 
activities of  daily life, creating significant costs 
for families and for society. MnDOT and its 
partners have made reducing fatalities and 
associated severe injuries one of  their highest 
priorities.


Traffic 
Fatalities
TRAVELER SAFETY


Our progress
Fatalities from Minnesota traffic crashes 
decreased for the third straight year in 2010 
to 411 based on preliminary results. Though 
an improvement, this did not quite meet the 
2010 target of  400. The 421 fatalities in 2009 
were the fewest since 1945. Serious injuries 
have declined steadily from 3,460 in 1999 to a 
new low of  1,191 in 2010 based on prelimi-
nary data. This surpassed the 2010 target of  
1200. As the table shows, Minnesota has 
reduced seven categories of  fatal crashes that 
have been identified for aggressive strategies 
in the state’s highway safety plan and by 
recent laws passed by the legislature. However, 
bicycle and pedestrian-related fatalities have 
not followed the same decreasing pattern.


Source: MnDOT Office of Traffic, Safety and Technology				    *2009 data


Fatal crashes by category 2000-2010 (crashes can be counted in more than one category)


Minnesota’s Toward Zero Deaths partnership 
and MnDOT's Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
establish goals and strategies for reducing 
fatal and serious crashes. Minnesota has 
invested $3.8 million over three years to pro-
vide each of  the eight MnDOT districts and 87 
counties with their own safety plans. 
Minnesota’s TZD partner organizations are 
now aiming for new targets of  350 or fewer 
fatalities and 850 or fewer serious injuries by 
2014. The Departments of  Public Safety, 
Transportation, and Health lead the TZD initia-
tives. Other partners include the State Patrol, 
the Federal Highway Administration, Minnesota 
county engineers, the Center for 
Transportation Studies at the University of  
Minnesota and other traffic safety partners.


Strategies 
In order to promote projects that will introduce 
safety strategies across jurisdictions, the eight 
MnDOT districts and 87 counties will develop 
their own road safety plans by 2012. The plans 
will identify strategies based on local crash 
trends. In the past, the focus has been on reac-
tive improvements to locations with a history of  
crashes. Current strategy, developed through 
the SHSP, takes a proactive approach to identify 
and improve road segments and intersections 
with a high risk of future crashes. The major TZD 


strategies can be summarized as the Four Es:


Engineering—Low-cost roadway safety 
enhancements such as rumble strips, intersec-
tion lighting and improved signing reduce high-
way injuries and deaths. To prevent deadly 
crossover crashes, cable median barriers have 
been installed statewide on 259 miles of  vul-
nerable four-lane divided roadways, with an 
additional 51 miles planned for 2010-2011. A 
primary focus is placed on engineering solu-
tions for crash types that are most likely to 
result in fatal and serious injury crashes, such 
as angle crashes at intersections and run-off-
the-road crashes in rural areas.


Enforcement—The State Patrol and local law 
enforcement are emphasizing enforcement of  
DWI, seat belts and speed laws. MnDOT and 
the Department of  Public Safety will continue 
the High Enforcement of  Aggressive Traffic 
program for the next three years to reduce the 
number of  speed related crashes. Enforcement 
has traditionally been considered an effort 
exclusive to police officers. However, others 
can assist in enforcing good driving behaviors. 
For example, employers can institute policies 
such as prohibiting cell phone use while driving 
a company vehicle..


Minnesota traf�c fatalities on all state and local roads
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What we are doing


Category 2000 Total 2010 Total 
Average annual 


reduction
Single vehicle run-off-the-road 197 99 8%
Unbelted 283 132* 7%
Under 21 167 70 7%
Speed related 175 76 7%
Alcohol related 245 141* 6%
Intersection related 238 151 4%
Head-on/sideswipe 138 97 3%


Source: MnDOT 
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Source: MnDOT


Funding by source for HSIP projects,  
state fiscal years 2005-2011


Education—Helping drivers understand the 
risks associated with behaviors such as seat 
belt use and drinking and driving can help 
reduce crashes due to those factors. Recent 
practice has been to incorporate education and 
enforcement activities to heighten the aware-
ness of  key messages. For example, an annual 
public safety announcement detailing the 
importance of  seat belt use is paired with spe-
cial enforcement activities focused on enforcing 
the seat belt laws.


Emergency trauma systems—The 
Minnesota Department of  Health is working 
with Minnesota hospitals and health care pro-
viders on new systems to transport crash vic-
tims rapidly to the right type of  care facility to 
address their injuries. Additionally, the state-
wide trauma system will provide an opportunity 
to evaluate the effectiveness of  the care peo-
ple receive after a motor vehicle crash has 
occurred.


The Four Es are vital to moving Minnesota 
toward zero deaths. Recent efforts have 
focused on a multifaceted approach which 
includes a combination of  activities across 
each of  the Four Es. This diverse approach is 
expected to continue the sustained reduction 
of  fatal and serious injury crashes in the fore-
seeable future.


Investment/spending
Investments intended to reduce the number of  
traffic fatalities and serious injuries can be cat-
egorized as preventive safety projects or safe-
ty capacity improvements. Preventive safety 
projects follow the low-cost, proactive engi-
neering strategies listed above. Included in this 
category are federally funded Highway Safety 
Improvement Program projects. Established as 
a core federal program in 2005, HSIP is 
intended to significantly reduce fatalities and 
serious injuries on all roads. HSIP funds are 
distributed across the MnDOT districts based 
on total fatalities and are divided between 
MnDOT and local agencies.


Safety capacity improvements are most often 
initiated as stand-alone projects on high-vol-
ume corridors or intersections. Examples might 
include: 


•	 adding turn lanes
•	 adding passing lanes, 
•	 constructing an interchange. 


Such projects also provide mobility and access 
benefits. In addition, many projects developed 
for other reasons such as preservation and 
mobility also have safety benefits. MnDOT’s 
construction program for 2011-2014 includes 
$267 million in state and federal funds for 
safety projects.


Learn more
MnDOT Office of Traffic, Safety and 
Technology


www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/safety
Minnesota Department of Public 
Safety Office of Traffic Safety


www.dps.state.mn.us/ots
Toward Zero Deaths Initiative


www.minnesotatzd.org


For comparison
In 2009, Minnesota's fatality rate per 100 million 
vehicle-miles traveled was 3rd lowest of  the 50 
states, according to USDOT. Minnesota's 2009 
fatality rate was 0.74, 35% lower than the nation-
al rate of  1.13.


MnDOT's Office of Traffic, Safety and Technology 
coordinates planning, strategies, performance 
measures and decision-making criteria across 
the state. MnDOT district traffic safety engineers, 
planners and local road authorities play an inte-
gral role in the decision-making process. 
MnDOT’s State Aid for Local Transportation 
Division provides outreach to local road authori-
ties for safety projects. Conventional district con-
struction projects are identified in MnDOT's four-
year State Highway Investment Plan or the 
10-year Highway Investment Plan. Many safety 
features are built on state and local roadways 
as part of larger construction projects. The 
funding for these safety features is included in 
overall construction costs.


MnDOT uses the State Highway Investment Plan 
to fund safety strategies. Since about half  of  
fatalities occur on local roads, about half  this 
money is targeted to counties and cities. MnDOT 
solicits local safety projects in greater Minnesota 
through regional Area Transportation 
Partnerships. Cities and counties submit propos-
als for projects that are competitively selected 
by an expert committee at MnDOT. The 
Metropolitan Council administers the process in 
the Twin Cities metropolitan area.


How we decide 


What we are doing (cont.)


State fiscal 
year


HSIP funds 
(millions)


Total state and 
federal funds 


(millions)
2005 $19.3 $30.1
2006 $10.0 $58.7
2007 $14.0 $73.1
2008 $15.0 $56.6
2009 $25.1 $40.3
2010 $26.9 $36.6


2011-14 STIP safety
investments ($millions)
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In 2010, 86.9 percent of  state principal arterial 
bridges were in good or satisfactory structural 
condition, exceeding the target of  84 percent. 
Another 13.1 percent were in fair or poor condi-
tion well within the performance target of  16 per-
cent or less.


MnDOT has set a goal that the share of  principal 
arterial bridges in poor structural condition be 2 
percent or less. The poor share improved to a 
new low of  3.1 percent in 2007, rose slightly to 
3.5 percent in 2009, and then was reduced to 3.2 
percent in 2010. Improvement to near the target 
level of  2% is predicted based on the aggressive 
2011-14 construction program. Poor condition 
bridges are termed “structurally deficient” by the 
US Department of  Transportation. They are safe 
to drive on, but are approaching the end of  their 
useful lives. Unsafe bridges are closed promptly.


Measures
Structural condition of  bridges


System
Bridges over 20 feet and on state highway 
principal arterials (2,533 bridges), which com-
prises 85 percent of  all state bridges, mea-
sured by deck area


Why this is important
Bridges provide critical economic links across 
Minnesota. Timely maintenance and replace-
ment of  bridges reduce long-term costs and 
ensure safety. Preserving the structural integri-
ty of  Minnesota’s bridges is a top priority for 
MnDOT. New directives and funding from the 
2008 Legislature supported this goal.


Bridge 
Condition
infrastructure preservation


MnDOT is carrying out a major bridge program 
to accelerate replacement and repair of  a sig-
nificant number of  state bridges through 2018. 
The 2008 Legislature provided new funding 
through Chapter 152 allowing approximately 
40 fracture critical bridges and 80 structurally 
deficient bridges to be replaced or repaired. 
Twenty other bridges not included in the count 
either already had work underway before the 
Chapter 152 program started, or are not 
required to be addressed by the program but 
have work planned by 2018. By the end of  the 
2011 construction season 59 bridges in the 
program will be substantially complete.


MnDOT like other departments of  transporta-
tion has long used the national system of  rat-
ing bridges good, satisfactory, fair or poor for 
their structural condition based on a numeric 
scale. However, on rare occasions other fac-
tors could also put a bridge at risk requiring 
closure for repairs—such as geometric fac-
tors, a bridge’s fracture-critical nature and 
other special vulnerabilities, or scouring from 
excessive river flows. If  it is a bridge with high 


traffic volumes, heavy truck traffic or long 
detours, the cost of  closing it is higher for the 
public and MnDOT. Therefore, in 2010, with 
MnDOT’s support, the Legislature added new 
criteria for prioritizing bridges that will be used 
to guide selection and scheduling of  bridges 
for repair or replacement. Prioritization will 
also include input from MnDOT district bridge 
engineers and planners. Based on traditional 
structural ratings and the new risk-based crite-
ria, MnDOT will use this new Bridge 
Replacement and Improvement Management 
model for planning and programming of  proj-
ects in the future.


Strategies 


•	 Bridge preservation—MnDOT manag-
es state bridges to meet performance tar-
gets, ensure safety and extend the life of  
bridges in good or satisfactory condition 
within the normal 70- to 80-year life 
cycle.


What we are doing


Our progress


For comparison
Minnesota has the 4th lowest percentage of  
bridges classified as either structurally deficient or 
functionally obsolete—less than half  the national 
average—according to 2010 ranking published 
by Better Roads magazine.


*Predicted Condition based on the 2011-14 STIP


Percent of bridges in good and satisfactory condition 
by principal arterial square footage
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Learn more
MnDOT Bridge Office


www.dot.state.mn.us/bridge 
Nancy Daubenberger–nancy.daubenberger@state.
mn.us 


MnDOT Office of Capital Programs and 
Performance Measures


Trunk Highway Bridge Improvement Program  
www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/pdf/
CH152AnnualInventoryReport2011.pdf


Minnesota Office of the Legislative 
Auditor


2008 Legislative Auditor’s Report, State Highways 
and Bridges:  
www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/2008/trunkhwy.htm


The MnDOT Bridge Office guides inspection, 
maintenance and construction of  bridges, and 
oversees the design of  new state highway 
bridges. Actual inspection, construction and 
reactive and preventive maintenance are car-
ried out by MnDOT's eight districts. The Bridge 
Office collaborates with district bridge engi-
neers, planners and maintenance engineers to 
identify both near-term and long-range bridge 
maintenance, repair and replacement needs 
and cost-effective and safe solutions. Local 
communities may also participate in decisions 
affecting them.


The Bridge Office provides guidance to districts 
on whether a bridge should be replaced or 
repaired based on factors such as age, struc-
tural condition rating, repair and reconstruc-
tion history and the traffic level affected by any 
construction activity. The districts use this guid-
ance along with their own hands-on knowledge 
to formulate a strategy to address bridge 
needs across their district. Bridge, safety, 
pavement, mobility and other needs are con-
sidered and scheduled according to available 
funding. Projects are selected by the districts 
and ultimately are approved for funding by 
MnDOT's executive-level Transportation 
Program Investment Committee and the com-
missioner. 


In 2008 the Legislature set strong priorities 
and guidelines in law for replacement or repair 
of  bridges with fracture critical designs and 
bridges rated as structurally deficient. 
Legislative criteria require MnDOT to classify all 
bridges in the program into three tiers. In gen-
eral, all bridge projects within a higher tier 
must be addressed before starting projects in 
a lower tier. Once the Bridge Replacement and 
Improvement Management tool is calibrated, 
the rankings will also be used for making 
investment decisions.


•	 Bridge improvement—MnDOT rehabil-
itates bridges to get full, efficient use dur-
ing their service life. The condition of  a 
bridge will decline over its first 40 years 
of  use until rehabilitation is needed. A 
rehabilitation project brings a bridge back 
into good condition until it gradually dete-
riorates over the years and replacement 
is necessary.


Sustainability
To best manage the state's available funds for 
bridges, MnDOT plans repair and rehabilitation 
projects to minimize costs over the life of  the 
bridge while maximizing the safe and useful life 
of  the bridge. Once a bridge reaches poor 
condition, based on federal rating definitions, 
replacement is most often the best solution. 
However, replacement is often scheduled to 
coincide with other projects in a highway corri-
dor. Therefore, lower-cost improvements are 
often used to safely extend the life of  the 
bridge.


Investment/spending
MnDOT's investment in bridges has increased 
significantly in the last decade from less than 
$50 million in 2001. Under the Chapter 152 
Bridge Program, MnDOT is investing an esti-
mated $2.1 billion through 2018 for state 
bridges using about $1.2 billion in regular 
state and federal funds and $900 million in 
bonds sold by the state. In December 2009, an 
additional $30.3 million in bridge projects were 
funded through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act, with the majority of  work 
completed as of  this date.


What we are doing (cont.)


How we decide 
County Bridge and Location Project Status*


Stearns Hwy 23 DeSoto Bridge over the Mississippi River & 
Riverside Drive in St. Cloud Replaced


Kittson Hwy 11 over Red River of  the North at Robbin-Drayton Replaced


Dakota US 61 Hastings Bridge over the Mississippi River Underway


Ramsey US 52 Lafayette Bridge over the Mississippi River in St. 
Paul Underway


Winona I-90 Dresbach Bridge over the Mississippi River Planned FY 2012


LeSueur Hwy 99 over the Minnesota River in St. Peter 
Rehabilitation Planned FY 2013


Washington Hwy 36 over the St. Croix River in Stillwater Planned FY 2014


Winona Hwy 43 over the Mississippi River in Winona Planned FY 2015


Ramsey I-35E over Cayuga Street in St. Paul Planned FY 2013


Polk US 2B Sorlie Bridge over the Red River in East Grand 
Forks Planned FY 2018


Lake of the Woods Hwy 72 over the Rainy River in Baudette Planned FY 2018


Goodhue US 63 over the Mississippi River in Red Wing Planned FY 2018


Brown Hwy 14 over the Minnesota River in New Ulm Planned FY 2018


Major bridges funded through the Chapter 152 program
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Measures
Percent of  roadway miles in good and poor 
condition


System
State highway principal arterials (7,570 road-
way miles, 53% of  total—the highest traffic 
volume roads)


State highway non-principal arterials (6,740 
roadway miles, 47% of  total) mostly in Greater 
Minnesota


Why this is important
Preserving the functional and structural integ-
rity of  Minnesota’s highways is a priority for 
MnDOT. Timely repair and replacement reduce 
long-term costs. Also, MnDOT customer 
research has found that Minnesotans’ satisfac-
tion with overall state highway maintenance is 
greatly affected by highway smoothness.


Pavement 
Condition
infrastructure preservation


The share of miles on state principal arterials (the 
highest traffic volume roads) with a good quality 
ride rose to 70.2 percent in 2010 from 63.7 per-
cent in 2009. This is the first time since 2002 that 
this measure has met the target of 70 percent. The 
share of principal arterials rated poor improved 
from 5.5 percent in 2009 to 3.7 percent in 2010, 
still short of the 2 percent target. Much of this 
improvement was due to increased spending as a 
result of the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009, as well as increased patching efforts 
by MnDOT maintenance crews.


Pavement condition on non-principal arterials also 
improved in 2010 compared to 2009, though nei-
ther the percent rated good nor the percent rated 
poor met their target.


Under the regular investment program for 2011-
2014, pavement condition is predicted to resume 
deterioration. An aging transportation system and 
competing investment needs are among the rea-
sons MnDOT is falling short of its targets.


In May 2011, the Better Roads for a Better 
Minnesota program was proposed to stem the 
increase in poor pavements over the next four 
years and improve more than 700 miles of roads. 
Without this increase in investment, total miles of  
pavement of the state highway system in poor con-


dition are predicted to rise from 744 miles in 2010 
to 1,917 in 2020.


Investments above and beyond MnDOT’s regular 
program will be needed after the next four years. 
These investments will be determined based on an 
enterprise risk management approach—a system-
atic determination of the best course of action 
under uncertainty.


The Better Roads program was developed in 
response to a risk assessment which found that 
deteriorating pavement is MnDOT's most serious 
problem. MnDOT determined that 5 to 9 percent of  
pavement in poor condition is an acceptable risk. 
New pavement quality targets may be established in 
the future to reflect this. The Better Roads program 
provides additional investments to keep poor pave-
ments in the 5 to 9 percent range until about 2018.


To ensure alignment with our customers’ expecta-
tions, market research was conducted (Fall 2010) 
to test our technical classifications for pavement 
quality. Customers were driven over varying pave-
ment sections and asked to evaluate each for 
smoothness/roughness. This research confirmed 
that customer ratings and technical measures yield-
ed similar results. These measures are used to 
inform our plans and programs, including Better 
Roads. 


MnDOT's objective is to preserve the structural 
integrity of  its pavements in good condition 
and minimize the share in poor condition by 
doing preventive maintenance, rehabilitation 
and replacement at the right times. Once pave-
ments are in poor condition, the options for 
cost effective repair are limited. To minimize 
life-cycle costs, pavement engineers recom-
mend the most cost-effective treatment for 
every segment of  state road to help achieve 
the twin objectives of  smooth ride and maxi-
mum service life.


Strategies 


MnDOT is continually pursuing better ways to 
get more value for each dollar invested in 
pavement and to build longer lasting pave-
ments. Strategies include:


Low-cost maintenance and repair—Using 
recycled materials, innovative pavement 
designs (such as thin concrete overlays and 
full-depth reclamation), or deploying low-cost 
preventive maintenance treatments (such as 
chip seals and micro-surfacing).


Performance-based design—Focusing 


Our progress


What we are doing


Percent good pavement ride quality
state principal and non-principal arterials
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2008 Midwest States Interstate Pavement 
Condition


State % Good % Poor
Minnesota 55.3% 2.7%
Wisconsin 60.0% 2.0%
Iowa 59.4% 1.8%
South Dakota 66.5% 0.0%
North Dakota 90.0% 0.0%


Source: MnDOT
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projects to cost-effectively meet pavement and 
safety performance needs.


Alternate Bidding—Providing two compara-
ble repair strategies in the construction plan so 
the contractors can bid the most cost effective 
solution, whether it is asphalt or concrete.


Research—MnDOT is a lead partner in the 
MnROAD facility, located on I-94, near 
Albertville. MnROAD is a world-class research 
facility dedicated to testing new and innovative 
construction and pavement materials.


Sustainability


MnDOT is a leader in the use of  recycled prod-
ucts. Specifications allow the use of  recycled 
asphalt and concrete back into the roadbed 
and pavement. Manufactured scrap and tear-
off  shingles are allowed in the asphalt pave-
ment specifications. Standards allow the use of  
warm mix asphalt construction, which decreas-
es the amount of  fuel used to prepare the mix-
ture. Fly ash, a waste product generated from 
the combustion of  coal, can be used in con-
crete to decrease the use of  cement and avoid 
sending the ash to landfills. 


Investment/spending


MnDOT invested an average of  $234 million 
per year on pavement preservation between 
2002 and 2010. Anticipated 2011-2014 base 
spending will average $270 million per year 
and drop to an average of  about $205 million 
per year from 2015-2020. The Better Roads 
program would add $357 million toward pave-
ment preservation in the years 2012-2015. 
After this four year period, more investments 
beyond the regular program will be needed to 
manage pavements.


Learn more
MnDOT Office of Materials and Road 
Research


www.dot.state.mn.us/materials/index.html 
Keith Shannon—keith.shannon@state.mn.us


MnDOT Pavement Condition 
Information


www.dot.state.mn.us/materials/pvmtmgmt.html
Statewide 20-year Highway 
Investment Plan 2009-2028


www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/stateplan/download-
investmentplan.html 
Peggy Reichert—peggy.reichert@state.mn.us


For comparison
According to USDOT data for 2008 (the latest year 
available) corrected for Minnesota, 2.7% of  
Minnesota Interstate miles were rated in poor 
condition compared to 1.6% of  US miles. 55.3% 
of  Minnesota Interstates were rated good, versus 
72.6% for the US. Minnesota ranked in the bottom 
quarter of  the 50 states for both.


Decisions to invest in state highway pavements 
are guided by a combination of  each MnDOT 
district’s hands-on knowledge, common state-
wide policies, performance measures and tar-
gets in the Statewide Transportation Plan and 
20-year Highway Investment Plan and MnDOT 
executive level guidance. 


MnDOT's Materials Office in Maplewood mea-
sures the physical condition of  state roads 
every year and provides the data to districts. 
District pavement engineers and planners ana-
lyze the data, evaluate the percentage of  high-
ways in good and poor condition and recom-
mend a pavement investment goal. Districts 
with a higher percentage of  roadways failing to 
meet targets are expected to invest more if  
funds are available.


Districts annually update four-year construction 
programs and 10-year plans. They identify 
potential pavement projects, perform field 
reviews and exercise engineering judgment to 
narrow options. They then select projects and 
scope them to establish a definitive cost. Other 
needs, such as safety, are added if  consistent 
with the purpose of  the project. When funds 
are limited, districts sometimes choose short-
term repair over recommended major rehabili-
tation of  a roadway.


How we decide 


What we are doing (cont.)


Percent poor pavement ride quality
state principal and non-principal arterials
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Measure
Frequency of  achieving bare lane within target-
ed number of  hours


System
State Highways (approximately 30,000 lane 
miles)


Why this is important
The safety of  Minnesota’s traveling public is 
the primary goal of  MnDOT’s snow and ice 
removal operations. Citizens expect to be able 
to carry out normal activities through most 
weather events and to have transportation 
facilities that safely accommodate travel shortly 
after the event has passed. Effective snow and 
ice management also reduces congestion 
caused by weather.


Snow & Ice 
Management
maintenance


In the 2010-2011 season MnDOT met its tar-
get range for snow and ice clearance time 79 
percent of  the time (preliminary), exceeding its 
70 percent target despite receiving the most 
snowfall since 1983-1984. The chart shows 
the frequency that MnDOT achieved bare lanes 
within the targeted number of  hours, for all 
events and all routes from 2001-2002 to 
2010-2011. MnDOT has met its target nine out 
of  the last ten seasons.


MnDOT groups all state roads into one of  five 
categories based on traffic volume and has a 


target clearance time for each. The Snow and 
Ice Route Classifications table shows each cat-
egory, along with average daily traffic volumes, 
target clearance times and average clearance 
times for the 2010-2011 winter season. 
MnDOT met all these targets in the 2010-11 
season, and historically has met targets for 
each roadway category as measured as an 
average regain time for all storms over the 
entire season. Temperatures, duration of  
snowfall and other highly variable conditions 
mean that MnDOT may not meet targets for 
every storm.


Our progress


Snow and ice services are delivered on more 
than 30,000 lane miles of  state highway by 
more than 1,700 snowfighters in eight dis-
tricts. MnDOT puts a high priority on meeting 
snow and ice performance targets. To counter-
act rising fuel and material costs, MnDOT uses 
technology to increase efficiency. The depart-
ment regularly tests and adopts innovative 
strategies to monitor road conditions, prevent 
ice build-up and remove snow and ice. 
Additionally, MnDOT’s maintenance research 
program continually brings forth new ways to 
improve maintenance operations.


Strategies 


Three effective techniques MnDOT uses to 
inhibit ice formation and improve the roadway 
surface for plowing includes:


•	 Anti-icing—Prevents frost and bonding 
between snow and ice and the pavement 
surface. Anti-icing chemicals are primarily 
liquids applied before or early in a snow-
fall.


•	 Pre-wetting—Adds salt brine or other 
commercial chemical solutions to the salt 
and sand mixture. This causes the mixture 
to stick to the road.


•	 De-icing—Uses chemical or mechanical 
means to break the bond that has formed 
between ice and the pavement surface.


MnDOT continues to advance the use of  
Automatic Vehicle Locating technologies in win-
ter snow and ice services. AVL, a global posi-
tioning based system, allows tracking of  
resources, including chemical and material 
usage, as well as monitoring truck deployment. 
MnDOT is accelerating deployment of  the 
Maintenance Decision Support System. MDSS is 
an in-cab expert computer system that pro-
vides AVL connectivity, real time weather fore-
casts and aids snowfighters in making deci-
sions about chemical type and application 
rates.


What we are doing


Roadway 
category


Average 
daily 


traffic


Target 
clearance 


time


2010-11  
Average 


clearance 
time


Super 
commuter


Over 
30,000


0 to 3 
hours


2.2  
hours


Urban 
commuter


10,000 to 
30,000


2 to 5 
hours


4.4  
hours


Rural 
commuter


2,000 to 
10,000


4 to 9 
hours


6.6  
hours


Primary 
collector


800 to 
2,000


6 to 12 
hours


9.2  
hours


Secondary 
collector


Under 
800


9 to 36 
hours


15.2 
hours


Targets and results by roadway category, 
2010-11 (preliminary)


Source: MnDOT
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Learn more
MnDOT Office of Maintenance


www.dot.state.mn.us/maintenance/ 
Steven Lund—steven.lund@state.mn.us


Minnesota Department of 
Transportation


Snow and Ice Facts— 
www.dot.state.mn.us/workzone/snowicefacts.html


Highway Systems Operations Plan
www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/hsop.html


Performance management tools are well estab-
lished in MnDOT snow and ice services with a 
strong statewide structure of  measures and 
targets. These targets were developed cooper-
atively by MnDOT’s districts in the 1990s 
based on past experience and customer 
research conducted most recently in 2007.


District maintenance engineers and supervi-
sors who understand local conditions make 
operations decisions such as scheduling plows 
and drivers. They, along with snowplow drivers, 
evaluate results after snow events. One evalu-
ation tool is post-storm mapping, such as the 
map from District 1 to the left. MnDOT manag-
ers receive monthly district and statewide 
reports on results and expenditures through-
out the winter season. 


MnDOT supervisors and maintenance engi-
neers work together to compare practices and 
implement technology, innovations and best 
practices. Key to MnDOT’s success at meeting 
its plowing targets is its extensive training, use 
of  technology, and the commitment of  its work 
force. District staff  receive technical assistance 
from MnDOT’s Office of  Maintenance, which 
also provides support services to districts for 
contracts for salt, chemicals and equipment; 
training for snowfighters, equipment purchas-
ing and snow plow fabrication.


How we decide Snow Plowing Results, MnDOT District 1, December 20-23, 2010


Source: MnDOT


Another technique MnDOT uses to control 
snow and ice on roadways is living snow fences 
which are plantings of  trees, shrubs and native 
grasses located along highways. Properly 
designed and placed, these living barriers trap 
snow as it blows across fields before it reaches 
the highway. There are a total of  245 living 
snow fences averaging one-fourth of  a mile 
long adjacent to MnDOT maintained highways.


Sustainability
Mn/DOT is committed to the proper use of  win-
ter chemicals and works toward this through 
extensive operator training, investments in new 
technology such as MDSS, and research of  
new chemical materials. This focus has resulted 
in a strong downward trend in the use of  sand. 
Introducing less sand, salt and other chemicals 
into the environment controls costs and sup-
ports Mn/DOT’s best practices for environmen-
tal stewardship.


Investment/spending
Funding for snow and ice is a top priority for all 
districts and fluctuates depending on the 
severity of  the winter. Funding for winter ser-
vices comes directly from each district’s oper-
ating budget. In severe winters, districts may 
redirect summer maintenance dollars to winter 
snow-plowing activities. Increasing prices for 
commodities, such as salt and diesel fuel, have 
also impacted snow and ice expenditures. 
MnDOT spent $81.1 million on snow and ice 
control during the 2010-11 winter season, 
which is the highest of  any season on record.


What we are doing (cont.)
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Measure
Bridge safety inspections—percent completed 
on time


System
All state highway bridges over 20 feet in length 
(3,639 bridges)


Why this is important
Bridge inspections are a key component in 
maintaining a safe transportation system. They 
ensure the structural integrity of  our bridges 
and keep the agency in compliance with state 
and federal laws. Bridge safety inspections also 
provide the condition assessment data that 
supports MnDOT decisions regarding bridge 
repair, rehabilitation and replacement. Careful 
monitoring of  bridge conditions allows us to 
make the right investment at the right time to 
maintain safe and reliable highways for the 
traveling public.


Bridge Safety 
Inspections
maintenance


Over the past four years, on-time bridge 
inspection performance has risen from 86 per-
cent to 99.4 percent. This improvement is a 
result of  a strong focus on proper staffing and 
improved scheduling and processes. MnDOT 
has set an aggressive target of  100 percent, 
and MnDOT expects to complete at or near 
100% of  its bridge safety inspections on-time 
every year. Occasionally delays can occur due 
to weather, conflicting construction activities, or 
high priority reactive maintenance activities but 
our “no excuses” approach means that we 
assign the highest priority to ensuring the safe 
condition of  our bridges.  


All of  Minnesota’s bridges do receive their 
safety inspections on either a one or two year 
cycle as required. A bridge inspection is con-
sidered on-time if  it is completed within 30 
days of  its calendar due date. 


Our progress
There are three key elements to Minnesota’s 
bridge management system: Assessment, 
Preservation, and Improvement. Assessment 
involves establishing and maintaining accurate 
and current information about the condition of  
our bridges. Preservation includes both pre-
ventive and reactive bridge maintenance activi-
ties.  Improvement is the systematic planning 
and programming of  major rehabilitations and 
bridge replacements projects.  Decision-making 
in all three components of  bridge management 
is supported by the condition data that is gen-
erated by our bridge inspection program.


Strategies 


•	 Staffing—MnDOT maintains a statewide 
team of  qualified and dedicated personnel 
to manage our bridge program.  This 
includes certified inspectors, bridge main-
tenance workers and bridge engineers 


working together to gather data, make 
decisions and carry out the work.


•	 Technology—During the 2011 inspec-
tion season, all bridge inspectors in 
Minnesota will be using a new software 
program for entering, approving and stor-
ing their inspection data.   The Structure 
Information Management System (SIMS) is 
a state-of-the art program developed for 
MnDOT. SIMS also serves as an “electron-
ic bridge file”, giving inspectors direct 
access to inspection history, photos, man-
uals, load rating information and other 
key documentation.


•	 Training—Our bridge inspectors are 
certified by attending a rigorous, two-
week training class.  Additionally, they 
need to pass a field proficiency test and 
training for bridge inspectors. 


What we are doing
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Learn more
MnDOT—Minnesota Statewide 
Bridge Inspections


www.dot.state.mn.us/i35wbridge/statewide_inspec-
tions/inspections.html 
Tom Styrbicki—tom.styrbicki@state.mn.us


Federal Highway Administration—
National Bridge Inspection Standards


www.fhwa.dot.gov/Bridge/nbis.htm


Decisions about managing MnDOT’s bridge 
infrastructure are fundamentally based on 
bridge condition assessment data.  Collecting 
this data generates a large volume of  accurate 
information to guide our bridge investments.


Based on the bridge condition assessments, 
maintenance needs are identified, prioritized 
and entered into a work plan.  District bridge 
workers perform the required preventive and 
reactive maintenance.  At the end of  each year, 
accomplishments are evaluated against estab-
lished inspection and maintenance perfor-
mance targets.  


In each district, planning and prioritization are 
done by the district bridge engineer, in consul-
tation with bridge maintenance supervisors 
and the Bridge Office. Any high priority mainte-
nance needs that may affect the safe function 
of  the bridge or deteriorate into a critical con-
dition are addressed within 12 months. Those 
items categorized as low or medium priority 
are added to the district work plan and 
addressed in the appropriate time frame.


Bridge condition assessment also helps 
MnDOT’s planners and investment managers 
establish short- medium- and long-range plans 
for major rehabilitation and replacement of  our 
state’s bridges.


How we decide 


Source: MnDOT


Sustainability
A proactive regimen of  condition assessment 
and preventive maintenance helps Minnesota 
bridges stay in good condition longer. The 
deterioration rate is slowed and major bridge 
rehabilitation and replacement efforts are 
deferred as long as possible. Extending the 
service life of  a bridge ensures that Minnesota 
gains the maximum use from transportation 
investments. Forestalling major bridge projects 
preserves materials and reduces economic and 
environmental disruption.


Investment/spending
Expenditures for bridge inspections increased 
starting in state fiscal year 2006, coincident 
with a change in federal regulations that 
increased the inspection frequency for fracture 
critical bridges. Expenditures for bridge inspec-
tion peaked in fiscal 2008 when accelerated 


inspections for all bridges were mandated by 
the governor.  These expenditures have stabi-
lized over the past two years and are expected 
to remain at that level in the foreseeable 
future. 


Bridge maintenance expenditures have been 
relatively stable over the past four years.  A 
recent study of  bridge maintenance needs 
identified that additional expenditures in this 
area could produce a large benefit in preserv-
ing our bridge infrastructure.  This recognizes 
that small investments in bridge maintenance 
activities can delay or eliminate the need for 
large future investments in bridge replacement 
and major rehabilitation.


What we are doing (cont.)
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Measures
Customer satisfaction with state highway main-
tenance on a scale from 1 to 10


System
State Highways (approximately 30,000 lane miles)


Why this is important
Maintaining the transportation system is critical 
to the safety and mobility of  the traveling pub-
lic. Maintenance activities keep the system 
operating in all weather and traffic conditions, 
and are also central to extending infrastructure 
life and lowering overall ownership costs. This 
is especially important as much of  the highway 
system is aging and nearing the end of  its 
design life.


Customer 
Satisfaction
maintenance


Our progress
Overall customer satisfaction with state high-
way maintenance moved up slightly to 6.1 in 
2010 from its low point of  6.0 in 2009. These 
results are below the 7.0 target, but are in the 
neutral zone of  the 1-10 scale. Survey data 
indicates MnDOT’s overall maintenance score 
is heavily influenced by the smooth road sur-
face rating. Notably, the number of  miles of  
poor pavements increased from 2003 to 2009 
and have been consistently below target.


Customer satisfaction survey data from 2004 
to 2010 indicates that most of  the individual 
maintenance services, such as snow and ice, 
have positive ratings above the 7.0 target and 
are generally stable. Customer ratings of  
smooth road surface continues to rate the low-
est at 6.2, close to the level of  overall road 
maintenance customer satisfaction.


MnDOT is updating its Highway Systems 
Operation Plan which will guide management 
and non-capital highway investments for the 
next two bienniums. MnDOT will continue to 
monitor performance of  its highway mainte-
nance with ongoing district and statewide per-
formance reports that include bridge inspec-
tion and maintenance, drainage, pavement 
patching, signs, striping, and fleet manage-
ment. Snow and ice removal performance is 
reported monthly during the winter season by 
roadway classification at the district and state 
level.


MnDOT’s eight districts are responsible for the 
maintenance and operations of  their state 
highways and bridges with all districts working 
toward common statewide performance tar-
gets.


Strategies 


Strategies to improve MnDOT's maintenance 
performance include: 


Maintenance research/new technology—
Maintenance performance is improved through 
MnDOT’s maintenance research program and 
commitment to new technology. A recent exam-


ple related to snow and ice is a mobile chemi-
cal “blending station” that mixes liquid chemi-
cal and salt which enables the de-icing material 
to work better in lower temperatures. Without 
this, salt is effective to only about 15 degrees 
Fahrenheit. An example of  new technology 
making summer maintenance more efficient is 
the “road groom/shoulder reclaimer.” It can 
maintain about 40 to 60 miles of  shoulder per 
day using less fuel compared to a traditional 
motor grader which can cover about 20 miles 
per day. 


Maintenance best practices—Best practic-
es are proven-effective processes or tools that 
are replicated across multiple MnDOT districts 
or offices. There are three fully deployed best 
practices in the maintenance area that have 
become standard MnDOT practice including: 
automatic pothole patchers; pre-wetting of  
deicing winter materials; and snowplow under-
body plows. Several other maintenance best 
practices are in various stages of  deployment.


Training—MnDOT has a strong commitment 
to maintenance training. Examples include 
MnDOT's annual snowfighter boot camp for 
new recruits, annual refresher training for all 
snowfighters, and yearly training in roadside 


What we are doing


Customer satisfaction with state highway maintenance
(1-10 scale) Omnibus survey
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vegetation management.


Customer research—In addition to the year-
ly market research outlined above, more in-
depth customer market research is completed 
on a periodic basis to better understand cus-
tomer needs and expectations for specific ser-
vices, including MnDOT’s innovative Online 
Customer Community. Customer research has 
helped identify appropriate levels of  service for 
winter plowing, driver tolerance for road sur-
face roughness, and assisted with funding 
trade-offs for non-safety services.


Investment/spending


The chart shows MnDOT’s overall 
Infrastructure Operations and Maintenance 
spending from FY 2004 to FY 2010. This 
includes snow plowing and maintenance for 
pavement, roadsides and bridges, as well as 
traffic management, fleet and facilities mainte-
nance. Average annual spending increased to 
$245 million in the FY 08-09 biennium com-
pared to $210 million in FY 04-05. Spending in 
FY 2010 was $264 million. Though the trend 
shows an increase since 2004, much of  the 
purchasing power has been eroded due to 
prices increasing more than the rate of  gener-


al inflation in items such as salt, fuel, and pav-
ing material. 


Operations and Maintenance received some 
additional funding over the last decade to 
address high priority maintenance needs 
including snow and ice removal; bridge inspec-
tion and maintenance; pavement and drainage 
maintenance; and safety and traffic operations. 
In FY 2006 MnDOT requested and received 
approval to shift a portion of  the State Road 
Construction funds to the Operations and 
Maintenance budget based on recommenda-
tions in the 2005 Highway Systems Operation 
Plan. In FY 2009, the Legislature added fund-
ing for Operations and Maintenance through 
Chapter 152.


Learn more
MnDOT Office of Maintenance


www.dot.state.mn.us/maintenance/  
Steven Lund—steven.lund@state.mn.us


Pothole information
www.dot.state.mn.us/information/potholes/index.
html


MnDOT Market Research
Karla Rains—karla.rains@state.mn.us


Maintenance decisions are guided by a combi-
nation of  MnDOT district managers’ experience 
and knowledge of  their district along with 
statewide performance measures and targets, 
and recommendations from the Highway 
Systems Operations Plan. Each district priori-
tizes their maintenance needs, but district 
maintenance managers coordinate on issues 
of  statewide concern to improve MnDOT’s 
maintenance practices while working toward 
common statewide targets.


Generally, maintenance and operations needs 
are greater than the available dollars distribut-
ed to the districts, so services are provided 
based on statewide priorities, safety and needs 
in each district. For instance, snow and ice 
removal is a safety service for MnDOT and 
receives funding priority over other mainte-
nance operations. This may impact summer 
maintenance services following a particularly 
harsh winter. 


Past market research has measured the 
importance of  many maintenance services. 
Customers consistently rate mowing and elimi-
nating roadside weeds as significantly less 
important than maintenance of  the road itself. 
Because of  that finding, MnDOT reduced 
efforts in those areas and redirected resourc-
es where there is a higher perceived value 
such as snow and ice removal, clearly visible 
roadway markings, and road surfaces.


How we decide 


What we are doing (cont.)
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Available seat miles:
Minneapolis St. Paul International Airport
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Domestic International


Measure
Number of  available seat miles (ASMs) offered 
on scheduled service nonstop flights from 
Minnesota, as reported by the U.S. Department 
of  Transportation. Analogous to vehicle miles 
traveled, one ASM is defined as one aircraft 
seat flown a distance of  one mile. As an exam-
ple, a regional jet with 44 seats covering the 
268 miles from Rochester to Chicago would 
generate 11,792 ASMs per flight.


System
Eight Minnesota airports provide scheduled 
service: Minneapolis-St. Paul (MSP), Bemidji, 
Brainerd, Chisholm/Hibbing, Duluth, 
International Falls, Rochester and Thief  River 
Falls. Scheduled service was suspended from 
St. Cloud in 2010 and from Grand Rapids in 
2004. Minnesotans are also served by airports 
located in adjacent states.


Why this is important
Maintaining air capacity to the nation and the 
world for the transportation of  people and 
freight is critical to the state’s economic future. 
Access to scheduled air service from Greater 
Minnesota cities is important to regional eco-
nomic viability and quality of  life.


Air 
Transportation
national and global  
connections


Available seat miles for travel fell significantly 
during the last decade, but demand for air 
travel, measured in revenue passenger miles, 
fell far less. On average, airlines used smaller 
planes and offered fewer flights, and planes 
had fewer empty seats. 


By contrast, the seven Greater Minnesota air-
ports ASM capacity in total ended the 10-year 
period about where it started. ASMs hit a low 
in 2003 but mostly maintained their level dur-
ing the recession.  


Duluth and Rochester (the two largest Greater 
Minnesota airports) each finished the decade 
with ASMs at about 70 million. This represents 
nearly 40 percent growth for Rochester and 
nearly the same capacity for Duluth compared 
to 2000. Each of  the other five airports expe-
rienced significant year-to-year variability.


Aviation fuel prices are a primary factor in air-


line capacity decision-making. Fuel makes up 
40 percent of  operating expenses at current 
levels. Rising fuel prices work against adding 
additional service to accommodate demand as 
the economy recovers. At the same time, fuel 
surcharges and rising fares typically depress 
demand.


Three variables influence ASM totals: aircraft 
capacity, flight distance and frequency of  
flights. Isolating frequency, MSP offered 9 per-
cent fewer flights in 2009 than in 2000, 
against the 15 percent ASM decrease cited 
earlier, which points to the use of  smaller air-
craft and/or a shorter average flight length.


While ASM measures the supply of  air service, 
a companion metric, revenue passenger miles, 
measures the demand for air service. RPMs at 
MSP fell only 4 percent over the last decade, 
far less than the drop of  available seat miles. 


This is because flights were filled closer to 
capacity with fewer empty seats. This load fac-
tor at MSP rose from 73 percent in 2000 to 
82 percent in 2009.


Market forces in the past decade have dimin-
ished the majority presence maintained by 
Northwest Airlines/Delta Air Lines at MSP. In 
2000, the locally headquartered hub carrier 
and its now merged partner controlled 79 per-
cent of  the ASMs from MSP. By 2009, this 
share had been cut to 69 percent. This indi-
cates growing competition at MSP which could 
result in a more competitive pricing environ-
ment.


Large areas of  western and southern 
Minnesota lack scheduled service, although 
access is available across state borders in 
Fargo and Grand Forks, ND; Sioux Falls, SD; 
and La Crosse, WI.


Our progress


Available seat miles: 
large Greater Minnesota airports
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Commercial
service airports


MnDOT’s Office of  Aeronautics works with the 
Local Airline Service Action Committee, the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission and other 
partners to maintain and improve air service in 
Minnesota by investing in airport infrastructure 
and supporting legislation at both the state 
and federal levels. LASAC is made up of  repre-
sentatives of  the cities in Minnesota that have 
air service


Strategies 


MnDOT strategies working with partners 
include:


•	 Supporting cities’ efforts to attract airline 
service,


•	 Investing to create more secure and pas-
senger friendly terminal buildings,


•	 Developing the potential of  Greater 
Minnesota airports, and


•	 Continuing the Air Service Marketing 
Program.


Investment/spending


Commercial service airports receive a larger 
share of  both state investment and federal 
Airport Improvement Program funds than air-
ports without commercial service. This funding 
allows airports to provide improved airfield and 
terminal designs so that airlines can operate 
more effectively. Greater Minnesota communi-
ties with air service also are eligible to apply 
for grants from the Air Service Marketing 
Program. Expenses eligible for reimbursement 
include air service advertising, marketing stud-
ies and route analysis. Funding for this pro-
gram comes from the State Airports Fund, with 
an annual budget in FY 2011 of  $250,000.


Learn more
MnDOT Office of Aeronautics


aeroinfo@state.mn.us 
Dick Theisen—dick.theisen@state.mn.us


2006 Minnesota Aviation System 
Plan


www.dot.state.mn.us/aero/avoffice/planning/sasp.
html


Federal Aviation Administration
www.faa.gov


Metropolitan Airports Commission
www.mspairport.com/mac 
www.metroairports.org/mac/appdocs/
pubs/2009MSPLegislativeReport.pdf


Decisions on air routes and markets served 
are made by the commercial airlines and 
shaped by a changing airline industry and 
economy. MnDOT and other agencies such as 
MAC and local governments can lobby, provide 
incentives and offer marketing information to 
strengthen the business case for service to be 
maintained or extended to more communities.


MnDOT supports airline or airport requests 
that add scheduled air service routes. The US 
DOT is responsible for approval of  internation-
al airline route requests. Project based deci-
sion-making is accomplished through the 
Capital Improvement Plan process for state 
funds and through the Airport Capital 
Improvement Plan process for federal funds.


The Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
is owned and operated by the Metropolitan 
Airports Commission, whose board is largely 
appointed by the governor.


How we decide 


What we are doing


For comparison
In 2009, Minneapolis-St. Paul ranked 18th nation-
ally in ASM, down two places from 16th in 2000. 
However, MSP still overtook Detroit to become the 
second-largest hub in the combined Delta Air 
Lines network behind Atlanta.
MSP ranked 10th in total nonstop destinations 
among U.S. metro areas in 2010, according to 
MAC analysis. MSP added one domestic destina-
tion in 2010 for a total of  114 and preserved its 
2009 level of  21 international markets.


Source: MnDOT 


Source: MnDOT 
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In 2010, Lake Superior shipping levels recov-
ered rapidly from the recession. River shipping 
regained momentum the year before. Great 
Lakes taconite shipping grew to more than 34 
million tons because of  higher worldwide 
demand for steel. Coal shipping held steady at 
18 million tons. Wind generation component 
traffic continued to be strong through the Port 
of  Duluth. 


The Port of  Duluth-Superior recorded higher 
wheat exports in 2010 due to droughts in 
Russia that offset an increase in diversion of  
corn to the production of  ethanol. Grain ship-
ments from Minnesota’s river ports were more 
than five million tons in 2010. In 2011, 
increased global demand for grain should cause 
increased grain shipping on the rivers and 
Great Lakes. 


The level of  waterway freight shipped each year 
is a function of  domestic and international 
demand, ocean freight rates and world crop 
production. Over the last eight years, inland 
river freight has been decreasing in Minnesota 
and rail freight has been increasing. This is due 
primarily to a shift to western coal sources and 
the use of  Minnesota corn for ethanol produc-
tion. MnDOT has limited influence on shipping 
volume but does have an interest in reducing 
the impact of  heavy trucks on highway pave-
ments.


Measures
Annual shipments by weight to and from Great 
Lakes and river ports


System
4 ports on Lake Superior


5 ports on 222 miles of  commercially naviga-
ble rivers: Mississippi (187), Minnesota (15), 
St Croix (20)


Why this is important
Commercial navigation transports millions of  
tons of  freight into and out of  the state. 
Without a system of  commercial navigation, 
much of  this heavy freight would be moved by 
rail or by truck, resulting in accelerated wear 
to highway pavements and in some cases con-
tributing to congestion. Export via water trans-
portation is important to resource-based 
industries such as taconite and grain that com-
prise significant portions of  Greater 
Minnesota’s economy now and into the future. 
Approximately six percent of  freight tonnage in 
Minnesota is carried by water.


Port 
Shipments
national and global 
connections


Minnesota sits at the upstream end of  the 
Mississippi River system and at the western 
end of  the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence 
Seaway. The capacity and condition of  aging 
downstream locks on this system can limit 
shipping to and from Minnesota. Responsibility 
for improving commercial navigation infrastruc-
ture on this system is shared by the U.S. Army 
Corps of  Engineers, the U.S. Coast Guard, local 
port authorities and private operators. Port 
authorities own some of  the terminal facilities, 
but the terminals are all managed by private 
operators.


Strategies 


Federal role —The commercial waterway 
channels on both the Great Lakes and the 


inland waterway systems are maintained by 
federal agencies. The U.S. Army Corps of  
Engineers operates locks and dredges naviga-
tion channels to maintain depths of  nine feet 
on the river system and 28 feet on the Great 
Lakes. The U.S. Coast Guard maintains naviga-
tion markers on both systems. Shippers on the 
Great Lakes pay a freight value tax and river 
carriers pay a fuel user tax to offset some fed-
eral costs.


State role—MnDOT administers the Port 
Development Assistance Program, which uses 
funds appropriated by the Minnesota legisla-
ture to help port authorities improve efficiency 
at their waterway freight terminals. The goals 
of  the program are to preserve Minnesota’s 
waterway capacity, expedite the movement of  


commodities and promote economic develop-
ment. With the help of  these funds, port 
authorities have been able to rehabilitate dock 
walls and warehouses, purchase or overhaul 
product handling equipment, dredge mooring 
areas and improve rail and truck access to 
port facilities.


Port authorities—The state’s five public 
port authorities provide facilities for shipping, 
promote waterway transportation, lease shore-
line for barge mooring and work with the Corps 
of  Engineers to designate areas for channel 
dredge disposal.


Sustainability
Operators are replacing engines and genera-
tors with more fuel-efficient models. On the 


What we are doing


Our progress


Great Lakes $6.5 billion


Mississippi River $2.1 billion


Total $8.6 billion


Annual port shipments (millions of tons)
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Trucking 155 miles


Railroad 413 miles


Barge 576 miles


Great Lakes vessel 650 miles


How many miles can one gallon of 
diesel fuel move one ton of freight?


Source: Texas Transportation Institute, December 2007


Value of Minnesota waterway shipments


Source: MnDOT
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Learn more
MnDOT Ports and Waterways


www.dot.state.mn.us/ofrw/waterways.html 
dick.lambert@state.mn.us


The Port of Duluth
www.duluthport.com


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
www.usace.army.mil


How we decide 
The MnDOT Ports & Waterways Section meets 
regularly with port authorities to develop and 
update a priority list of  projects to improve 
terminal efficiency and meet state safety stan-
dards. State funded projects must be capital 
improvements that will increase efficiency and 
capacity. 


Case study–Duluth
Copper bacteria has been corroding the sheet 
piling dock walls at the harbor of  Duluth-
Superior. Without action, the walls would col-
lapse within 10 years, along with the roadways 
and rail lines these docks support. The Duluth 
Port Authority received $3 million in Federal 
ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act) funds to rehabilitate about 6,000 lineal 
feet of  dock wall this past year. The Minnesota 
Port Development Assistance Program also 
added $1 million and the port paid the remain-
ing portion of  the $5 million project.


National issues
Great Lakes—The new 1200-foot lock at 
Sault St Marie, Michigan lacks funds for com-
pletion. This is the only gateway to Minnesota’s 
Lake Superior ports. A larger problem is the 
lack of  federal funds for the Corps of  
Engineers to dredge harbors and river chan-
nels to prescribed depths. This limits the ton-
nage carried by each ship. The corps estimates 
it needs $200 million from the harbor trust 
fund for dredging.


Mississippi River—The lower five locks on 
the Mississippi River above St. Louis and the 
lower two locks on the Illinois Waterways need 
to be replaced with 1,200-foot chambers to 
optimize shipping access to Minnesota. The 
locks were built in the 1930s to handle tows of  
six barges; the average tow is more than twice 
as large today. Lock replacement will cost 
about $2 billion, with the carriers paying half.


Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011


Federal $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000,000 $0


MnDOT $12,000 $1,539,157 $1,000,000 $2,925,000 $349,398 $2,258,809 $1,333,183


Local $31,627 $460,843 $300,000 $922,898 $87,350 $1,191,191 $2,949,354


Total $43,627 $2,000,000 $1,300,000 $3,847,898 $436,748 $6,450,000 $4,282,537


Fiscal year expenditures for Minnesota Great Lakes and river ports from the Port 
Development Assistance Program
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Minnesota lake and river ports


Year Project Port Development Funds


2009 Duluth—Reroof  transit shed $ 258,809 


2010 Duluth—Rehab 6,000 feet of  dock wall $1,050,000


2010 Lower MN River—Install culvert to dredge disposal area $37,831


2010 Winona—Construct new municipal dock wall $1,200,000


2011 St. Paul—Rehabilitate Barge Terminal #1 seawall $250,000


Port development project spending 2009-11


Source: MnDOT


Great Lakes, the Motor Vessel Edwin Gott is the 
fourth ship to replace its propulsion engines in 
the past few years. Two of  these converted 
from steam to diesel, which reduces fuel use 
by 50 percent. On the Mississippi River, all 
eight towboats of  St. Paul’s harbor operator 
have had new engines and generators installed 
since 1993—increasing fuel efficiency by one-
third. These fuel savings will pay for the 
engines in a few years.


Investment/spending
The Minnesota Legislature began funding the 
Port Development Assistance Program in 
1996. Since then, Minnesota has committed 
$21 million for 33 projects to increase port 
efficiency and preserve infrastructure. 


Legislative appropriations must have at least a 
20 percent match in funding from the benefit-
ing port. Federal dollars have been added to 
some projects to enable larger improvements.


What we are doing (cont.)


2007 2011
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Federal, state and local expenditures
on Minnesota ports ($ millions)


So
ur


ce
: M


nD
OT


Type
Millions 
of tons


Largest 
commodities


Lake export 55.6 Taconite, coal
Lake import 5.3 Coal
River export 6.4 Grain, petroleum


River import 4.5 Salt, aggregate, 
fertilizer, cement


Freight moved by water, 2010


Source: MnDOT


For comparison
According to a 2009 U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers 
report, Duluth-Superior ranked 25th of  U.S. ports 
by tonnage; Two Harbors ranked 56th; and St. 
Paul ranked 75th. Minnesota ranked 23rd of  the 
50 states.


Source: MnDOT 


Source: MnDOT 


Source: MnDOT 
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Measures
Annual rail freight shipments by weight


System
In 2009 there were 20 railroad companies 
operating on 4,440 miles of  track. Four major 
railroads – BNSF, Canadian National, Canadian 
Pacific and Union Pacific – operate over 70 
percent of  the network. The remainder is oper-
ated by 16 short-line railroads.


Why this is important
Minnesota’s railroads play a critical role in the 
state’s economy, carrying 38 percent of  all 
freight tonnage. Major Minnesota industries 
rely on the rail system for efficient delivery of  
goods to markets throughout North America 
and to the world through service to the Great 
Lakes and coastal seaports. Rail provides criti-
cal options to shippers in terms of  market 
access, economics and service. It increases 
the state’s attractiveness to business. Rail is 
more energy efficient than trucks and reduces 
the wear of  heavy trucks on public highways.


Rail 
Shipments
National and global  
connections


Our progress
Freight rail shipments decreased slightly in 
2008, the most recent year for which these 
data are available. Other indicators point to a 
drop in tonnage in 2009 due to the recession 
and a resurgence in 2010 to past levels. The 
pattern reflects the broader economy. The 
amount of  freight transported by rail versus 
other modes depends on the type of  cargo, 
the regulatory environment and other econom-
ic factors like fuel prices.


The Minnesota Comprehensive Statewide Freight 
and Passenger Rail Plan was completed in 
February 2010. The plan provides a vision for 
the use and development of  the statewide rail 
system and guides rail initiatives and invest-
ments. Key strategies include maintaining short 
line services and expanding intermodal container 
access.


The plan identifies segments on the major rail-
roads that have high potential for congestion. 
These segments will become more congested as 
shipping volumes increase in the future, espe-
cially on corridors where passenger service is 
introduced. Improvements to address these 
issues could include modernizing signals and 
upgrading weight-restricted tracks and bridges. 
None of  the short-line railroads have congestion 
issues, but many are weight or speed restricted.


Strategies 
The following strategies are identified in the 
Statewide Rail Plan as necessary to make prog-
ress toward the system vision. 


•	 Maintain primary railroad arterials


•	 Address critical network bottlenecks


•	 Upgrade main line track to 25 mph  
minimum speed


•	 Improve track to support 286,000 pound 
railcars


•	 Modernize traffic control and safety  
systems


•	 Expand intermodal access


The freight railroads are expected to continue to 
fund most of  their own improvements. There 
may be opportunities for public agencies to 
partner with the railroads for infrastructure 
improvements that have a clear public benefit.


Sustainability
Rising fuel prices tend to drive a shift in freight 
shipments from truck to rail. According to the 
American Association of  Railroads, rail is four 
times more fuel efficient than trucking. Major 
railroads are making efforts to become more 
efficient by using newer and better engines, 
higher-capacity and lighter-weight cars and 
improved operations.


What we are doing


For comparison
Minnesota ranked 13th of  the 50 states by tons 
of  freight carried by rail and 18th by carloads 
carried, according to 2008 data from the 
American Association of  Railroads. As of  2009, 
Minnesota had the eighth largest state rail net-
work in the United States.


Rail freight shipments in Minnesota
(millions of tons)
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Minnesota Rail Service Improvement 
Program 2004-2011*—  
Spending in millions of $


Investment/spending
Funding to operate, maintain and improve 
freight railroads generally comes from private 
sources. Recently, major railroads have shown 
consistent profitability and have been investing 
in infrastructure capacity. Because of issues in 
the trucking industry such as increasing operat-
ing costs and a potential driver shortage, rail-
roads are in better position to take advantage 
of economic recovery. However, low volume rail 
corridors and short lines often lack the financial 
capacity to make infrastructure investments.


The Minnesota Rail Service Improvement pro-
gram was created in 1976 to assist railroads 
with capital funding. Over the life of the pro-
gram, MRSI received general fund appropria-
tions totaling $9.6 million and general obligation 
bond appropriations totaling $27.0 million, 
which has leveraged more than $100 million in 
private, federal and local funds. MRSI funds are 
loaned to rail users and rail carriers for capital 
improvements to rehabilitate deteriorating lines 
and improve rail-shipping opportunities. The 
MRSI program also buys, preserves and main-
tains abandoned rail corridors for future trans-
portation uses.


Learn more
Statewide Freight and Passenger Rail 
Plan


www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan
Minnesota Rail Service Improvement 
Program


www.dot.state.mn.us/ofrw/mrsi.html
American Association of Railroads


www.aar.org/
Minnesota Regional Railroad 
Association


www.minnesotarailroads.com


How we decide 
Rail carriers and rail users are eligible for 
Minnesota Rail Service Improvement program 
loans. Projects that are deemed economically 
viable and meet the MnDOT criteria established 
in the rules are funded on a priority basis as 
funds permit. The criteria include previous 
shipping levels from the facility, estimated 
future shipping levels from the facility and ben-
efits to the state. A single location can receive 
no more than two loans. All projects are evalu-
ated to determine whether they have the finan-
cial capacity to repay their loans.


Case study–Rush City 
In 2008, Horizon Milling in Rush City used the 
St. Croix Valley Railroad to receive 160,000 
tons of  wheat and ship 124,000 tons of  flour. 
This is the equivalent of  approximately 12,000 
truckloads. In 2009, the railroad bridge over 
the Snake River in Pine City was closed to rail 
traffic because a portion of  the concrete 
around the south pier failed. The piers and 
timber foundation were originally constructed 
prior to 1906. As a result, the mill, which relies 
on rail service, was forced to shut down. The 
St. Croix Valley Railroad received nearly $1 mil-
lion in federal ARRA funds through MnDOT to 
repair the bridge, and the mill was reopened 
when repairs were completed.
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Year State Federal Total
2004 1.45 1.99 3.44
2005 1.18 0.00 1.18
2006 0.56 2.00 2.56
2007 0.61 0.00 0.61
2008 2.20 0.50 2.70
2009 1.96 0.00 1.96
2010 3.17 2.50 5.67
2011* 1.59 0.00 1.59
Total 12.72 6.99 19.71


Minnesota Freight Railroads


What we are doing (cont.)


Source: MnDOT		           *2011 projected


Source: MnDOT


Source: MnDOT
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Measures
Percent of  interregional corridor miles in 
Greater Minnesota performing within 2 mph of  
average corridor travel speed target (55 or 60 
mph) or faster


System
Greater Minnesota state highway interregional 
corridors (2,690 miles)


Why this is important
The interregional corridor system connects the 
50 largest regional trade centers in Minnesota 
with each other and with neighboring states 
and Canada. Safe and efficient connections 
provide access to markets and services and 
facilitate recreational travel, improving eco-
nomic competitiveness and quality of  life.


The IRC system consists of  Greater 
Minnesota’s most heavily traveled roads. 
Although the IRC system accounts for only 2 
percent of  all the roadway miles in the state, it 
carries about 30 percent of  all statewide trav-
el. IRCs serve as the backbone of  the state 
highway system, comprising 25 percent of  
state highway miles but carrying 44 percent of  
total vehicle miles traveled and 55 percent of  
heavy truck traffic.


Interregional 
Corridors
statewide connections


Our progress
In 2000, MnDOT established targets of  55 or 
60 mph for average corridor travel speed for 
trips on the IRCs. In 2009, 98 percent of  the 
IRC system performed within 2 MPH of  its cor-
ridor target. Taking into account improvements 
MnDOT plans through 2019, performance is 
forecast to remain at 98 percent through 
2020. Highway 210 from Motley to Aitkin is the 
only corridor that performs at more than 2 
mph below desired travel speed (shown in red 
on the map).


MnDOT is currently assessing the IRC system 
to determine whether any changes are needed 
in the system of  highways, the performance 
measure for mobility, or management strate-
gies. The review is considering whether to 
include additional routes and intermodal con-
nectors that are important to freight. It is also 
developing a more comprehensive set of  mea-
sures beyond mobility, such as indicators of  
safety and condition of  assets that will help 
guide investments.


The IRC system was adopted in 2000. Routes 
were selected to connect the major trade cen-
ters in Minnesota as defined by a 2003 study. 
The study determined a hierarchy of  cities 
using population and the number of  several 
types of  businesses to indicate economic 
importance. By connecting the highest-level 
centers, the corridors link people with jobs, 


manufacturers with markets, shoppers with 
stores and tourists with recreational activities.


Strategies 
MnDOT pursues a variety of  approaches, from 
low-cost solutions to major projects. Selective 
investments continue as funding allows. 
Projects to improve mobility on corridors per-
forming below mobility targets can include sig-
nal timing or elimination, intersection modifica-
tions, access management changes, inter-
changes or capacity expansion.


The 2010 Minnesota Legislature authorized 
the $44.5 million Safety and Mobility 
Interchange Program to reduce fatal and seri-
ous-injury crashes and relieve traffic conges-
tion. Grants awarded for projects on the IRC 
system include Highway 52 in Cannon Falls and 
Highway 169 at Highway 69 in Shakopee.


What we are doing


Source: MnDOT 


2009 Greater Minnesota interregional corridors average travel speeds vs. target speeds
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Percent of Greater Minnesota IRC
miles performing within 2 mph of
average speed target or faster 
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Innovation


The Minnesota Transportation Economic 
Development (TED) program is a joint effort of  
MnDOT and the Minnesota Department of  
Employment and Economic Development 
(DEED) to address the twin goals of  better 
highways and job growth. Through the TED 
program, $35 million in bond proceeds and $4 
million in DEED grants were set aside in 2010 
to fund up to 70% of  the transportation and 
other public infrastructure costs associated 
with economic development projects.  
Examples of  projects approved for TED funds 
include a new interchange at US 10 and 
County Road 34 in Perham and a series of  
safety enhancements to the existing US 52/
County Road 68 interchange in Zumbrota.


Investment/spending


With 98 percent of  Greater Minnesota IRC miles 
meeting targets for travel speed, MnDOT put 
minimal funds into construction projects dedi-
cated to improving IRC travel speed from 2006 
to 2009. Investment guidelines for 2009–
2028 prioritize infrastructure preservation and 
traveler safety, within a balanced program. 
Limited remaining funds are available for IRC 
mobility projects. 


Other types of  projects often benefit IRC mobil-
ity. For example, Highway 14 between Waseca 
and Owatonna is being upgraded from two-
lanes to a four-lane divided expressway to 
improve safety. When complete, travel time will 
be shorter and motorists will no longer 
encounter traffic signals and reduced speed 
limits in Waseca.


Learn more
MnDOT Office of Capital Programs 
and Performance Measures


www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/program/ 
Peggy Reichert—


peggy.reichert@state.mn.us
Minnesota Statewide Transportation 
Plan 2009–2028


www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/stateplan 


Decisions to invest in IRCs are guided by 
MnDOT districts’ expertise, policies and perfor-
mance measures set forth in the Statewide 
Transportation Policy Plan, and the priorities 
set forth by MnDOT’s executive-level 
Transportation Program Investment Committee. 
Communities also provide input through con-
sultation with MnDOT district planners.


How we decide 


What we are doing (cont.)
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Percentage runway and taxiway pavements
in good and poor condition
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Measure
Percent of  Minnesota population within 20 
miles of  an airport with a paved and lighted 
runway


System
Publicly owned airports (136 airports)


Why this is important
The statewide air transportation system serves 
Minnesotans who rely on aviation for personal 
travel, business, recreation and delivery of  
goods. This system provides access to passen-
ger airlines, air charter providers, corporate 
aircraft and package delivery services that 
connect Minnesota to regional, national and 
international destinations. The air transporta-
tion system also supports agricultural needs in 
crop protection and the delivery of  medical 
and emergency services such as the Minnesota 
State Patrol, aerial fire fighters, the Civil Air 
Patrol and local law enforcement.


A paved and lighted runway allows for a broad-
er range of  aircraft to use an airport, especial-
ly during periods of  reduced visibility. During 
the spring melt, or in periods of  exceptionally 
wet weather, unpaved runways may be too wet 
and soft for aircraft to use. If  the airport does 
not have at least one paved runway, it is effec-
tively closed to aircraft operations until it dries 
out.


Aviation 
Access
statewide connections


Of the 136 publicly owned airports in 
Minnesota, 118 have paved and lighted run-
ways, an increase from the 111 in 2006. 
Analysis done as part of  the State Aviation 
System Plan found that 96 percent of  
Minnesota’s population lives within 20 miles of  
these airports, exceeding a target of  90 per-
cent. High levels of  access reflect sustained 
local government commitments.


MnDOT also tracks the condition of  
Minnesota’s air transportation system by mea-
suring pavement quality at public airports. 
Minnesota airports met target for good pave-
ment in 2010 with 84.7 percent, but were 


short of  target for poor pavement at 4.9 per-
cent. The chart displays the percent of  airport 
runway and taxiway pavements in good or poor 
condition for the years 2000-2010. After years 
of  very strong performance, pavement condi-
tion declined in the second half  of  the decade. 


The relative decline in pavement condition 
reflects an aging system in which an increasing 
number of  runways are reaching the end of  
their useful life. It also may reflect decisions by 
some local units of  government to defer repair 
and reconstruction of  runways in the face of  
local government aid cuts and declining local 
tax bases.


Our progress


Most Minnesota airports outside the Twin Cities 
are owned by a city, county or a locally estab-
lished airport authority. The MnDOT Office of  
Aeronautics provides technical support and 
funding assistance to these entities to identify 
critical short-term needs, plan long-term main-
tenance and expansion, and bring about cost 
effective investments that enhance the state’s 
economic vitality and quality of  life.


Strategies 


MnDOT conducts these activities to support 
aviation in Minnesota:


•	 Provides State Airport Fund grants-in-aid 
for maintenance and improvements.


•	 Facilitates applications for and receipt of  
federal Airport Improvement Program 
grants.


•	 Monitors runway pavement condition and 
encourages timely investment to maintain 
pavements.


•	 Performs safety inspections and pilot 
safety training.


What we are doing
Source: MnDOT
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Source: MnDOT


Learn more
MnDOT Office of Aeronautics


aeroinfo@dot.state.mn.us 
Kathy Vesely– kathy.vesely@state.mn.us


2006 Minnesota Aviation System Plan
www.dot.state.mn.us/aero/avoffice/planning/sasp.
html


Federal Aviation Administration
www.faa.gov


Metropolitan Airports Commission
www.mspairport.com/mac


An airport project is initiated at the local gov-
ernment level since they own the facility and 
must provide a local funding share. Projects at 
airports included in the National Plan of  
Integrated Airport Systems qualify for federal 
funding up to 95% of  eligible cost. To be eligi-
ble for state funding, a project must be part of  
the state’s Capital Improvement Program, 
which is used to develop and preserve publicly 
owned airports in Minnesota. Each year, more 
projects are listed in the CIP than can be fund-
ed. Priority for state funding is given to proj-
ects that enhance safety or preserve the exist-
ing state airport system.


How we decide 


Source: MnDOT


Innovation
MnDOT is in the process of  installing Wide Area 
Multi-Lateration (WAM) technology to address 
the lack of  low-level radar coverage in west 
central Minnesota. Currently, aircraft operating 
in this area have to be above 4,000 feet and 
sometimes as high as 10,000 feet to be in 
radar contact. WAM will triangulate signals from 
aircraft transponders to determine an aircraft’s 
position, allowing air traffic controllers to track 
aircraft at lower altitudes. This will bring many 
efficiency and safety benefits to Minnesota avi-
ation – saving time, money, fossil fuel and 
potentially lives.


Investment/spending
Funding for local aviation in Minnesota is 
derived from federal, state and local taxes and 
fees on system users. Federal funding sources 
include collections related to passenger tickets, 
passenger flight segments, international arriv-
als/departures, cargo waybills, aviation fuels 
and frequent flyer mile awards from non-airline 


sources like credit cards. State funding sources 
include the Airline Flight Property Tax, the 
Aviation Fuel Tax and aircraft registration fees. 
Congress and the Minnesota Legislature 
appropriate funds that are delivered through 
grant processes. Individual airports can apply 
for grants to develop, maintain and operate 
their facilities. Local airports also receive fund-
ing from surrounding municipalities. Total fed-
eral and state funding to Minnesota airports is 
illustrated in the chart below. Over the last six 
years, 86 percent of  this money was from the 
Federal Aviation Administration.


What we are doing (cont.)


2006 2010


69.8
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State and federal grants to publicly
owned airports in Minnesota
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Case Study – Thief River 
Falls
Airports support economic growth in cities 
across Minnesota. One example is the Thief  
River Falls Regional airport, which plays an 
important role in the operation of  Digi-Key, 
now the nation’s fourth largest electronic com-
ponent distributor with about $1.5 billion in 
annual sales. Convenient access to a paved 
and lighted runaway enables Digi-Key’s 2,400 
Thief  River Falls employees to provide same-
day response to orders placed from all over 
the world.


Population within 20 miles of an airport with a paved and lighted runway
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Measures
Percent of  Twin Cities freeway miles that are 
congested


System
Twin Cities urban freeways (379 miles)


Why this is important
Congestion plays a major role in the daily lives 
of  people in the Twin Cities area. Managing 
congestion improves quality of  life, safety and 
air quality. More than 50 percent of  roadway 
travel in the state occurs on the 13 percent of  
roadway miles in MnDOT’s Metro District. The 
region’s congestion delay compared to other 
major metropolitan areas can impact economic 
competitiveness. Given finite resources and the 
growth in the region’s population, MnDOT's 
goals are to slow the growth of  congestion 
while providing uncongested alternatives using  
MnPASS lanes and express transit.


Congestion


Twin cities mobility


MnDOT defines congestion on the Twin Cities 
freeway system as traffic flowing below 45 mph 
for any length of  time in weekday peak periods – 
from 5 a.m. to 10 a.m. and from 2 p.m. to 7 
p.m.


In 2010, the Twin Cities freeways saw an 
increase in congestion to 21.5% from 18.2% in 
2009. This represents an increase from 276 to 
326 of  1,516 peak directional miles. After a 
number of  years of  improvement, congestion 
has now increased two years in a row. MnDOT 
expects continued congestion increases as eco-
nomic activity grows in the next few years.


The duration of  congestion is also increasing. 
Nine miles of  freeway were congested for more 
than three hours in the a.m. peak period in 
2010, up from 2.5 in 2009. In the afternoon, 
urban miles congested for more than three 
hours increased from 15 in 2009 to 24 in 2010.


Shortly after annual system congestion was mea-


sured in October 2010, it dropped due to com-
pletion of  the Highway 62 Crosstown I-35 proj-
ect. Congestion on I-35W decreased and con-
gestion shifted east and west on 62 away from 
the I-35W interchange.  


Performance data for individual corridors helps 
MnDOT analyze the relative severity of  conges-
tion and evaluate cost-effective options for 
improvement. The table and maps on the next 
page show congestion by corridor. The bar chart 
titled AM Peak Hour Throughput shows that up 
to 30 percent of  travelers are moved by express 
transit on four major sample corridors. The table 
of  lower-cost high-benefit projects shows the 
significant performance gains achieved by three 
recent projects – measured by reduced conges-
tion and increased throughput. Person through-
put—the number of  people moved on individual 
corridors —is one “mode-neutral” measure 
used to compare the benefits of  highway and 
express transit improvement alternatives. 


In 2010, MnDOT completed an update to its 
Metro District 20-year Highway Investment 
Plan. This coincided with the updated 
Metropolitan Council Transportation Policy 
Plan. Due to constrained funding, both plans 
mark a shift away from relying heavily on major 
capacity expansion projects towards more cost 
efficient strategies. They address a greater 
number of  problem areas region–wide and 
increase reliance on innovation, technology 
and multi-modal options. While it is not realistic 
to eliminate congestion, it can and should be 
mitigated to the fullest extent possible.


Strategies 


Strategies identified in the 20-year Highway 
Investment Plan include:


Active traffic management—MnDOT currently 
uses an advanced system of  cameras, loop detec-
tors, ramp meters, FIRST incident response trucks, 
changeable message signs and other traveler infor-
mation systems.  Benefits include increases in aver-
age throughput, capacity and reliability, and 
decreases in incidents and travel time.  Newer ATM 
tools to be deployed include dynamic signing and 


What we are doing


Our progress
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Lower-cost, high benefit project performance gains


Source: MnDOT 


Highway Project Results in nearby affected area


I-94  Lane additions 50% reduction in congested miles (PM peak)
McKnight Road 15% increase in vehicle throughput (PM peak)


I-394 Westbound auxiliary lane 89% reduction in congested miles (PM peak)
Louisiana Avenue 10% increase in vehicle throughput (PM peak)


100  Shoulder conversion 77% reduction in congested miles (AM peak)
36th St to I-394 80% reduction in congested miles (PM peak)
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re-routing, dynamic shoulder lanes and variable speed 
limits. 


Lower-cost, high-benefit improvements—
These projects improve traffic flow by relieving 
bottlenecks on freeways and arterials, improving 
geometric design and addressing safety hazards. 
Some enhance capacity by adding short auxiliary 
lanes, and others focus on system management. 
In some cases, flexible design principles are 
used to optimize the use of  available pavement 
and right-of-way. Examples of  the performance 
benefits achieved in recent projects are shown in 
the table below. To preserve arterial perfor-
mance, MnDOT and its local partners are using 
strategies such as access management and 
improving signal coordination on major express-
way routes.


Priced managed lanes—MnDOT operates two 
MnPASS express lanes on I-394 and I-35W. They 
provide a congestion-free travel option for those 
driving alone who are willing to pay, those who 
ride express transit, or who are in carpools. 
They can move people more reliably, reduce 
peak travel demand, improve the flow of  traffic 


in adjacent free lanes and enable greater speed 
and reliability for transit. MnDOT and the 
Metropolitan Council plan to add lanes to the 
MnPASS system in the metro area.


Strategic expansion—In some locations, new gen-
eral purpose lanes may be needed to provide lane 
continuity or to complete an unfinished segment of  
the highway system. An example is the extension of  
Highway 610 in Maple Grove.


Investment/spending
MnDOT’s Metro District has identified $285 million in 
investments dedicated to mobility improvements for 
the 2011-2014 State Transportation Improvement 
Program. Several projects scheduled for 2011-2014 
that will improve mobility are listed in the table below.


Project Cost 
estimate


Interchange at I-494 and Hwy 169 $172 M


Hwy 610 extension from Hwy 169 
to County Road 81 $42 M


I-35E bridge reconstruction at 
Cayuga St $200 M


I-694/Hwy 51/Hwy 10 interchange 
lane addition $42 M


Learn more
MnDOT Metropolitan Freeway System 
2010 Congestion Report


www.dot.state.mn.us/congestionreport/
CongestionReport2010.pdf


MnDOT Metro District 20-year 
Highway Investment Plan 2011-2030


www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/stateplan/download-
investmentplan.html


MnDOT real time traffic information 
and maps


www.dot.state.mn.us/tmc/trafficinfo/traffic.html
Metropolitan Council Transportation 
Policy Plan


www.metrocouncil.org/planning/transportation/
TPP/2010/index.htm


Texas Transportation Institute Urban 
Mobility Report


http://mobility.tamu.edu/ums/


Decisions involving day-to-day management of area 
highways, such as incident clearance and timing of  
traffic signals are guided by MnDOT's Metro District, 
including its Regional Transportation Management 
Center in Roseville, working with counties and cities.


Long-term decisions on how to address congestion in 
the Twin Cities are made through a complex, collab-
orative process. MnDOT's Metro District develops 
alternatives and plans and makes decisions in part-
nership with the Metropolitan Council, cities, counties, 
regional and county transit authorities. Public input is 
taken on both the Metropolitan Council’s 
Transportation Policy Plan and MnDOT's Metro 
District Highway Investment Plan. These plans direct 


projects that go into MnDOT's annual four-year con-
struction program. 


Projects to improve mobility are balanced with proj-
ects to improve safety or preserve bridges and pave-
ment.


Actual project decisions are affected by changing fac-
tors such as revenues, costs and community input. 
Corridor measurements of travel speed, congestion, 
throughput and crashes help identify needs and 
design options but do not alone determine which 
projects are built. Specific designs for highways or 
transit facilities are shaped by MnDOT planners and 
engineers and contracted engineering firms.


For comparison
By travel time index (the ratio of  peak to 
free-flow travel time), the Twin Cities area is 
the 7th most congested of  31 metropolitan 
areas of  similar size (19th of  101 overall), 
according to the 2010 Texas Transportation 
Institute Urban Mobility Report (Data are 
from 2009).


Route Segment % Congested 
AM      PM


I-94


Hwy 101 to I-494 38% 0%
I-494 to Hwy 100 16% 13%
Hwy 100 to I-394 11% 4%
I-394 to Hwy 280 77% 85%
Hwy 280 to I-35E 45% 62%
I-35E to I-694 42% 26%
I-694 to St. Croix River 17% 0%


I-494


I-94 to Hwy 52 0% 0%
Hwy 52 to Hwy 77 8% 8%
Hwy 77 to Hwy 100 44% 93%
Hwy 100 to Hwy 212 41% 41%
Hwy 212 to I-394 7% 40%
I-394 to I-94 27% 34%


I-694
I-94 to I-35W 37% 56%
I-35W to I-35E 54% 61%
I-35E to I-94 0% 7%


I-394 Dntwn Mpls to Hwy 100 44% 53%
Hwy 100 to I-494 39% 42%


I-35W 


I-35 to I-494 26% 12%
I-494 to I-94 67% 75%
I-94 to I-694 22% 29%
I-694 to I-35 19% 2%


I-35E


I-35 to I-494 2% 8%
I-494 to I-94 22% 26%
I-94 to I-694 31% 28%
I-694 to I-35 18% 3%


Congestion on Twin Cities interstate free-
way corridors


What we are doing (cont.)


How we decide 


2010 Metro Freeway Congestion—Estimated speed less than 45 mph
AM PM


Source: MnDOT 


Source: MnDOT 


Source: MnDOT 
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Measures
Clearance time for urban freeway incidents


System
Twin Cities urban freeways (400 miles)


Why this is important
Incidents are a major source of  non-recurring 
congestion. As a rule of  thumb, four minutes 
of  congestion results from each minute one 
traffic lane is blocked by an incident. Among 
the objectives in the Metro District Highway 
Investment Plan is an increase in travel time 
reliability. Clearing incidents from the freeway 
system quickly helps reduce congestion and 
secondary crashes. The Freeway Incident 
Response Safety Team (FIRST) program has a 
benefit-cost ratio of  about 16 to 1 based on 
reduced delay, crashes, fuel consumption and 
emissions.


Incident 
Clearance
twin cities mobility


Our progress
Average incident clearance time was longer in 
2009 than in the past two years. The incident 
detection system has expanded to areas previ-
ously not covered by FIRST incident response 
trucks.


MnDOT works with the Minnesota State Patrol, 
local police, towing companies and other emer-
gency responders to improve speedy clear-
ance of  incidents from freeways. Also, there 
are new laws that allow quick clearance of  inci-
dents. MnDOT and the State Patrol also have 
signed an “Open Roads Policy” agreeing to 
expedite the removal of  vehicles, cargo and 
debris from state highways to more quickly 
restore traffic flow following a crash or inci-
dent. MnDOT is able to respond to more inci-
dents because FIRST coverage has approxi-
mately doubled since the program began.


In 2010, the Minnesota Legislature passed a 
“quick clearance” law that allows MnDOT and 
the State Patrol to remove obstructions from 
roads without waiting for the owners to do so. 
This applies to vehicles involved in crashes or 
spilled loads that block the road or aggravate 
an emergency.


Strategies 


MnDOT’s Metro District 20-year Highway 
Investment Plan and the updated Metropolitan 
Council Transportation Policy Plan both empha-
size management strategies to optimize the 
use of  existing lanes. As facilities accommodate 
more traffic within existing capacity, operations 
such as incident clearance will become more 
important to ensure reliable travel. Other reli-
ability strategies include providing MnPASS 
high-occupancy/toll lanes as a congestion-free 
alternative on freeways, and coordinating sig-
nals and limiting access points to reduce traffic 
flow disruptions on arterials.


Strategies to improve freeway incident clear-
ance time include:


•	 Expanding FIRST coverage on Highway 
10, I-35W and I-35E when funding 
becomes available.


•	 Improving on-site efficiency with use of  


What we are doing


Source: MnDOT 


Cameras allow the RTMC to monitor 
traffic in real time.


Source: MnDOT 


Average clearance time for Twin Cities urban freeway incidents
(minutes, 3-year average)
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automated crash forms by the State 
Patrol and computer-aided State Patrol 
dispatching on laptops in FIRST trucks.


•	 Conducting Emergency Responder Safety 
training, that emphasizes keeping traffic 
moving while safely securing the scene; 
following guidelines developed with vari-
ous partners.


•	 Working with external partners, including 
towing associations on quick clearance, 
the State Patrol on Open Roads Policy 
and FHWA to meet the National Unified 
Goal for Traffic Incident Management.


Strategies such as lane control signals and 
dynamic message signs help warn motorists 
and manage traffic until clearance personnel 
arrive.


Investment/spending


Incident management extends beyond the 
FIRST program at the Regional Transportation 
Management Center. MnDOT’s supporting 
activities include maintenance crews and 
equipment that help clear major incidents, 
freeway system design and repair, cameras, 
dynamic message signs and traveler informa-
tion to radio, television and the internet. 
Additional resources are committed by the 
State Patrol, local fire and rescue squads, local 
law enforcement, EMS/ambulance services and 
tow-truck operators. The following chart dis-
plays FIRST program expenditures from 2006 
to 2010.


Learn more
MnDOT Regional Transportation 
Management Center (RTMC)


brian.kary@state.mn.us 
www.dot.state.mn.us/rtmc/index.html


MnDOT real time traffic information
www.511mn.org/.


Federal Highway Administration 
Congestion Reduction Toolbox


www.fhwa.dot.gov/congestion/toolbox/service.htm.


MnDOT Metro District's Freeway Management 
team and maintenance staff, along with the 
State Patrol, are located at the Regional 
Transportation Management Center in 
Roseville. They monitor 400 miles of  the Twin 
Cities urban freeway system with cameras and 
vehicle loop detectors buried in the roadways. 
When an incident is identified, RTMC personnel 
communicate with MnDOT field personnel and 
other emergency responders to decide the 
best method for responding to and clearing 
the incident. FIRST drivers work closely with 
troopers and maintenance to secure the 
scene, control traffic and clear blocked lanes.


How we decide 


What we are doing (cont.)


Source: MnDOT Source: MnDOT 


For comparison
The Twin Cities ranks first of  31 metropolitan 
areas of  similar size (11th of  101 overall) in the 
amount of  delay avoided because of  operational 
treatments, according to the 2010 Texas 
Transportation Institute Urban Mobility Report 
(Data are from 2009). Operational treatments 
included are incident management, ramp meter-
ing, signal coordination, access management and 
HOV lanes.
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Measures
Annual rail and express transit ridership in the 
Twin Cities metropolitan area: includes express 
buses (all providers), light rail transit and com-
muter rail.


System
Includes transitways and supporting infrastruc-
ture within the metro area transit system. 
Transitways are corridors where a dedicated 
running way or other feature enables transit to 
move more quickly or reliably than personal 
vehicles. They include light rail transit, bus 
rapid transit, commuter rail, and express buses 
with transit advantages. Express bus services 
provide a premium over regular-route bus ser-
vice in travel time or ride quality.


Transit features on highways that serve 
express transit include: 296 miles of  bus-only 
shoulders, 12 miles of  bus-only lanes on city 
streets, 7 miles of  exclusive busways, 49 miles 
of  HOV/HOT lanes, and 94 ramp meter bypass-
es. Supporting infrastructure for express tran-
sit includes 111 Park & Ride lots with over 
28,860 spaces and 32 Transit Centers with 
improved transfer facilities and waiting condi-
tions.


Why this is important
Transit connects people to jobs, family, schools, 
shopping, health care centers, sports and cul-
tural events. Transit is an alternative to driving 
that can reduce congestion, fuel consumption, 
and greenhouse emissions. Rail and express 
transit offers more reliable trips over longer 
distances during peak commute hours than 
regular transit.


Metro Area 
Transit: Rail & 
Express Bus
twin cities mobility


Our progress
Rail and express transit ridership was 24 mil-
lion trips in 2010, an 18% increase from 
2006. Most of  the increase is explained by ris-
ing use of  express bus and LRT service – both 
added 1.5 million annual riders over the four 
year period. The rest of  the increase reflects 
ridership on the Northstar Commuter Rail Line. 
Rail and express transit ridership constituted 
26.4 percent of  all transit trips in 2010. 


Part of  this growth can be traced to increased 
gasoline prices. Another factor is congestion. 
Freeway congestion has increased steadily 
since 2008, which makes the reliability and 
time savings of  rail and express transit more 
attractive.


Recent changes in transit routes have helped 
attract more riders, as have new infrastructure 
such as park-and-ride lots, transit centers, 
additional bus lanes, and electronic signs 
showing bus arrival times in downtown 
Minneapolis. 


Counting all forms of  public transit, including 
regular route and dial-a-ride buses, 2010 rid-
ership in the metro area totaled 91 million 
trips. This represented a partial rebound from 
the 2009 slump caused by the recession. Total 
transit ridership has exceeded Metropolitan 
Council targets every year since 2005. The 
council’s goal is to double 2003 ridership by 
the year 2030.


Metropolitan Council—The Met Council's 
2030 Transportation Policy Plan outlines strat-
egies to increase transit ridership in the Twin 
Cities, including developing a regional transit-
way system. The Met Council has primary 
responsibility for planning transitways. It also 
oversees Metro Transit which operates the the 
largest fleet of  express buses, the sole LRT 
line, and the sole commuter rail line. The Met 
Council uses engineering, enforcement, educa-
tion, and emergency trauma systems to 
accomplish its goals. 


Minnesota Department of 
Transportation—MnDOT contributes to tran-
sitways by providing transit advantages on 
state highway corridors. Transit advantages 
enable express buses to move more people 
faster along existing corridors by bypassing 
peak-hour congestion. MnDOT also assists the 
Met Council and county transit authorities in 
planning, designing, financing and constructing 
light rail and commuter rail lines. 


Counties Transit Improvement Board—
CTIB is a joint powers agreement among 
Anoka, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey and 
Washington counties. It receives and distributes 
a one-quarter percent transit sales tax for the 
development, construction and operation of  
transitways serving the five-county area. CTIB 
has committed 30 percent of  the funding to 
construct the Central Corridor LRT line. It also 
committed operating funds for the Hiawatha 


What we are doing


For comparison
According to the Office of  the Legislative Auditor, 
in 2008 Metro Transit ranked fourth among 11 
national peer agencies for having the lowest cost 
per passenger. Metro Transit also had the second 
highest fare recovery percentage, with 31 percent 
of  its operating expenses covered by fare reve-
nue.


Annual rail and express transit ridership
(in millions)
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Innovation
The Urban Partnership Agreement was a col-
laboration of  the U.S. Department of  
Transportation, MnDOT, Met Council, the city of  
Minneapolis and other partners. The goal was 
to reduce congestion on I-35W and Highway 
77 by packaging innovative concepts together 
in a way that creates more combined perfor-
mance benefits than traditional approaches 
would have. UPA obtained $150 million in com-
petitive federal funds and was completed in 
2010. It produced 16 miles of  new MnPASS 
Express Lanes on I-35W between Burnsville 
and Minneapolis, Smartlane traffic manage-
ment technology, 2,800 additional parking 
spaces at six park & rides, 27 new buses, the 
region’s first online BRT station and a 24-block 
street and sidewalk reconstruction of  
Marquette and Second Avenue in downtown 
Minneapolis—reducing bus travel times 
through downtown by up to 10 minutes.


LRT line, Northstar, and the I-35W and Cedar 
Avenue BRT lines.


Strategies 


The map above displays the current and 
planned metro area transitways system. The 
Central Corridor LRT line is under construction 
and the Southwest Corridor LRT line has 
applied to enter preliminary engineering. In the 
East Metro, the Met Council and CTIB are fund-
ing an express bus demonstration on the Rush 
Line corridor between St. Paul and Forest Lake. 
Other transitways being explored are the Red 
Rock corridor to Hastings, Highway 65 into 
Anoka County, and I-94 from St. Paul to the St. 
Croix River.


Many strategies to expand rail and express 
transit ridership have already been described. 
Chief  among them is the expansion of  system 
coverage and frequency, and the construction 
and maintenance of  park-and-ride facilities 
throughout the region. 


MnDOT helps make rail and express transit 
more competitive by building and maintaining 
the bus shoulder system; providing ramp meter 
bypasses for buses; planning and constructing 
special highway lanes such as MnPASS; and 
contributing to Bus Rapid Transit projects such 
as those on I35W and TH77/Cedar Avenue.


Sustainability
MnDOT is a pioneer in the use of  bus shoul-
ders, which have environmental and fiscal ben-


efits. They increase the productivity of  existing 
highway right-of-way by moving more people 
faster and reducing fuel use and emissions 
caused by idling in congestion. Today, the 296-
mile system is the nation’s largest. More than 
130 express bus routes use bus-only shoul-
ders, typically saving metro area riders 5 to 15 
minutes per trip.


Investment/spending
Capital investment in transit infrastructure var-
ies widely from year to year depending on 
projects under construction. The largest 
source of  funding for the construction of  rail 
projects is generally the Federal Transit 
Administration. Other major sources are the 
CTIB, state general funds and local govern-
ments. Additional partners have been the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission on the 
Hiawatha LRT Line and the Minnesota Twins on 
Northstar.


Major expenditures in 2010 included:


•	 Met Council - $298 million in capital 
investment, $379 million in operating 
expenditures


•	 CTIB - $94 million in  capital and operat-
ing grants


•	 MnDOT - $31 million in capital funds. Over 
half  went to rebuild bus shoulders on 
I-94 in St. Paul.


Learn more
MnDOT Metro District – 


www.dot.state.mn.us/metro  
Bryan Dodds, Metro District Transit Director 
bryan.dodds@state.mn.us


Metropolitan Council/Metro Transit
www.metrotransit.org 


2030 Transportation Policy Plan—
www.metrocouncil.org/planning/transportation/
TPP/2010/index.htm


Counties Transit Improvement Board 
www.mnrides.org/


Urban Partnership Agreement 
Project


www.dot.state.mn.us/upa


Expansion and improvements of  express bus 
transit advantages on highways have tradition-
ally been made through a process guided by 
Team Transit, consisting of  transit planners 
and engineers from the MnDOT Metro District, 
Met Council/Metro Transit, and other providers 
in the region. MnDOT examines each potential 
project for maximum impact on ridership and 
congestion.


Roles in light rail and commuter rail develop-
ment vary by project. On the Hiawatha LRT 
Line, Hennepin County led initial planning, 
MnDOT provided design and construction ser-
vices and the Met Council administered financ-
ing and now operates the line. For the Central 
Corridor, Ramsey County led initial planning. 
Met Council is the lead agency during design, 
construction and will operate the line. MnDOT 
provides assistance with construction, property 
acquisition, utilities and environmental preser-
vation.


How we decide 


What we are doing (cont.)


Source: MnDOT 
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Greater Minnesota bus service hours
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Measures
Greater Minnesota public transportation bus 
service hours. A bus service hour (revenue 
hour) measures the time that a vehicle is avail-
able to the general public with the expectation 
of  carrying passengers.


System
59 public transit systems serving 77 out of  80 
Greater Minnesota Counties (as of  2010).


Why this is important
Greater Minnesota public transportation sys-
tems provide thousands of  people with access 
to jobs, education, health care, shopping and 
recreation. These systems also enhance the 
mobility of  the elderly and persons with dis-
abilities in communities across the state.


Bus service hours are used to track the level 
of  transit service provided in Greater 
Minnesota. Bus service hours are also used to 
calculate the service level necessary to meet 
transit need. To meet legislatively directed 
transit service targets, the Greater Minnesota 
Transit Investment Plan estimates that 1.6 mil-
lion service hours will be needed in 2015 and 
1.9 million service hours in 2025.


Bus Service 
Hours
greater minnesota metropoli-
tan and regional mobility


Apart from a small drop in 2008, Greater 
Minnesota bus service hours were roughly 
1.03 million per year between 2007 and 2010. 
This trend of  little or no bus service hour 
growth is expected to continue over the long-
term, due to flat revenue projections and the 
effect of  inflation on transit providers’ pur-
chasing power. Because transit need is pro-
jected to increase, it will result in a widening 
gap between need and the level of  service 
provided. 


MnDOT calculates transit need using annual 
service hour per capita target rates that vary 
with population density. The target rate for 
large urban centers (Duluth, Rochester, and St. 
Cloud) is between 1.5 and 1.75 hours; the tar-
get rate for rural and small urban areas is 


between 0.5 and 0.75 hours. The chart below 
presents annual Greater Minnesota service 
hours per capita in the aggregate. The chart 
shows that bus service hour growth outpaced 
growth in population between 2005 and 2007, 
resulting in a 10% increase in service hours 
per capita. Since 2007 service hours per capi-
ta have been flat. 


Greater Minnesota's 59 public transit systems 
are operated by local governments and non-
profits. MnDOT manages state and federal tran-
sit assistance programs, directs planning and 
research, and provides technical assistance. 


Strategies


The most effective way to grow the number of  
bus service hours in Greater Minnesota is to 
maintain and expand the statewide public tran-
sit network. The Greater Minnesota Transit 
Plan 2010 – 2030 delineates three strategies 
to achieve this goal (Policy 1, pg 7-2).


First, prioritize financial assistance to 
public transit services that meet perfor-
mance targets. MnDOT recommends local 
transit systems establish performance objec-
tives for every kind of  service, such as: 


•	 fixed routes in larger cities like Duluth and 
St. Cloud, 


•	 demand response routes, and 


•	 deviated routes. 


Local operators with service segments that do 
not meet local objectives are encouraged to 
reassign service to other segments that are 


more productive.


Second, provide resources to start new 
transit services in areas without public 
transit.


Third, support the expansion of core 
service frequencies and the weekday/
weekend service hours of existing tran-
sit providers.


Sustainability
Rainbow Rider – a public transit system serving 
Douglas, Pope, Stevens, Todd, Traverse and 
Grant counties – recently became one of only a 
few rural transit systems in the nation to have 
hybrid buses in its fleet. Using funds from the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, 
Rainbow purchased 8 handicapped accessible, 
12-passenger vehicles powered by electric 
motors at speeds less than 28 mph. Rainbow 
Rider officials estimate that the hybrid buses 
could save 20 to 30 percent in gas costs.  


Innovation


Arrowhead Transit in northeastern Minnesota 
recently added Intelligent Transportation System 
technologies to improve scheduling and dispatch. 


What we are doing


Our progress


2004 2009


0.40 0.39 0.39 0.42 0.420.43


Greater Minnesota bus service
hours per capita
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Learn more
MnDOT Office Transit


www.dot.state.mn.us/transit 
Mike Schadauer—mike.schadauer@state.mn.us


Greater Minnesota Transit Plan 
2010-2030 and other reports 


www.dot.state.mn.us/transit/reports.html
Federal Transit Administration Grant 
Program


www.fta.dot.gov/grants_financing.html


Each year the transit systems submit transit 
grant applications to the Office of  Transit for 
funding consideration. The application for 
funds includes a service plan that describes 
the hours of  service, the routes or areas 
served, the number of  buses, and the frequen-
cy and span of  service. 


According to the Greater Minnesota Transit 
Investment Plan, the first priority is to preserve 
existing systems. To qualify for preservation, a 
system must demonstrate local fiscal capacity 
and meet performance standards as measured 
through an annual, three-step system review 
process.


Step 1: Conduct system-level perfor-
mance reviews based on peer groups. 
Reviews use the following measures:


•	 Cost per passenger


•	 Cost per service hour


•	 Passengers per service hour


•	 System revenue to total operating cost 
ratio


Step 2: Check compliance with state and 
federal reporting requirements. 


Step 3: Conduct follow-up operational 
analysis. If  a system fails on either of  the 
first two steps, MnDOT requires a follow-up 
analysis to identify causes of  poor perfor-
mance. MnDOT works with systems to improve 
performance.


How we decide 


Source: MnDOT 
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The upgrades provided Arrowhead Transit with:


•	 automated data collection, 


•	 mobile communication, 


•	 in-vehicle navigation, and 


•	 emergency response capabilities at one-
third the cost of  a traditional mobile data 
computer. 


Operational improvements resulting from ITS 
enhancements have also supported the consoli-
dation of four dispatch centers.


Investment/spending


Public transportation programs in Minnesota are 
funded through a federal-state-local partnership. 
When state and federal funds are adequate, local 
sources pay a maximum share of the total oper-
ating costs, either 15 or 20 percent, depending 
on the type of service provided. When state and 
federal funds are not sufficient to fund service at 
the 80 and 85 percent targets, local systems 
have the option to make up the difference.


State funding of Greater Minnesota transit comes 
from General Fund appropriations and the Motor 
Vehicle Sales Tax (MVST). Greater Minnesota 
transit’s share of MVST revenue is 4 percent 


Federal funding for Greater Minnesota transit is 
set by the Federal Transit Administration’s formu-
la for distributing transit dollars to each state. 
Local contributions come primarily from passen-
ger fares, contracts for services, and property 
taxes. 


Greater Minnesota transit operating spending is 
shown below. The graph shows that Greater 
Minnesota transit spending increased dramatical-
ly from 2005-08. An increase in transit’s share 
of the MVST largely offset reductions in state 
general fund and local transit spending during 
2009.


What we are doing (cont.)


This map shows the per-
centage of  transit need 
met in Greater Minnesota 
counties. There are rela-
tively high levels of  ser-
vice in the arrowhead, 
north central, and south-
western parts of  the 
state. Counties with the 
largest service gaps are 
concentrated north and 
south of  the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area. As of  
2010, Pine, Wilkin, and 
Waseca did not have 
transit service.


Greater Minnesota transit
operating expenditures
(in millions)
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Percent of intersections with accessible
pedestrian signals installed
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Measures
Percent of  signalized intersections requiring 
accessible pedestrian signals that have them.


Percent of  Greater Minnesota curb ramps that 
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.


System
ADA applies to all public right-of-way, facilities, 
buildings, meetings, hearings and documents. 
The APS measure applies to 1,179 state high-
way intersections. The curb ramp measure 
applies to all curb ramps at state highway 
intersections. 


Why this is important
The goals of  MnDOT’s ADA strategic initiative 
are to ensure that:


•	 Minnesota transportation systems are 
accessible to all users, including people 
with disabilities;


•	 MnDOT’s facilities, activities and programs 
are accessible to all;


•	 Minnesota complies with national ADA 
laws prohibiting state and local govern-
ment agencies from discriminating based 
on disability;


•	 MnDOT builds public trust with users of  
accessible public services.


Access
community development and 
transportation


The 89 APS installations in the 2010 construc-
tion season brought the system total to 194 of  
1,179 locations where APS is required. The 
construction program for 2011 includes an 
additional 49 intersections. MnDOT’s target is 
that all intersections with pedestrian push but-
tons will have APS by 2030. Based on normal 
signal replacement intervals for aging signals, 
and special dollars being invested, MnDOT 
expects to meet its target. APS is also required 
for all new signals, whether replacing existing 
signals or at a new location.


MnDOT is currently taking inventory of  its curb 
ramps and sidewalks. Greater Minnesota dis-
tricts have completed curb ramp inventories, 
and Metro District is about 25 percent com-
plete. The sidewalk inventory will begin in 2011. 
The policy is to replace ramps that are struc-
turally deficient before addressing those that 
are functionally substandard or obstructed.


MnDOT’s ADA Transition Plan prioritizing 
departmental policies and infrastructure 
improvements was published in April 2010 and 
will be updated again in 2012. ADA is one of  
12 flagship initiatives in the department’s stra-
tegic plan. Internal and external advisory 
groups were consulted in the development of  
the transition plan, and continue to guide 
efforts to make the transportation system 
accessible. One of  MnDOT’s responses to the 
disability community’s recommendations has 
been to adopt the national Public Right of  Way 
Accessibility Guidelines as a basis for updates 
to facility design standards and policies. 
MnDOT has dedicated additional staff  to 
ensure that construction projects are designed 
for proper accessibility, to manage the ADA 
investment program, and to provide leadership 
on accessibility to external partners.


Strategies
Continue APS installations for signal 
replacements and additions. APS provides 
directions in multiple formats including verbal 
messages, audible tones and vibrating surfaces.


Standard Design Guidance for sidewalks 
and curb ramps. MnDOT’s design guidance is 


What we are doing


Our progress


Source:MnDOT







45


Stakeholder input is provided through three 
committees and gathered by the MnDOT ADA 
implementation coordinator. The MnDOT ADA 
Accessibility Advisory Committee includes individ-
uals with various disabilities, representatives 
from the Minnesota State Council on Disability, 
and the Metropolitan Council. Within MnDOT, the 
ADA Advisory Committee provides direction on 
the integration of ADA policy and practice into 
project delivery and operations. The ADA 
Implementation Committee includes engineers 
from each district who provide technical sup-


port, track requests for improvements and 
serve as points of contact.


The ADA Transition Plan includes guidance on 
prioritizing necessary improvements. 
Intersections are selected for conversion to APS 
using a rating tool. Considerations also include:  


•	 pedestrian use, 


•	 surrounding properties, such as schools or 
medical facilities, 


•	 transit presence and 


•	 citizen requests. 


For curb ramps and sidewalks, the inventory 
data will help identify barriers within the system 
and prioritize needs. Construction project man-
agers in each MnDOT district are responsible for 
determining what is necessary for their projects 
to meet ADA requirements. MnDOT is developing 
statewide design guidance for accessibility, and 
working on including it earlier in the design and 
right-of-way acquisition phases of project devel-
opment.


* Metro District has completed approximately 25% of its inventory 
Source: MnDOT


being updated to reflect accessibility needs. 
Design issues include the width and slope of  
sidewalks and the presence of  any barriers.


Rest Area improvements including signing, 
sidewalk repairs and modifications to drinking 
fountains and restroom fixtures.


Establish citizen input process for MnDOT 
to respond to user concerns about the acces-
sibility of  its facilities.


Innovations
•	 MnDOT is exploring alternative contracting 


methods that will allow the bundling of  
accessibility improvements to provide 
more cost-effective, higher quality proj-
ects. 


•	 MnDOT’s Complete Streets policy places 
additional emphasis on providing trans-
portation facilities that are accessible to 
users of  all abilities.


•	 Context Sensitive Design encourages 
broader consideration of  the environment 
affected by a project and is another area 
where progress toward greater accessibil-
ity is being made.


Investment/spending
Most accessibility improvements are made as 
parts of  larger projects. The accessibility com-
ponents can range from including curb ramps 
in an intersection reconstruction to adding 
major elements such as the pedestrian facilities 
planned for the river bridge at Hastings. As a 
rough estimate, 1 to 2 percent of  a project’s 
cost goes toward pedestrian accommodations. 
In addition to the regular construction pro-
gram, MnDOT has dedicated $2.5 million per 
year from 2010 to 2014 specifically for ADA 
improvements.


Because the accessibility of  curb ramps is 
lower than anticipated, routine projects may 
not suffice to correct deficiencies in a timely 
fashion. The investment needed to correct 
sidewalk deficiencies will be known when the 
sidewalk inventory is complete, but a similarly 
low level of  compliance is expected. To acceler-
ate progress, MnDOT will need to explore addi-
tional dedicated funding sources.


Learn more
Accessibility and MnDOT


Kristie Billiar—kristie.billiar@state.mn.us 
www.dot.state.mn.us/ada/


U.S. Department of Justice ADA Home 
Page


www.ada.gov/
Complete Streets


www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/completestreets/


How we decide 


Above is a sample curb ramp inventory map for 
the City of  Alexandria. The green lines are 
state highways through the city, and the blue 
dots are curb ramps for which MnDOT is 
responsible. The first goal of  the inventory is 
to document the facilities that exist, not neces-
sarily their quality. The policy is to replace 
ramps that are structurally deficient before 
addressing those that are functionally substan-
dard or obstructed.


District Total curb ramps 
inventoried


# Completely 
compliant


# Compliant slope 
and landing


1 - Duluth 1698 4 11


2 - Bemidji 806 70 190


3 - Brainerd 1754 141 217


4 – Detroit Lakes 1308 49 151


6 - Rochester 2587 179 920


7 - Mankato 601 17 71


8 - Willmar 1798 60 229


Metro* 2412 419 602


City of Alexandria curb ramp locations


What we are doing (cont.)


Source:MnDOT
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Measures
Bike, walk and public transit share of  commut-
er trips–Larger metropolitan areas


Percent of  people 16 or older who commute to 
work by bicycle, walking and/or public trans-
portation as their primary mode. Source: 
American Community Survey, US Census.


System
Transit infrastructure, bike facilities, pedestrian 
facilities, and transitways in Minnesota metro-
politan areas with population over 65,000 peo-
ple.


Why this is important
The benefits of  riding a bicycle, walking or 
using public transportation include improved 
environmental and personal health, reduced 
traffic congestion, enhanced quality of  life, and 
economic rewards.


MnDOT is providing an integrated multimodal 
transportation system by “promoting and 
increasing bicycling and walking as a percent-
age of  all trips as energy-efficient, non pollut-
ing, and healthy forms of  transportation; and 
by increasing the use of  transit as a percent-
age of  all trips giving the highest priority to the 
transportation modes with the greatest peo-
ple-moving capacity and lowest long-term eco-
nomic and environmental cost”(Minnesota 
Statutes 2010 Section 174.01).


Biking, 
Walking & 
Public Transit
community development & 
transportation


Bicycling numbers continue to increase in the 
state, while walking remains steady. Biking data 
shows an increase of  24.5% from 2006 to 
2009. Workers commuting by public transit 
decreased 0.5% from 2008 to 2009 but 
showed an overall increase of  14.5% from 
2006 to 2009. The share of  workers walking 
decreased 1.5% from 2008 to 2009 and 
6.2% from 2006 to 2009. Altogether, the total 
share of  workers in the selected metro areas 
commuting by the three modes decreased 
1.9% from 2008 to 2009, it increased 7.6% 
from 2006 to 2009.


From 2006 to 2009, the share of  Minneapolis 
commuters bicycling increased 55%, while the 
share walking decreased 10% and the share 
of  workers using public transportation 
remained steady. Overall, Minneapolis’s bike, 
ped and transit mode share increased just 0.6 
percentage points, from 22.8% to 23.4%, but 
this increase was made significantly smaller by 
the recession. The percentage of  Minneapolis 
residents biking, walking and riding transit to 
work is increasing, driven primarily by rapid 
growth in bicycling.


In the past several years, Minneapolis has 
invested in important infrastructure improve-
ments, a number of  education and encourage-
ment initiatives, as well as planning and evalu-
ation. The opportunity to realize mode shift in 
other communities throughout the state exists. 


Our progress


Source: MnDOT Source: MnDOT 


MnDOT and its partners are designing, build-
ing, and operating a safer and more livable 
road network for all users—bicyclists, public 
transportation vehicles and riders, and pedes-
trians of  all ages and abilities.


Because bicycling and walking are critical com-
ponents of  Minnesota’s multimodal transporta-
tion system MnDOT is expanding its efforts in 
the five Es: 


•	 Enforcement, 


•	 Engineering, 


•	 Education, 


•	 Encouragement, and 


•	 Evaluation. 


Strategies 
Enforcement—MnDOT provides materials to 
law enforcement officers. They regularly use 
Share the Road materials when giving out 
warnings and citations to motorists and bicy-
clists. 


Engineering—MnDOT provides technical 
assistance to cities, counties, Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, and Regional 
Development Commissions to accomodate bicy-
clists and pedestrians in construction projects 
and in developing bicycle and pedestrian plans. 


Education—MnDOT’s Share the Road cam-
paign gives  motorists and bicyclists safety 
information that addresses common crash sce-
narios. 


What we are doing


Commuter Trips by Mode in 
Selected Metro Areas


% change
06-09


Bicycle 24.5%
Walking -6.2%
Public transportation 14.5%
Total Share 7.6%


Commuting to work in major Mn cities: 
percent bike, walk and public transit


Commuter Trips by Mode in 
Minneapolis


% change 
06-09


Bicycle 54.6%
Walked -9.9%
Public Transportation -0.7%
Total share 2.5%


Commuting to work in Minneapolis: per-
cent bike, walk and public transit


Commuting to work in selected metro areas*
(percent bike, walk and public transit)
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Source: MnDOT 
Encouragement—MnDOT works with part-
ners throughout the state to encourage active 
transportation. The Minnesota Department of  
Health's Statewide Health Improvement 
Program encourages biking and walking, 
including walking and biking to school.


Evaluation and Planning—MnDOT devel-
ops and implements the Minnesota Statewide 
Bicycle Policy Plan. The goal of  the plan is to 
improve conditions for bicycling on Minnesota 
roads.


Complete Streets—Minnesota has adopted 
a Complete Streets law. MnDOT's Complete 
Streets activities include: 


•	 developing a balanced transportation sys-
tem that integrates all modes, and 


•	 including transportation users of  all 
types, ages and abilities. 


The law also encourages local agencies to 
adopt their own policies. Ten cities, one county, 
and one Metropolitan Planning Organization 
have enacted Complete Streets Resolutions, 
policies or plans.


Innovation
MnDOT supports research and innovation for 
the Multimodal Cyclopath—a free online web-
based application developed by the University 
of  MInnesota that allows users to create, edit, 
and rate their own bike routes on a regional 
basemap. 


Sustainability
Encouraging drivers to bike, walk and use pub-
lic transportation meets environmental, civic 
engagement, and economic goals of  sustain-
ability. Ridesharing Services provided by the 
Met Council offer additional transportation 
choices for commuters currently driving alone. 
Metro Transit works with individuals and busi-
ness to develop alternatives to solo driving. 


Investment/spending
In 2010, MnDOT provided an estimated $6 mil-
lion for non-motorized transportation projects 
across the state. About  $27 million was 
administered at the local level. 


Minneapolis and its surrounding cities received 
a federal pilot grant of  nearly $25 million to 
implement the Nonmotorized Transportation 
Pilot Program (NTPP) until 2010. The NTPP 
consists of  infrastructure and operational 
improvements as well as education and promo-
tion programs aimed to demonstrate how 
improved walking and bicycling networks can 
increase rates of  walking and bicycling.


What we are doing (cont.)


Learn more
Bicycle Alliance of Minnesota 
(BikeMN)


www.bikemn.org/
Share the Road – Minnesota’s 
Bicycle Safety Education Program


www.sharetheroadmn.org/
Complete Streets in Minnesota


www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/completestreets/
Statewide Health Improvement 
Program (SHIP)


www.health.state.mn.us/healthreform/ship/
Parks and Trails Legacy Grant 
Program


www.dnr.state.mn.us/grants/recreation/pt_legacy.
html


Bicycling in Minnesota
www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/


Twin Cities CycloPLAN
www.bikewalktwincities.org/projects/robbinsdale/
cycloplan


In 2009, Minneapolis was ranked #2 out of  
70 cities for its share of  bicycle commuters, 
behind Portland, Oregon. Source: League of  
American Bicyclist, US Census—2009 ACS 
data.


In the 2011 League of  American Bicyclists U.S. 
rankings, Minnesota is 4th among the states.


For Comparison


When making decisions about bicycling, walk-
ing, and public transportation, MnDOT uses the 
Context Sensitive Solutions approach to involve 
all stakeholders in a solution that fits its setting 
and enhances scenic, aesthetic, historic, com-
munity, and environmental resources, while 
improving safety, mobility, and infrastructure.


How we decide 


Biking and walking improvements in 
Greater Minnesota: 2010


Dist. Project Description Agency Cost


1
Mn175: Mesabi 
Trail—McKinley to 
Biwabik ped/bike trail.  


MnDOT $900,000


2 Baudette parks ped/
bike trail—Phase II. County $63,445


3


Mn173: construct 
bicycle and 
pedestrian trails 
in the Cuyuna 
Recreation Area.


County $476,786


4
Pedestrian underpass 
at us 75 and 40th 
Ave.


City $439,045


6


ADA improvements 
districtwide—install 
APS signals; replace, 
retrofit, or install 
pedestrian curb 
ramps.


MnDOT $533,505


7 Trail around 
Butterfield lake. County $219,383


8
Ped./Bike trail along 
the Redwood River in 
Marshall


County $327,695


Source: Met Council Perform Evaluation Reports 2009-2010


Ridesharing Services Accomplishments


Year Trips 
(000)


Miles 
(000)


CO2 
tons


Fuel 
Savings 


gal
2009 52 376 179 18,775
2010 197 2,193 667 106,000


Source: MnDOT 


Source: MnDOT 
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Measures
Gallons of  transportation fuel consumed in 
Minnesota


System
All taxable sales of  gasoline and diesel fuel, 
including fuel sold for off-road use except avia-
tion


Why this is important
The 2007 Minnesota Next Generation Energy 
Act established greenhouse gas reduction 
goals of  15 percent by 2015, 30 percent by 
2025, and 80 percent by 2050 compared with 
2005. These goals apply to all sectors of  the 
economy, as well as cities, counties and state 
agencies. In Minnesota, transportation is 
responsible for about 24 percent of  green-
house gas emissions. Reducing petroleum fuel 
consumption along with other strategies can 
help the state achieve these goals.


Fuel Use


Energy and the Environment


Our progress
In Minnesota, fuel use was up slightly in 2010 
compared to 2009 as the economy began to 
recover. Transportation fuel consumption had 
declined from 2004 to 2009 after a long peri-
od of  steady growth. At about the same time, 
the state saw a slowing and leveling off  in 
annual vehicle miles of  travel (VMT) which had 
increased consistently until 2004. 


Transportation fuel consumption and travel 
reflect broad economic conditions. Other fac-
tors reducing fuel consumption include more 
efficient vehicles and peaking in the number of  
vehicles owned per driver. To meet the goal set 
in the Next Generation Act, transportation fuel 
use would decrease to 2.92 billion gallons by 
2015.


State and federal fuel taxes are major sources 
of  transportation funding. Revenue from the 
Minnesota state fuel tax is increasing because 
the tax increased passed in 2008 is still being 
phased in. After the increase is fully applied in 
2012, state fuel tax revenue is expected to be 
flat through 2015 after a slight increase in 
2013. Federal fuel tax revenue also is affected, 
as VMT is one of  the factors used to apportion 
the funds among states.


The legislation that created MnDOT was 
amended in 2008 and again in 2010 to add 
environmental goals for the transportation sys-
tem. These include increasing the use of  high-
occupancy and low-emission vehicles, promot-
ing bicycling and walking as energy efficient, 
nonpolluting forms of  transportation and 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the 
transportation sector.


Strategies 


In a 2008 report titled “A Smaller Carbon 
Footprint,” the University of  Minnesota Center 
for Transportation Studies suggested three 
broad strategies for reducing transportation’s 
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions. 
Reducing emissions requires broad participa-
tion by the traveling public, the private sector 
and public agencies.


•	 Reducing fuel consumption per mile 
by improving vehicle fuel efficiency and 
creating regulations and incentives that 
lead consumers to purchase more effi-
cient vehicles.


•	 Reducing fuel carbon content by 
developing new technologies for electric 
vehicles or biomass fuels, economic 
incentives and legislation.


•	 Reducing vehicle miles traveled by 


increasing development density, increas-
ing non-auto mode share and facilitating 
land use patterns that reduce the number 
or length of  necessary trips.


Additional strategies include:


•	 Making the transportation system 
more efficient by reducing congestion, 
delay, fuel consumption and emissions.


•	 Changing personal driving habits to 
maximize fuel economy, for example, 
by reducing idling time and accelerating 
and braking less aggressively.


Sustainability
MnDOT has limited influence on statewide 
transportation fuel consumption, but is pursu-
ing approaches to make its own large fleet 
more fuel efficient. MnDOT is increasing its use 
of  cleaner fuels along with other strategies to 
reduce emissions and improve energy efficien-
cy in its fleet and facilities. However, in any 
given year, the total amount of  fuel MnDOT 
uses depends largely on weather conditions 
and the size of  the construction program.


MnDOT has increased its use of  E85 from 29 
gallons in 2002 to more than 400,000 gallons 
in 2010, and increased its use of  B20 biodies-
el from 1260 gallons in 2007 to 182,000 gal-
lons in 2010.


What we are doing


Transportation fuel consumption in Minnesota (calendar year, billions of gallons)
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Source: MnDOT


Source: MnDOT


MnDOT light duty vehicle purchasesMnDOT has 1600 light-duty vehicles in its fleet. 
Of  these, 863, or 54 percent, are flex-fuel and 
can run on ethanol blends of  up to 85 percent. 
When vehicles that can run on biodiesel are 
included, 56 percent are capable of  running 
on cleaner fuels.


The types of  vehicles and fuels used by MnDOT 
and other state fleets are guided by Minnesota 
law (Minn. Stat. Sec. 16C.135 and Sec. 
16C.137.) Agencies are directed to purchase 
cleaner fuels, such as ethanol blends of  70 
percent or greater and biodiesel blends of  20 
percent or greater, whenever they are reason-
ably available. Subject to department needs, 
new on-road vehicles are to have fuel efficien-
cy ratings of  at least 30 miles per gallon and 
be able to run on cleaner fuels.


Investment/spending
Congestion is a large and visible source of  
emissions. Projects that reduce congestion 
have a direct environmental benefit. The 2011-
2014 State Transportation Improvement 
Program includes $198 million in federal con-
gestion mitigation/air quality grant projects. 
Typical uses of  grant funds include signal 
coordination, bus purchases and park-and-ride 
facility construction.


Learn more
MnDOT Office of Environmental 
Stewardship


Frank Pafko, Chief  Environmental Officer— 
frank.pafko@state.mn.us 
www.dot.state.mn.us/environment/


University of Minnesota Center for 
Transportation Studies: A Smaller 
Carbon Footprint, June 2008


www.cts.umn.edu/Research/Featured/
GreenhouseGas


USDOT Transportation and Climate 
Change Clearinghouse


www.climate.dot.gov
MnDOT Office of Transportation Data 
and Analysis – Traffic volume reports


www.dot.state.mn.us/traffic/data/html/traffic.html


For comparison
In 2009, Minnesota ranked 25th of  the 50 states 
by per capita gasoline use in the transportation 
sector, according to MnDOT analysis of  data from 
the U.S. Energy Information Agency and the U.S. 
Census.


While MnDOT does not have any authority over 
individual travel choices or local land use deci-
sions, it does plan, facilitate and promote the 
use of  transportation alternatives. The 
Statewide Transportation Policy Plan 2009-
2028 sets forth key components of  this vision. 
Citizens, local officials, regulators, planners, 
developers and fleet operators all make deci-
sions that influence fuel consumption and 
emissions.


State 
Fiscal Yr


Light Duty 
E-85


Light Duty 
Total


% 
E-85


2004 52 242 21.5%


2005 62 175 35.4%


2006 71 106 67.0%


2007 118 136 86.8%


2008 46 53 86.8%


2009 192 219 87.7%


2010 162 178 91.0%


MnDOT �eet gasoline use
(millions of gallons)
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How we decide 
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Measure explanations and system definitions
Measure Explanation System Definition


t r a v e l e r  s a f e t y


Minnesota Traffic 
Fatalities


This measure counts the annual number of  deaths on all state and local roads resulting 
from crashes, usually involving a vehicle colliding with another vehicle, another road user, 
or a stationary object.


All state and local roads (141,000 miles) 
58% state, 42% local (includes CSAH & 
MSAS) by vehicle-miles traveled


i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  p r e s e r v a t i o n


Bridge Condition


This measure is compiled from inspection ratings done for all state highway bridges at 
least every 24 months, as required by the U.S. Department of  Transportation. The com-
bined numeric rating includes the deck, superstructure and substructure. It uses the 
National Bridge Inspection Standards (NBIS) 0 to 9 scale. Bridges rated 7 to 9 are count-
ed as “Good,” and those rated 4 or lower are counted as “Poor,” also termed “Structurally 
Deficient.” Bridges rated Structurally Deficient are safe to drive on, but are approaching 
the end of  their useful life. To arrive at the statewide percent measure, results are weight-
ed based on each bridge’s deck area, so that larger bridges are fully accounted for.  


Bridges 20 feet and longer on State 
Highway Principal Arterials (2876 bridg-
es). Principal Arterial bridges are 85% 
of  all state bridges by deck area. Non-
Principal Arterial Bridges make up only 
15% of  deck area; they are measured 
but not reported here due to the small 
share.


Pavement Ride 
Quality


The Ride Quality Index (RQI) measures smoothness and pavement condition. It uses a 0 to 
5 scale with 5 being the best. Pavements with an RQI above 3.0 are classified as Good. 
Pavements with an RQI of  2.0 or lower are classified as Poor. Pavements rated “Poor” 
have deteriorated to the point where they may affect the speed of  free-flow traffic. The 
pavement measures are broken into two sub-sets of  state highways - one for Principal 
Arterials (the 53% of  roadways with the highest traffic), and one for Non-Principal 
Arterials (the other 47% of  state highways). It is more costly to repair a pavement once it 
deteriorates to poor condition than it is to maintain it in good condition.


Of  the 14,310 miles of  state highways, 
7570 miles or 53% are principal arteri-
als. The remaining 6740 miles (47%) of  
minor arterials and collectors are 
grouped together as non-principal arteri-
als.


m a i n t e n a n c e
Snow and Ice—
Frequency of 
Achieving Bare 
Pavement within 
Target Time


Target times for removing all snow and ice to bare pavement vary for 5 traffic volume cat-
egories: super commuter (0-3 hours), urban commuter (2-5 hours), rural commuter (4-9 
hours), primary collector (6-12 hours), and secondary collector (9-36 hours). This mea-
sure tracks the frequency at which targets are met. Targets are based on research with 
Minnesotans and on historical results.


State highways (approximately 30,000 
lane miles). All storms and snowplow 
routes are included. 


Bridge Safety 
Inspections—% 
completed on time


This measure is compiled from the inspection dates in the Pontis bridge database, which 
are recorded upon completion. All bridges over 20 feet in length that either carry or cross 
over a state highway are included. An inspection is considered “on-time” if  it occurs no 
later than 30 days past its due date. This 30-day grace period accounts for variable condi-
tions such as weather and scheduling.


All bridges 20 feet and longer that carry 
or cross over a state highway (3657 
bridges)


Customer 
Satisfaction with 
State Highway 
Maintenance


The MnDOT Omnibus Survey polls a statewide sample of  800 citizens annually by tele-
phone. Participants are asked to rate performance in several maintenance categories and 
overall state road maintenance on a 10-point performance scale, 1 being low and 10 high. 


Overall state highway system.


n a t i o n a l  a n d  g l o b a l  c o n n e c t i o n s


Airline Annual Avail-
able Seat Miles from 
MSP—on scheduled 
commercial flights


This indicator tracks changes in the number of  available seat miles—defined as one air-
craft seat flown a distance of  one mile—offered on scheduled service nonstop flights from 
Minnesota. Three variables influence available seat mile totals: service frequency, aircraft 
capacity, and flight distance.


Eight Minnesota airports provide sched-
uled service: Minneapolis-St. Paul, 
Bemidji, Brainerd, Chisholm/Hibbing, 
Duluth, International Falls, Rochester, and 
Thief  River Falls.


Ports—Annual ship-
ments by weight


Annual shipments to and from Minnesota’s river and Great Lakes ports are measured by 
weight. Waterway shipments are affected by international and domestic demand, competi-
tion from other modes and weather conditions. MnDOT has minimal control over this mea-
sure, but helps fund improvements and coordinate policy.


Minnesota has four ports on Lake 
Superior (Duluth, Two Harbors, Silver Bay 
and Taconite Harbor) and five ports on 
the Mississippi River system 
(Minneapolis, St. Paul, Savage, Red Wing 
and Winona).


Railroads—Annual 
shipments by weight


Annual rail shipments originating, terminating and passing through Minnesota are mea-
sured by weight. Shipments are affected by international and domestic demand, competi-
tion from other modes and other economic factors such as fuel prices. MnDOT has minimal 
control over this measure, but helps fund improvements and coordinate policy.


All railroads in Minnesota are included 
(20 operators on 4631 track miles)
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Measure Explanation System Definition


s t a t e w i d e  c o n n e c t i o n s


Interregional 
Corridors in Greater 
MN—% of Miles 
Meeting or within 2 
mph of Target Speed


Average travel speeds between regional centers and to the edge of  the Twin Cities Metro 
Area are estimated. Corridor target speed is a length-weighted average of  segment tar-
gets, which are 55 or 60 mph. The model is based on traffic volume, congestion severity 
and the number of  stops along the corridor.


2939 miles of  state highways are desig-
nated interregional corridors. Routes in 
Greater Minnesota (2690 miles) are 
included here. Routes within the Twin 
Cities area (249 miles) are tracked by 
the Twin Cities mobility measures.


Airport Access—% 
of Population within 
20 Miles of an 
Airport with Paved 
and Lighted Runway


A paved and lighted runway allows a broader range of  aircraft to use an airport, especially 
during periods of  reduced visibility. General aviation access is vital for business and agri-
culture, recreation, and delivery of  goods. This measure includes public airports across 
Greater Minnesota and in the Twin Cities area.


The measure includes all 136 publicly-
owned airports in Minnesota, 118 of  
which currently have paved and lighted 
runways.


t w i n  c i t i e s  m o b i l i t y
Twin Cities freeway 
congestion: Percent 
of miles below 45 
mph in AM or PM 
peak


Freeway miles operating below 45 mph for 5 minutes or more during weekday AM or PM 
peak periods are counted. The system measured has increased from 320 miles in 2003, 
decreasing the average congestion level with the addition of  uncongested suburban free-
way miles.


The instrumented system includes 379 
centerline miles of  freeway in the Twin 
Cities metropolitan area.


Clearance Time for 
Metro Urban Freeway 
Incidents—3-year 
average


This measure tracks the time it takes MnDOT and partners to clear incidents on the Metro 
Area freeway system, such as stalled cars, crashes and other disruptions to normal traffic 
flow. Time is counted from lane blockage to lane opening.


The Freeway Incident Response Safety 
Team operates on about 400 miles of  
Twin Cities area freeways.


MetroArea Transit: 
Rail and Express Bus


This measure tracks annual ridership of  rail and express transit service in the Twin Cities 
Metro Area. Services included are express bus, bus rapid transit, light rail, and commuter 
rail. Express bus services are those that provide a premium over regular-route bus service 
in travel time or ride quality.


All providers are counted. Metro Transit 
is the largest provider. Others include 
Southwest Transit, Minnesota Valley 
Transit, Maple Grove, Shakopee, 
Minnetonka, Plymouth and Prior Lake.


g r e a t e r  m i n n e s o t a  m o b i l i t y


Greater Minnesota 
Bus Service Hours


This measure tracks the extent to which transit needs are met in Greater Minnesota. It 
measures bus service hours against the number of  bus service hours needed to meet 
transit demand. A bus service hour measures the time that a vehicle is available to the 
general public with the expectation of  carrying passengers (often referred to as a “reve-
nue hour” in the transit industry).


Greater Minnesota transit systems (59 
providers serving 77 of  80 counties). 
Local transit operators sponsored by cit-
ies, counties, or regional authorities pro-
vide regularly-scheduled bus service or 
dial-a-ride services.


c o m m u n i t y  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n 


ADA-Accessible 
Pedestrian 
Signals—% of state 
highway intersec-
tions with APS


This measure is expressed as a percentage of  signalized intersections that meet ADA 
requirements for accessibility to people with disabilities. Accessible Pedestrian Signals 
(APS) include such components as audible signals, reachable push-button detectors and 
curb ramps oriented toward the crosswalk.


ADA applies to all pedestrian and public 
right of  way facilities, and also to public 
hearings, meetings, buildings and docu-
ments. In addition, MnDOT is responsible 
for assisting local governments with com-
pliance of  streets, highways and pedes-
trian facilities. The measure tracks 1179 
intersections on the state highway sys-
tem.


Bike, walk and pub-
lic transit share of 
commuter trips—
Selected metropoli-
tan areas in 
Minnesota


Percent of  people 16 or older who commute to work by bicycle, walking and/or public 
transportation as their primary mode in Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, Duluth, 
Mankato-North Mankato, Rochester and St. Cloud. Source: American Community Survey, US 
Census. 


American Community Survey data only 
available for larger Minnesota municipali-
ties. 


e n e r g y  a n d  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t
Transportation Fuel 
Consumption—
Billions of gallons 
sold in Minnesota


Fuel sold for transportation is assumed to indicate fuel burned, causing emissions attribut-
able to transportation. To be consistent with other reports, the DNR share of  fuel tax 
receipts (for boats, ATVs, dirt bikes, snowmobiles) is not subtracted. This share amounts 
to about 2.2% of  total fuel use.


All taxable sales of  gasoline and diesel 
fuel are counted, including fuel sold for 
off-road use but not including aviation 
fuel. 
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Revenue and 
Investment 
Overview
Transportation is the third larg-
est state program in Minnesota 
after Health and Human Services 
and Education. According to 
Minnesota Management and 
Budget’s november 2010 fore-
cast, transportation represents 
nearly 10 percent of 2010-11 
state operating funds.


Sources
Each mode of  transportation is funded in its 
own way. The largest sources of  state highway 
funds are the motor fuel tax, motor vehicle 
sales tax and vehicle registration fees. Federal 
fuel taxes and earmarks are also major sourc-
es of  highway funding. Transit also receives 
federal funds and a portion of  motor vehicle 
sales tax proceeds, along with fares and other 
local sources. The state general fund is also an 
important source of  transit dollars, especially 
in Greater Minnesota. Other modes such as 
ports, railroads and aeronautics are funded by 
various combinations of  federal, state, local 
and private sources. The limited ability to dis-
tribute funds across modes presents a chal-
lenge for multimodal transportation system 
planning.


Uses
The largest share of  transportation investment 
is devoted to roads and bridges. In state fiscal 
year 2010, state and local roads and bridges 
accounted for 64 percent of  Minnesota state 
transportation funds. The state contribution to 
local road funding is only a portion of  the 
total. Local governments collect additional 
funds from sources such as property taxes 
that are not included in these charts. Large 
individual projects can cause expenditures to 
vary significantly from year to year.


Uses


Sources


Funding: $2.72 billion in 2010


Federal Fuel Tax Grants 
17% 


State Fuel Tax 
30% 


Motor Vehicle 
Sales Tax 


8% 


Motor Vehicle Registration 
Tax 20% 


Federal Aid 
14% 


Long-Term 
Debt 
6% 


Other 
Income 


5% 


State Aid for Local 
Transportation, 33% 


Public Safety, 3% Multimodal 
Systems, 9% 


Operations and 
Maintenance, 10% 


State Highway 
Construction, 31% 


Infrastructure Investment 
and Planning, 7% 


Debt Service, 3% 


Other, 
4% 


Source:MnDOT


Source:MnDOT
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Priority 2011-14 STIP


Preservation—65% $2,134 M


Safety—8% $267 M


Mobility—9% $310 M


Regional & Community 
Improvements—6%


$185 M


Right-of-way, Supplemental 
Agreements, Other—12% $382 M


Totals $3,278 M


Statewide Highway 
Investment Plan
In 2009, MnDOT adopted a long-range 
Statewide Highway Investment Plan for 2009-
2028. This plan identified system needs and 
priorities for 20 years of  projected revenue. 
The goal of  MnDOT’s highway investment pro-
cess is to balance performance-based invest-
ments in the strategic priority areas of  traveler 
safety, infrastructure preservation and mobility 
with projects to benefit regional and community 
economic development. The 10-year Highway 
Investment Plan is updated each year to incor-
porate new revenue projections, current con-
struction costs and changing investment priori-
ties.


Since the identified needs far exceed projected 
funding, districts are directed to prioritize in 
the following order:


1.	 Legislative and agency directives, such as 
the Chapter 152 Bridge Program, inter-
change programs and other directed 
investments should be fully funded.


2.	 Approximately 85 percent of  bridge pres-
ervation needs should be met.


3.	 Traveler safety should be funded at about 
three times each district’s Highway Safety 
Improvement Program goal.


4.	 70 percent of  the remaining funds should 
be directed to pavement preservation.


5.	 Appropriate investment should be made 
to maintain other infrastructure such as 
drainage and ADA improvements.


6.	 Remaining funds are allocated among 
capacity improvements for mobility, and 
regional and community priorities.


Investments included in the 2011-2014 State 
Transportation Improvement Program are 
shown at right. The combined preservation 
investments for bridges, pavement and other 
highway infrastructure make up the largest 
portion of  capital highway investment at 65 
percent.


The trend in total construction program fund-
ing is shown in the chart to the right. Trunk 
Highway bonding and the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act provided an increase in 
funding starting in 2009. Outside of  these 
temporary sources, MnDOT’s regular program 
funding level is currently forecast to remain 
level, averaging about $635 million per year. 


Ch. 152 Bridges: 
$790M, 24% 


Preservation: Other 
Bridge, $242M, 7% 


Preservation: Pavement, 
$954M, 29% 


Preservation: Other 
Infrastructure, $148M, 4% 


Safety: Preventive, $98M, 3% 


Safety: Capacity, 
$169M, 5% 


Mobility: IRC, $19M, 1% 
Mobility: Gr. Mn, $6M, 0.3% 


Mobility: Metro, 
$285M, 9% 


RCIPs: $185M, 
6% 


Other: $382M, 12% 


2011-14 STIP: $3.3 billion


MnDOT construction program:
�scal years 2005-2014 ($millions)
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*Based on the 2011-14 STIP, Bonding Plan and other pertinent facts
    The Construction Program includes right-of-way, construction related agreements & program delivery 
    for bonds in addition to actual construction contracts. All dollars assigned to year of award.
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Transportation systems in Minnesota
System Extent Ownership Funding source MnDOT role
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State Trunk 
Highways


11,896 miles
State fuel tax, motor vehi-
cle sales tax, registration 
fees, federal funds


Construction, operation, 
maintenance, manage-
ment


County State Aid 
Highways (CSAH)


30,548 miles State fuel tax, motor vehi-
cle sales tax, registration 
fees, federal funds, local 
funds


Coordination of  projects 
that impact state trunk 
highways, administration 
of  state and federal fund-
ing (68% of  county roads 
are eliglible for state aid 
funds)


Other County 
Roads


14,348 miles


Municipal State Aid 
Streets (MSAS)


3321 miles State fuel tax, motor vehi-
cle sales tax, registration 
fees, federal funds, local 
funds


Coordination of  projects 
that impact state trunk 
highways, administration 
of  state and federal fund-
ing (15% of  city streets 
are eligible for state aid 
funds)


Other City Streets 18,837 miles


Township 58,101 miles


State and local funds
Coordination of  projects 
that impact state trunk 
highways


Other 4431 miles


Total 141,482 miles
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Twin Cities area
218 bus routes, 1 
light rail route, 1 
commuter rail line


Metro Transit, Suburban Transit Providers and 
contracted operators on public right-of-way Federal funds, state gen-


eral funds, MVST, local 
funds, fares


Construct and maintain 
transit infrastructure


Greater Minnesota
59 public transit 
systems serving 77 
counties


City and county transit authorities
Planning and administra-
tion of  funding


R
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l


Freight 4631 track-miles
20 railroads operate and own track: 4 Class I 
(70% of  network) and 16 Class III (30%)


Private funds for opera-
tions, state and private 
funds for track


Planning and policy, sup-
port for infrastructure 
improvements


Passenger
Amtrak Empire 
Builder (Chicago to 
Seattle)


Federally operated on privately-owned track Federal funds, fares
Planning, policy, research, 
federal and state pro-
gram administration


A
ir Passenger and 


cargo
136 airports, 8 with 
commercial service


Metropolitan Airport Commission owns 9 metro 
airports; Others are owned by Greater Minnesota 
cities and counties


Aircraft registration tax, 
airline flight property tax, 
aviation fuel tax, federal 
funds


Airport development, 
planning, research, navi-
gational systems


W
at


er
w
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s Great Lakes


Four ports on Lake 
Superior Local port authorities and private companies pro-


vide port operations. Channels (9 ft. draft on riv-
ers, 29 ft. on Great Lakes) are maintained by the 
U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers.


Local port authority 
receipts, state general 
funds, federal funds


Planning and policy, sup-
port for infrastructure 
improvementsRivers


Five ports on 222 
miles of  the 
Mississippi River sys-
tem


State 
8% 


County 
32% 


City 
16% 


Township 
41% 


Other 
3% 


by share of centerline miles: 


State 
58% 


County 
24% 


City 
16% 


Township 
2% 


Other 
0% 


by share of vehicle-miles traveled: 


54
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FEDERAL PLANNING FACTORS  Influence on the Minnesota GO Planning Process 
This table shows how federal planning factors for Minnesota’s transportation system influenced the development of the Minnesota GO 50-year Vision and Guiding Principles and Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan objectives.  


 


Federal Planning Factors Vision Guiding Principles Objectives 


Support the economic vitality of the United States, the States, 
metropolitan areas and non-metropolitan areas, especially by 
enabling global competitiveness, productivity and efficiency 


Vision 
 Connects Minnesota’s primary assets – the people, natural resources and businesses within the 


state – to each other and to markets and resources outside the state and country 
 Provides safe, convenient, efficient and effective movement of people and goods 


Economic Competitiveness 
 Enhances and supports Minnesota’s role in a globally competitive economy as well as the 


international significance and connections of Minnesota’s trade centers 
 Attracts human and financial capital to the state 


 Leverage public investments to achieve multiple 
purposes 


 Ensure accessibility 
 Ensure regional connections 
 Emphasize reliable and predictable options 


 Critical Connections 
 Asset Management 


Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized 
and non-motorized users 


Vision 
 Provides safe, convenient, efficient and effective movement of people and goods 


Quality of Life 
 Recognizes and respects the importance, significance and context of place – not just as 


destinations, but also where people live, work, learn, play and access services 
 Is accessible regardless of socio-economic status or individual ability 


 Integrate safety  Transportation in Context 
 Traveler Safety 


Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized 
and non-motorized users 


Vision 
 Provides safe, convenient, efficient and effective movement of people and goods  Emphasize reliable and predictable options  System Security 


Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight 


Vision 
 Connects Minnesota’s primary assets – the people, natural resources and businesses within the 


state – to each other and to markets and resources outside the state and country 
 Provides safe, convenient, efficient and effective movement of people and goods 


Quality of Life 
 Is accessible regardless of socio-economic status or individual ability 


Economic Competitiveness 
 Enhances and supports Minnesota’s role in a globally competitive economy as well as the 


international significance and connections of Minnesota’s trade centers 
 Attracts human and financial capital to the state 


 Ensure accessibility 
 Ensure regional connections 
 Emphasize reliable and predictable options 


 Transportation in Context 
 Critical Connections 
 Asset Management 


Protect enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, 
improve the quality of life and promote consistency between 


transportation improvements and State and local planned 
growth and economic development patters 


Quality of Life 
 Recognizes and respects the importance, significance and context of place – not just as 


destinations, but also where people live, work, learn, play and access services 
 Is accessible regardless of socio-economic status or individual ability 


Environmental Health 
 Is designed in such a way that it enhances the community around it and is compatible with natural 


systems 
 Minimizes resource use and pollution 


 Leverage public investments to achieve multiple 
purposes 


 Use partnerships 


 Accountability, Transparency and Communication 
 Transportation in Context 
 Asset Management 


Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation 
system, across and between modes through the State, for 


people and freight 


Vision 
 Connects Minnesota’s primary assets – the people, natural resources and businesses within the 


state – to each other and to markets and resources outside the state and country 
 Provides safe, convenient, efficient and effective movement of people and goods 


Quality of Life 
 Is accessible regardless of socio-economic status or individual ability 


Economic Competitiveness 
 Enhances and supports Minnesota’s role in a globally competitive economy as well as the 


international significance and connections of Minnesota’s trade centers 
 Attracts human and financial capital to the state 


 Ensure accessibility 
 Ensure regional connections 
 Emphasize reliable and predictable options 


 Critical Connections 


Promote efficient system management and operation 


Vision 
 Provides safe, convenient, efficient and effective movement of people and goods 
 Is flexible and nimble enough to adapt to changes in society, technology, the environment and the 


economy 


 Build to a maintainable scale 
 Strategically fix the system  Asset Management 


Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation 
system 


Environmental Health 
 Minimizes resource use and pollution  Strategically fix the system  Asset Management 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SUMMARY  
 
OVERVIEW 
This document outlines how the public involvement process 
satisfied federal planning factors related to outreach. For a 
full discussion of the public involvement process, please 
refer to the Public Involvement Plan (PIP) for this project. In 
addition to the SAFETEA-LU planning factors, the same 
legislation requires that statewide planning efforts include 
specific outreach components. These components—
consultation, coordination, and consistency; and public 
involvement—are discussed below.  
 
CONSULTATION, COORDINATION, AND CONSISTENCY 
Throughout the process of developing this update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, the 
project team worked with a diverse group of partners to ensure the document was consistent with other 
state plans.  
 
The project team coordinated with the following statewide planning efforts. 


 Statewide trade and economic development planning and related multistate efforts: The 
project team coordinated with the Department for Employment and Economic Development 
(DEED), Department of Human Services (DHS), and the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency.   


 Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO): The Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities seven-
county region as well as other statewide MPOs were directly involved in the preparation of this 
plan. 


 State air quality planning: The project team coordinated with the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) on this plan. 
 


Beyond involving many groups and agencies, the project team consulted directly with the following federally 
required groups:  


 Indian tribal governments 
 Non-metropolitan local officials (elected and appointed) with transportation responsibilities  
 Federal land management agencies 
 State, Tribal, and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, 


environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation: This included the 
comparison of transportation plans, maps and inventories of the Department of  Department of 
Administration, Department of Agriculture, Department of Natural Resources, and Minnesota 
Historical Society.  


Beyond the following groups, this plan is consistent with regional ITS architectures and with the state’s 
strategic highway safety plan.  
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Federal requirements pertaining to public involvement processes include the use of visualization, electronic 
formats, and public notice and meetings. This update of the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan was 
developed in a matter sound with these requirements.  
 
Visualization 
According to SAFETEA-LU legislation, “Visualization techniques mean methods used by States and MPOs 
in the development of transportation plans and programs with the public, elected and appointed officials, 
and other stakeholders in a clear and easily accessible format such as maps, pictures, and/or displays, to 
promote improved understanding of existing or proposed transportation plans and programs.” The public 
involvement process for this plan utilized visualization to the greatest extent possible. The following 
techniques were applied throughout the process: 


 Displays: At the series of stakeholder forums and open houses, display boards were assembled to 
provide graphic representation of material included in the draft Statewide Multimodal Plan.  


 Maps: Within PowerPoint Presentations given to stakeholder groups, on open house display 
boards, on the project website, and within the plan itself, maps were used to display geographic 
information regarding Minnesota demographics, resources, and transportation infrastructure. 


 Pictures: Pictures that identify transportation system elements, convey ideas and messages, and 
characterize the state of Minnesota were used at public open houses, stakeholder forums, and 
within the plan itself.  
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Electronic Formats 
The federal rules implementing SAFETEA-LU require that the 
State’s public involvement process “…to the maximum extent 
practicable make public information available in electronically 
accessible format and means, such as the World Wide Web.” For 
the update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation plan, the 
project team developed a website at www.minnesotagoplan.org to 
share plan development information, including information on the 
public involvement process. Key features of the 
www.minnesotagoplan.org website include: 
 


 Vision: Minnesota GO Vision for transportation and link to 
the visioning website 


 About the Plan: Information on plan development process  
 Minnesota GO Family of Plans: Information on other 


MnDOT plans and links to concurrent planning effort 
websites 


 Participate: Information on open houses, stakeholder 
forums, and public hearing 


 Library/Documents: Additional materials for download, 
including legislative requirements and the previous plan 


 Frequently Asked Questions: Simple answers to 
common questions 


 Videos: On the street interviews with Minnesotans about 
transportation  
 


The website was developed to be compliant with ADA accessibility 
requirements for MnDOT web content. All materials were 
accessible and/or available in alternative format upon request.  


 
 
Adobe Connect 
For each of the stakeholder forums as well as 
the open house process, an online Adobe 
Connect option was provided for participants to 
engage remotely.   







 


Public Involvement Summary – Fulfillment of Federal Planning Guidance Page 4 
 


Specific groups, Public Notice & Meetings 
Federally required groups who must have opportunities to participate in the planning process include: 


 Citizens 
 Affected public agencies 
 Representatives of public transportation 


employees 
 Freight shippers 
 Private providers of transportation 
 Representatives of users of public 


transportation 
 Representatives of users of pedestrian 


walkways and bicycle transportation facilities 
 Representatives of the disabled 
 Providers of freight transportation services 
 Metropolitan and non-metropolitan local transportation officials 


 
This planning process included outreach and involvement with all of the groups cited above.  


 Email: The project generated a database of over 1,500 emails for contacts within these groups. 
 Website: Information on open houses and stakeholder forums were posted ahead of time on the 


www.minnesotagoplan.org website.  
 Newspaper: Open Houses were advertised in local newspapers. 
 Signage: On-site signage was utilized at open houses and stakeholder forums to allow for walk-


ins. 
 Personal Invitations: Members of the project team personally invited members of the federally-


required groups to engage in the plan development process. 
 


To involve the specific groups cited above, the planning process 
involved the following public notice and meeting requirements:  


 Use a documented public involvement process that 
establishes early and continuous public involvement 
opportunities and access to information 


 Provide adequate public notice of public involvement 
activities and time for public review and comment at key 
decision points 


 Ensure to the maximum extent practicable that public 
meetings are held at convenient and accessible locations 
and times 


 Have a process to seek and consider the needs of low-
income and minority households and other traditionally 
underserved populations 


 Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public 
input 


 
For additional questions, refer to the extensive PIP document, which details the specifics of outreach for 
this update to the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan.  
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STATE TRANSPORTATION GOALS 
The Minnesota State Legislature has identified sixteen statewide goals for transportation. These goals, 
listed below, guided the development of the Minnesota GO Vision for transportation and the Statewide 
Multimodal Transportation Plan. While these goals as a whole influence consequent transportation planning 
within the state, including the Minnesota GO Vision and Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, certain 
objectives and strategies were developed to specifically align with particular goals for the state 
transportation system. The table on the following page outlines the connection between the goals and the 
Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles as well as the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan 
Objectives and Strategies.  
 
Minnesota’s Legislative Goals for the Transportation System: 


1. Minimize fatalities and injuries throughout the state 
2. Accomplish these goals with minimal impact on the environment 
3. Reduce Greenhouse gas emissions from the state’s transportation sector 
4. Promote and increase the use of high-occupancy vehicles and low-emission vehicles 
5. Ensure that the planning and implementation of all modes of transportation are consistent with the 


environmental and energy goals for the state 
6. Increase access for all persons and businesses and to ensure economic well-being and quality of 


life without undue burden placed on any community 
7. Provide an air transportation system sufficient to encourage economic growth and allow all regions 


of the state the ability to participate in the global economy 
8. Encourage tourism by providing appropriate transportation to Minnesota facilities designed to 


attract tourists and to enhance the appeal of tourist destinations across the state 
9. Enhance economic development and provide for economical, efficient, and safe movement of 


goods to and from markets by rail, highway, and waterway 
10. Increase the use of transit as a percentage of all trips statewide by giving highest priority to the 


transportation modes with the greatest people-moving capacity and lowest long-term economic and 
environmental cost 


11. Promote and increase bicycling and walking as percentage of all trips as energy-efficient, 
nonpolluting, and healthy forms of transportation 


12. Provide transit services to all counties in the state to meet the needs of transit users 
13. Provide a reasonable travel time for commuters 
14. Promote accountability through systematic management of system performance and productivity 


through the utilization of technological advancements 
15. Maximize the long-term benefits received for each state transportation investment 
16. Provide for and prioritize funding of transportation investments that ensures the state’s 


transportation infrastructure is maintained in a state of good repair 
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This table shows how the state goals for Minnesota’s transportation system influenced the development of the Minnesota GO 50-year Vision and Guiding Principles and Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan objectives and strategies. 
 State goals for the transportation system Vision Guiding Principles Objectives Strategies 


Minimize fatalities and injuries throughout the state Vision: Safe movement of people and goods.  Integrate safety Traveler Safety Increase participation of all road authorities in the collaborative safety initiative TZD 
and explore new opportunities to work together to improve safety for all modes. 


Accomplish these goals with minimal impact on the environment Environmental Health 
Leverage public investments to achieve 


multiple purposes 
Transportation in Context 


Work together to support and implement both system-wide and project-specific 
approaches to avoid, minimize and mitigate adverse impacts to Minnesota’s natural 


and cultural resources. 


Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the state's 
transportation sector 


Environmental Health Leverage public investments to achieve 
multiple purposes 


Transportation in Context 
Work together to support and implement both system-wide and project-specific 


approaches to avoid, minimize and mitigate adverse impacts to Minnesota’s natural 
and cultural resources. 


Promote and increase the use of high-occupancy vehicles and 
low-emission vehicles Environmental Health 


Build to a maintainable scale 
Leverage public investments to achieve 


multiple purposes 


Transportation in Context 
Critical Connections 


Collaborate to provide greater accessibility and more efficient movement of goods 
and people throughout the Twin Cities metropolitan area.  


Ensure that the planning and implementation of all modes of 
transportation are consistent with the environmental and energy 


goals for the state 
Environmental Health 


Build to a maintainable scale 
Leverage public investments to achieve 


multiple purposes 
Transportation in Context 


Work together to support and implement both system-wide and project-specific 
approaches to avoid, minimize and mitigate adverse impacts to Minnesota’s natural 


and cultural resources. 


Increase access for all persons and businesses and to ensure 
economic well-being and quality of life without undue burden 


placed on any community 


Economic Competitiveness 
Quality of Life 


Ensure accessibility Transportation in Context Work together to improve accessibility and safety for everyone traveling on, along 
and across roads.  


Provide an air transportation system sufficient enough to 
encourage economic growth and allow all regions of the state 


the ability to participate in the global economy 
Economic Competitiveness 


Leverage public investments to achieve 
multiple purposes Critical Connections Work together to ensure the people and businesses of Minnesota have convenient 


access to the air transportation network. 


Encourage tourism by providing appropriate transportation to 
Minnesota facilities designed to attract tourists and to enhance 


the appeal of tourist destinations across the state 
Economic Competitiveness Ensure regional connections Critical Connections Work together to define priority networks for all modes based on connectivity and 


accessibility. 


Enhance economic development and provide for economical, 
efficient, and safe movement of goods to and from markets by 


rail, highway, and waterway 
Economic Competitiveness Leverage public investments to achieve 


multiple purposes 
Critical Connections Collaborate to provide greater accessibility and more efficient movement of goods 


and people throughout the Twin Cities metropolitan area. 


Increase use of transit as a percentage of all trips statewide by 
giving highest priority to the transportation modes with the 


greatest people-moving capacity and lowest long-term economic 
and environmental cost 


Environmental Health  
Economic Competitiveness 


Leverage public investments to achieve 
multiple purposes 


Critical Connections Work together to improve the connections between transit services to provide greater 
transportation options for travel within and between cities.  


Promote and increase bicycling and walking as a percentage of 
all trips as energy-efficient, nonpolluting, and healthy forms of 


transportation 
Environmental Health Leverage public investments to achieve 


multiple purposes 
Transportation in Context 


Critical Connections 
Support the development of land use plans or policies that minimize long-term costs 


by taking advantage of investments made in existing and planned infrastructure. 


Provide transit services to all counties in the state to meet the 
needs of transit users 


Vision  
Quality of Life 


Ensure regional connections Critical Connections Work together to improve the connections between transit services to provide greater 
transportation options for travel within and between cities.  


Provide a reasonable travel time for commuters 
Vision: efficient and effective movement of people 


and goods Emphasize reliable and predictable options Critical Connections Support and develop multimodal connections that are accessible for all Minnesotans 
regardless of socioeconomic status or individual ability. 


Promote accountability through systematic management of 
system performance and productivity through the utilization of 


technological advancements 


Vision: Is flexible and nimble enough to adapt to 
changes in society, technology, the environment 


and the economy 
Strategically fix the system 


Accountability, Transparency, & 
Communication 


Align all plans and performance measures with the Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding 
Principles, Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan objectives and strategies, and 


how Minnesotans define quality of life. 


Maximize the long-term benefits received for each state 
transportation investment 


Vision: Is flexible and nimble enough to adapt to 
changes in society, technology, the environment 


and the economy 
Build to a maintainable scale Transportation in Context 


Asset Management 
Support the development of land use plans or policies that minimize long-term costs 


by taking advantage of investments made in existing and planned infrastructure. 


Provide for and prioritize funding of transportation investments 
that ensures the state's transportation infrastructure is 


maintained in a state of good repair 


Vision: Is flexible and nimble enough to adapt to 
changes in society, technology, the environment 


and the economy 
Build to a maintainable scale Asset Management Keep Minnesota’s transportation system on a sustainable track for the future. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS 


This appendix provides a systems-level analysis of the potential beneficial or adverse impacts the objectives and 
strategies identified in Chapter 4 of the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan may have on the state’s 
environmental justice populations: racial and ethnic minorities, households without vehicles, and persons who are 
low-income, are age 65 or older, are age 16 or younger, or who have limited English proficiency. Since this analysis 
occurs at the statewide system-level, the analysis is general and qualitative in nature. MnDOT will complete 
additional environmental justice analyses on its modal investment plans, as an element of other plans and studies, 
and for its individual capital investment projects. Those individual project analyses identify specific impacts on 
communities and neighborhoods and work to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts through the project planning process 
and related project design decisions. 


ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE OVERVIEW 


Presidential Executive Order 12898, issued in 1994, directed each federal agency to “make achieving environmental 
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on minority and low-income populations.” The 
order builds on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color or 
national origin. The order also provides protection to low-income groups. 


There are three fundamental principles of environmental justice: 


 To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low-income populations. 


 To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-
making process. 


 To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-
income populations. 


The Executive Order and subsequent orders by the U.S. Department of Transportation define minority and low-
income populations as: 


 Black – a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa. 
 American Indian and Alaskan Native – a person having origins in any original people of North America and 


who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition. 
 Asian – a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian 


subcontinent. 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – a person having origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaii, 


Guam, Samoa, and other Pacific Islands. 
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 Hispanic – a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish culture 
or origin, regardless of race. 


 Low-income – a person whose household income (or in the case of a community or group, whose median 
household income) is at or below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. 


While not specifically identified by Title VI or the Executive Order, MnDOT chooses to expand its Environmental 
Justice analyses to include persons age 65 and older, persons age 16 and younger, persons with limited English 
proficiency, and households with zero vehicles because these additional population groups have unique 
transportation needs. 


OVERVIEW OF MINNESOTA’S MINORITY, AGE 65 AND OLDER, AGE 16 AND YOUNGER, LIMITED 
ENGLISH PROFICIENCY, LOW-INCOME, AND ZERO-VEHICLE HOUSEHOLD POPULATIONS 


Based on the most recent decennial U.S. Census, 5.3 million persons lived in Minnesota in 2010. Table 1 shows 
Minnesota’s 2010 population based on race, ethnicity, age, limited English proficiency, low-income, and households 
with zero vehicles. As noted in the table: 


 85.3 percent of Minnesota’s population is white 
 Minnesota’s black population is the state’s largest minority population, closely followed by the Hispanic and 


Asian populations 
 Persons age 65 and older account for 12.9 percent of the state’s population, while those 16 and under 


account for 22.8 percent 
 10.6 percent of the state’s population is below the poverty level 
 3.1 percent of those age 5 and older speak English “less than very well” 
 Almost seven percent of Minnesotan households do not have a vehicle 


Table 1: Minnesota’s Demographics, 2010 


Population 
2010 


Population 
Percent of Total 


Minnesota Population 


Total Population1 5,303,925 100.0% 
White Alone1 4,524,062 85.3% 
Black Alone1 274,412 5.2% 
American Indian and Alaska Native Alone1 60,916 1.2% 
Asian Alone1 214,234 4.0% 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander Alone1 2,156 <0.1% 
Some Other Race Alone1 103,000 1.9% 
Two or More Races1 125,145 2.4% 
Hispanic1 250,258 4.7% 
Age 65 and older1 683,121 12.9% 
Age 16 and under1 1,209,188 22.8% 
Persons below the poverty level2,3 542,133 10.6% 
Persons age 5 and older who speak English “less than very 
well”2,4 


153,772 
3.1% 


Households with zero vehicles2,5 144,242 6.9% 
Source: 2010 U.S. Census 
1Data from 2010 Census Summary File 1. 
2Data from 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates. 
3For persons below the poverty level, the total Minnesota estimated population was 5,119,104. 
4Includes those who speak Spanish, Russian, Hmong, Vietnamese and African Languages. Total estimated Minnesota 
population age 5 and older was 4,889,304. 
5Total estimated households in Minnesota was 2,085,917. 
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            Figure 1: MnDOT Transportation Districts 


While Table 1 provides a statewide overview, population is not evenly distributed across the state. Tables 2-6 provide 
a breakdown of these populations based on MnDOT Districts (Figure 1). Table 2 provides a breakdown of minority 
and ethnic populations within each District. As shown in Table 2, the Metro District, which includes the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area, has the largest populations. The 2010 Census data shows that the Metro District has: 


 54.7 percent of the state’s total population 
 The majority of the state’s minority populations: 87.2 percent of the state’s black population, 85.8 percent of 


the state’s Asian population, and 67.3 percent of the state’s Hispanic population 


District 2 has the state’s largest American Indian population. 


Outside of the Metro District, District 6 has the state’s largest black, Asian, and Hispanic populations. 
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Table 2: Minnesota’s Demographics by MnDOT District, 2010 
Minority Populations within each District and Percentage of Total District Population 


MnDOT 
District 


Total 
Population 


White 
Alone 


Black 
Alone 


American 
Indian or 
Alaskan 
Native 
Alone 


Asian 
Alone 


Native 
Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 


Islander Alone 


Some 
Other 
Race 
Alone 


Two or 
More 
Races 


Hispanic 


1 
355,975 


 


330,743 


92.9% 


4,146 


1.2% 


10,250 


2.9% 


2,336 


0.7% 


98 


<0.1% 


837 


0.2% 


7,565 


2.1% 


4,469 


1.3% 


2 
163,701 


 


145,447 


88.8% 


913 


0.6% 


11,446 


7.0% 


1,174 


0.7% 


34 


<0.1% 


1,149 


0.7% 


3,538 


2.2% 


4,157 


2.5% 


3 
645,447 


 


606,625 


94.0% 


9,531 


1.5% 


7,265 


1.1% 


7,021 


1.1% 


230 


<0.1% 


4,641 


0.7% 


10,134 


1.6% 


13,846 


2.2% 


4 
242,153 


 


226,484 


93.5% 


1,792 


0.7% 


6,240 


2.6% 


1,655 


0.7% 


79 


<0.1% 


1,581 


0.7% 


4,322 
1.8% 


5,481 


2.3% 


Metro 
2,903,454 


 


2,297,977 


79.1% 


239,368 


8.2% 


21,230 


0.7% 


183,899 


6.3% 


1,272 


<0.1% 


74,655 


2.6% 


85,053 


2.9% 


168,393 


5.8% 


6 
494,684 


 


451,152 


91.2% 


12,389 


2.5% 


1,717 


0.4% 


12,010 


2.4% 


197 


<0.1% 


8,918 


1.8% 


8,301 


1.7% 


24,805 


5.0% 


7 
284,320 


 


264,215 


92.9% 


4,120 


1.5% 


922 


0.3% 


4,121 


1.5% 


74 


<0.1% 


7,194 


2.5% 


3,674 


1.3% 


17,112 


6.0% 


8 
214,191 


 


201,419 


94.0% 


2,153 


1.0% 


1,846 


0.9% 


2,018 


0.9% 


172 


0.1% 


4,025 


1.9% 


2,558 


1.2% 


11,995 


5.6% 


Source: 2010 U.S. Census 


As shown in Table 3, District 4 has the largest percentage (17.9 percent) of persons age 65 and older. The Metro 
District has the smallest percentage (10.8 percent) of those age 65 and older. Metro District has the highest 
percentage of those age 16 and younger (23.2 percent), while District 1 has the smallest percentage (19.2 percent) 
of those 16 and younger. 
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Table 3: Persons Age 65 and Older and Age 16 and Under 
Senior and Youth Populations within each District and Percentage of Total District Population 


MnDOT 
District 


Total District 
Population 


Age 65 and Older Age 16 and Under 


Estimated 
population 


Estimated percent 
of district 


population 


Estimated 
population 


Estimated percent 
of district 


population 


1 355,975 61,059 17.2 68,333 19.2 


2 163,701 27,134 16.6 37,071 22.7 


3 645,447 83,735 13.0 156,826 24.3 


4 242,153 43,336 17.9 51,612 21.3 


Metro 2,903,454 312,997 10.8 673,650 23.2 


6 494,684 72,355 14.6 112,163 22.7 


7 284,320 45,054 15.9 60,923 21.4 


8 214,191 37,451 17.5 48,610 22.7 


Source: Source: 2010 U.S. Census 


 


Using American Community Survey data, Table 4 shows the estimated number of persons below the poverty level. 
The Census Bureau estimated 10.6 percent, or approximately 542,133 Minnesotans, were below poverty thresholds 
in the past twelve months. District 1 and 2 have the highest percentage of their populations below the poverty level, 
13.8 percent and 13.9 percent respectively. 


Table 4: Persons Below the Poverty Level 
Persons in Poverty within each District and Percentage of Total District Population 


MnDOT District 
Estimated district 


population 
Estimated district 


population below poverty 
Estimated percent 


below poverty 


1 341,962 47,111 13.8 


2 158,108 22,013 13.9 


3 618,770 64,375 10.4 


4 231,320 27,212 11.8 


Metro 2,812,955 279,690 9.9 


6 473,462 46,821 9.9 


7 273,660 33,905 12.4 


8 208,867 21,006 10.1 


Source: 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 


 


A person’s inability to speak English, at least moderately well, can be a barrier to participation in the transportation 
planning process. The American Community Survey estimates the number of individuals age 5 years and older who 
speak English “less than very well.” Table 5 compares this data by MnDOT district based on some of the common 
non-English languages spoken in Minnesota – Spanish, Russian, Hmong, Vietnamese, and African languages. The 
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majority (89.7 percent) of Minnesota’s population age 5 years and older speak only English. Of those that speak 
English “less than very well,” the majority reside in the Metro District. 


Table 5: Population Age 5 and Older Who Speak English “Less Than Very Well” by MnDOT District 
Limited English Populations within each District and Percentage of Total District Population 


MnDOT 
District 


Estimated 
population 
age 5 and 
older 


Estimated persons who speak English “less than very well” 


Spanish Russian Hmong Vietnamese African Languages 


Estimated 
population 


Estimated 
percent of 
district 
population 


Estimated 
population 


Estimated 
percent of 
district 
population 


Estimated 
population 


Estimated 
percent of 
district 
population 


Estimated 
population 


Estimated 
percent of 
district 
population 


Estimated 
population 


Estimated 
percentof 
district 
population 


1 355,212 1,241 0.3 49 <0.0 127 <0.0 111 <0.0 34 <0.0 


2 152,378 672 0.4 59 <0.0 17 <0.0 70 <0.0 21 <0.0 


3 589,844 4,521 0.8 410 0.1 152 <0.0 614 0.1 778 0.1 


4 225,841 1,475 0.7 34 <0.0 13 <0.0 146 0.1 434 0.2 


Metro 2,663,752 59,011 2.2 5,972 0.2 24,445 0.9 9,282 0.3 21,554 0.8 


6 456,814 8,689 1.9 137 <0.0 237 0.1 790 0.2 2,252 0.5 


7 265,148 5,470 2.1 23 <0.0 77 <0.0 245 0.1 368 0.1 


8 200,315 3,309 1.7 9 <0.0 358 0.2 67 <0.0 499 0.2 


Source: 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 


 


Households with zero vehicles are another demographic variable that was used to identify populations that may have 
a greater reliance on transit and non-motorized vehicle services. Table 6 shows the estimated number of Minnesota 
households that had zero vehicles. The American Community Survey estimated that 6.9 percent, or approximately 
144,242 Minnesota households, do not have a vehicle. 


Table 6: Households with Zero Vehicles 
Zero Vehicle Populations within each District and Percentage of Total District Population 


MnDOT District Estimated 
households 


Estimated households 
with zero vehicles 


Percent of estimated 
households with  


zero vehicles 


1 152,820 11,813 7.7 


2 66,152 4,007 6.1 


3 245,330 11,364 4.6 


4 99,967 5,653 5.7 


Metro 1,130,045 88,610 7.8 


6 192,209 11,348 5.9 


7 112,071 6,674 6.0 


8 87,323 4,773 5.5 


Source: 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 


 







Environmental Justice Analysis  Page 7 


 


PLAN OBJECTIVES RELATED TO MINORITY, AGE 65 AND OLDER, AGE 16 AND YOUNGER, 
LIMITED ENGLISH, LOW-INCOME, AND ZERO-VEHICLE HOUSEHOLD POPULATIONS 


As described in Chapters 1 and 4, the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan identifies policy objectives and 
strategies to steer Minnesota in a direction to achieve the Minnesota GO 50-year vision and guiding principles. The 
Vision and Guiding Principles recognize Minnesota’s aging and increasingly diverse population as a challenge and 
opportunity for Minnesota over the next 50 years. This demographic shift will increase the urgency to improve 
accessibility of the transportation system. One of the vision statements calls for a transportation system that is 
accessible regardless of socio-economic status or individual ability. This statement speaks directly to the positive 
impacts that an accessible transportation system can provide – both in terms of cost and service area. In contrast, a 
transportation system that has limited accessibility becomes a considerable barrier to the quality of life. 


The Vision and Guiding Principles also acknowledge the importance of the state’s transportation system in 
maintaining the state’s economic competitiveness. Economic competitiveness can be defined as simply as jobs or as 
broadly as building a solid education system as the foundation to provide an educated work force. 


Finally, the Vision and Guiding Principles note that transportation influences the health of people and the 
environment. They state that the transportation system should be designed so that it is compatible with natural 
systems and minimizes resource use and pollution. Transportation decisions directly and indirectly influence air 
quality, water quality and noise. Land use and transportation conducive to active living can also influence 
Minnesotans’ health. By seeking ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate transportation’s impact on the environment, 
Minnesotans’ quality of life will improve. 


The following statements provide examples of what implementing the Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles 
could mean. These statements are not meant to be all-inclusive, but instead to provide a few examples of potential 
outcomes. 


 Reliable and affordable transit options for people who cannot or choose not to operate a personal vehicle in 
rural and urban areas 


 Connected options to walk and bike 
 Waterways, rail, transitways, roads, trails, airports, and pipelines integrated and strategically located to 


enable critical connections for Minnesota’s businesses and communities 
 An integrated network of streets, roads, and highways that collectively support freight, mass transit, non-


motorized transportation and personal vehicles 


The Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan builds on the foundation provided by the Minnesota GO Vision and 
Guiding Principles. The objectives and strategies are written to meet the Vision, follow the Guiding Principles, and 
address the challenges and opportunities identified during the visioning process. 


The Plan identifies six policy objectives: 


 Accountability, Transparency and Communication 
 Traveler Safety 
 Transportation in Context 
 Critical Connections 
 Asset Management 
 System Security 


Each of these objectives includes a series of strategies to achieve the stated objective. 


At a statewide system-level, the six objectives and their related strategies have a positive impact on minority, age 65 
and older, age 16 and younger, limited English proficiency, low-income, and zero-vehicle household populations as 
well as other Minnesotans. Examples of the potential benefits for each objective are summarized below. 
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Accountability, Transparency and Communication 


Maintaining the public’s trust is crucial. A key part of that trust is ensuring that everyone, regardless of income, age, 
or ability, has the opportunity to be heard throughout the transportation decision making process. This objective 
seeks to make transportation decisions through processes that: 


 Are open and supported by data and analysis. 
 Provide for and support coordination, collaboration, and innovation. 
 Ensure efficient and effective use of public resources. 


Benefits 


 Public engagement activities that provide opportunities for all transportation users. 
 Improved coordination and collaboration among transportation partners to improve efficiencies and identify 


cost savings. 
 Education activities to better inform stakeholders and the general public on how the transportation decision 


making process works. 
 Regular reporting of performance measures and targets to improve accountability of public resources. 


Traveler Safety 


Safety remains a top priority for MnDOT and its transportation partners. This objective seeks to: 


 Safeguard travelers, transportation facilities and services. 
 Apply proven strategies to reduce fatalities and serious injuries for all travel modes. 


Benefits 


 Applying an integrated safety approach such as Toward Zero Deaths to all transportation modes. 
 Continued collaboration and coordination on safety campaigns. 
 Planning, designing, operating and maintaining transportation systems in a manner that considers the safety 


of all users regardless of income or ability. 
 Implementing a statewide trauma system to reduce emergency response time and increase survival rates. 


Transportation in Context 


Transportation decisions affect more than just the transportation system. They can affect natural resources, such as 
air and water, and cultural resources, such as historic buildings and sacred lands. They can also influence economic 
activity. Stated simply, transportation decisions can affect an individual’s day-to-day life. The goal of this objective is 
to recognize there is no one-size-fits-all solution and that transportation decisions should be made in a manner that: 


 Respect and complement the natural, cultural and social context 
 Integrate land uses and transportation systems to leverage public and private investments 


Benefits 


 Continued implementation of Context Sensitive Solutions to better balance the needs of all transportation 
stakeholders. 


 Increased coordination between land use and transportation decisions to identify cost efficiencies and 
encourage walking and bicycling. 


 Coordination among transportation partners to identify ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate adverse 
impacts of transportation decisions. 


 Collaboration with transportation partners to create and maintain jobs through transportation investments. 
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Critical Connections 


Every day people and goods move within and between a neighborhood, community, region, state, nation and the 
world using a variety of connections. While many connections can be viewed as important, transportation agencies 
have finite resources. This objective seeks to: 


 Identify connections that are essential for Minnesotan’s prosperity and quality of life 
 Invest to maintain and improve these essential connections 
 Consider new connections that could improve Minnesotan’s prosperity and quality of life 


Benefits 


 Increased transportation options such as transit, bicycle, pedestrian, intercity bus, and intercity passenger 
rail. 


 Improved multimodal connections to key resources and amenities throughout communities. 
 Enhanced communication between transportation partners to identify and remove barriers, increase 


collaboration, and share resources. 
 Improved accessibility to the transportation system regardless of income or ability. 


Asset Management 


Asset management seeks to cost-effectively operate, maintain and improve transportation assets once they are built 
or purchased. Transportation assets include all aspects of the transportation system such as roads, trails, rail 
trackage, and buses. Given limited resources, it is essential to identify priorities and make the appropriate trade-offs 
when necessary. The goal of this objective is to: 


 Strategically maintain and operate transportation assets. 
 Rely on data, partners’ needs and public expectations to inform the transportation decision making process. 
 Use technology and innovation to improve the efficiency and performance of transportation assets. 
 Recognize the transportation system may change over time. 


Benefits 


 Investment decisions that give priority to maintaining and operating key transportation assets. 
 Consideration of safety, operations and maintenance needs during planning and programming to better 


reflect the full cost of decisions. 
 Transportation systems that are operated and maintained based on identified priorities. 
 A decision-making process that considers the potential impacts investment decisions may have to the 


state’s economy, environment and quality of life. 


System Security 


Transportation security has grown in importance due to the impacts of man-made and natural disasters. During 
emergencies, the transportation system must support the public’s well-being by ensuring access to medical facilities, 
food and supplies. Efforts can also be taken to better protect the transportation system from potential threats such as 
floods. The goal of this objective is to: 


 Reduce system vulnerability 
 Ensure system redundancy to meet essential travel needs during emergencies 


Benefits 


 Coordinated response plans that ensure mitigation, response and recovery activities are timely and 
effective. 


 A statewide communication system for public safety providers that allows emergency responders from 
different organizations to communicate with each other. 
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NEXT STEPS 


As laid out in the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, the six objectives and their related strategies benefit 
traditionally underrepresented populations along with other Minnesotans. At the statewide system-level, the 
objectives and strategies identified in the Plan offer an approach that provides the framework for improved 
connections and accessibility, supports economic development, and seeks to avoid and minimize negative impacts 
on the state’s environmental and cultural resources. At the system-level, the objectives and strategies outlined in the 
Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan do not result in any inherent disproportionate negative impacts on minority, 
age 65 and older, age 16 and younger, limited English proficiency, low-income, or zero-vehicle household 
populations. 


The Minnesota GO Vision and Guiding Principles and the objectives and strategies identified in this Plan will provide 
the groundwork for MnDOT’s modal investment plans. The modal investment plans will identify specific policies, 
project-level and programmatic recommendations for their modal systems as well as related performance measures. 
MnDOT will review the recommendations identified in the modal investment plans to ensure they do not result in 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects. 


MnDOT will also continue to ensure that its other planning efforts and project-specific decisions do not result in 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects. In all instances, MnDOT will work to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate any negative impacts. 







