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1.0 Project Overview and Context

The primary goal of the MnPASS System study is to gather, study, evaluate, and report
any facts, comparisons, statistics, or other relevant data concerning the impacts of
overlaying a MnPASS Toll lane system in the Twin City Metropolitan area of Minneapolis
and St. Paul. MnPASS Toll lanes are defined as special-use lanes adjacent to existing
freeways where drivers can pay a toll to achieve more reliable travel times. In corridors
where HOV lanes already exist, these lanes would be conversions of existing HOV lanes,
where HOVs would drive for free. In corridors without HOV lanes, the MnPASS toll
lanes would be additional capacity, where the additional capacity is tolled.

The overall objective of the study is to identify a potential Twin City Metropolitan Area
MnPASS Tolling Lane system and to provide Mn/DOT and the Met Council with
information on the cost, operational, revenue and system implications of that system. The
study will also evaluate impacts that the implementation of the toll system will have on
existing transportation system and policy plans. The analysis will include both an
operational and financial assessment of alternative networks of MnPASS lanes in the Twin
City Metropolitan area.

The study involves these main tasks:

Mobilization and data collection
Identify and screen candidate systems

Develop forecasting tools and baseline forecasts

Design and cost analysis

1
2
3
4. Evaluation of traffic, revenue, system effectiveness, and impacts
5
6. Financial analysis and synthesis of results

7

Final documentation
8. Support outreach and legislative efforts

This technical memorandum documents the results of the Task 1 and Task 2 work. As
part of this work, we identified potential toll lane projects and screened these systems
based on several screening criteria. The screening criteria were presented to the Steering
Committee at a meeting on August 19. The product of this work is a recommendation of
several systems for more detailed evaluation in Tasks 4, 5, and 6. We also recommend the
evaluation criteria to be used during the detailed analysis.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 1
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The results of the more detailed evaluation are scheduled to be presented to the Steering
Committee in mid-November. After the November meeting, we will undertake a second
round of evaluation on a refined group of MnPASS systems, with the results of that
evaluation to be presented in mid-January 2005. This memorandum also proposes the
evaluation criteria that will be used to compare the different systems of potential MNnPASS
projects.

This memorandum addresses these topics:

2.0 Roadway Segments Considered

3.0 Screening Criteria

4.0 Screening Methodology

5.0 Screening Results

6.0 Suggested MnPASS Systems for Detailed Evaluation
7.0 Refining the System Definitions

8.0 Detailed Evaluation Criteria

2.0 Roadway Segments Considered

The following four types of segments were considered for the screening.

o Instrumented Freeways (25 segments): Segments were specified by the Texas
Transportation Institute (TTI) according to available data on instrumented freeways.
These segments are used by TTI in their annual Urban Mobility Report and are readily
linked and analyzed with data from Mn/DOT’s Traffic Management Center (TMC).
Examples include portions of 1-35W, 1-394, and US 169.

¢ Non-instrumented Freeways (11 segments): Segments were identified from the 2000
MetCouncil freeway network, excluding the instrumented freeway segments
accounted for above. Examples include TH 610, the northeastern portion of 1-694, and
TH 280.

o Non-freeways (7 segments): Segments were identified through discussions with the
Steering Committee and Technical Committee. Examples include portions of TH 252,
TH 65, and TH 36.

e Transitways (7 segments): Segments were identified from the Mn/DOT 2025
Transitways Plan. Examples include the Northwest Busway and the Cedar Avenue
Busway.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2
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Together, the 50 segments cover the entire freeway system and all proposed busways in
the Twin Cities area. Several non-freeways are also included as discussed at the last
Steering Committee meeting.

Figure 1 shows the four types of segments studied and the breaks between each segment.

Figure 1. Types of MNnPASS Candidate Segments

ransitways
Mor-freeways

3.0 Screening Criteria

To reduce the number of candidates that will undergo detailed evaluation and modeling,
the initial list of 50 potential segments was screened against four criteria. At its August 19
meeting, the Steering Committee agreed that the screening criteria should answer the
following questions:

e Does the proposed project solve a problem?

e Isthere revenue potential?

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 3
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e  What will it take to build?
o What are the system considerations?

A fifth criterion, community acceptance, was dropped at the request of the Steering
Committee because community acceptance is difficult to predict for all segments in the
absence of community outreach efforts that have not yet occurred.

We developed several measures based on readily available data to rate the potential of
each segment in relationship to the other candidate segments. The details for each criteria
are described below.

Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion

We developed measures of current congestion, future congestion, and reliability for each
segment. Table 1 summarizes the measures used by type, data source and segments of
use. The primary source of data was Mn/DOT’s Traffic Management Center (TMC) when
available. For non-instrumented segments, we relied on other reports and plans. We also
used the MetCouncil’s travel demand model for forecasts of 2030 congestion (measure #4).

Table 1. Current and Future Congestion Measures by Type, Data Source, and Segments

Measure Measure Type Data Source Segments

1 % Annual Weekday Traffic <45 0%-100% TMC Instrumented
mph (2003), AM and PM peaks Freeways only

2 % Annual Weekday Traffic <35 0%-100% TMC Instrumented
mph (2003), AM and PM peaks Freeways only

3 % Annual Periods where Travel 0%-100% TMC Instrumented
Time > Median + 40%, AM and Freeways only
PM peaks (reliability)

4 2030 Weekday Hours of 0-24 2030 MetCouncil All except
Congestion (V/C > 0.9) model (2030 trips Transitways

assigned to 2013
network)

5 Congestion where estimated Low, Med, High Mn/DOT 2003 Non-
speeds <45 mph (10/03), AM Congestion instrumented
peak and 2-7 PM Report Freeways only

6 V/C ratio during both peaks in Less than 1.0 or MetCouncil 2025 Non-freeways
2000 greater/equal to 1.0 LRTP only

7 Annual Average Daily Traffic Low (<15,000), Mn/DOT Non-freeways
(2002)/ Number of lanes Med(15,000-18,000), only

High (>18,000)

In addition, we identified planned, programmed, or anticipated improvements that could
help explain current or future congestion data. This data was obtained from MetCouncil’s
2025 LRTP, Mn/DOT’s 10-Year Major Projects, and Mn/DOT’s Bottleneck Removal
Projects. A segment with high current congestion AND a planned widening within the

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 4
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next ten years, for example, might not be rated as highly as a similar segment without
such plans for expansion.

Figures A-1 through A-5 in Appendix A show the distribution of results among all
segments for which information was available for measures #1, #3, and #4 in the table
above, for both the AM and the PM peak period.

An overall rating of “Low”, “Medium”, or “High” was assigned to each segment for this
criteria based on its position relative to the other segments. Segments rated “Low”
generally exhibited low values of congestion for both directions of travel in both time
periods, for current and future years. Segments rated “High” generally exhibited high
values of congestion for both directions of travel in both time periods, for current and
future years. Segments rated “Medium” generally exhibited a combination of low and
high values of congestion (e.g., a highly directional segment), or exhibited a medium level
of congestion. In certain cases, the ratings of “Low/Medium” or “Medium/High” were
given to segments on the borderline between ratings.

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential

Although congestion and revenue potential are related, the number of vehicles, mileage,
and/or hours of delay also affect the ability of a particular segment to generate revenue.
Table 2 summarizes the short-term revenue potential measures used, by data source and
segments. The primary source of data was Mn/DOT’s Traffic Management Center
(TMC), supplemented by AADT for non-instrumented segments.

Table 2. Short-Term Revenue Potential Measures by Data Source and Segments

Measure Data Source Segments

1 Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph TMC Instrumented Freeways
(2003), AM and PM peaks only

2 Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph TMC Instrumented Freeways
(2003), AM and PM peaks only

3 Annual Weekday Vehicle-Hours of Delay (000) TMC Instrumented Freeways
<45 mph (2003), AM and PM peaks only

4  Annual Average Daily Traffic range on segment Mn/DOT Non-instrumented
(2002) Freeways; Non-freeways

5 Annual Average Daily Traffic median on Mn/DOT Non-instrumented
segment (2002) Freeways; Non-freeways

Figures A-6 through A-11 in Appendix A show the distribution of results among all the
relevant segments for measures #1, #2, and #3 in the table above, for both the AM and the
PM peak period.

An overall rating of “Low”, “Medium”, or “High” was assigned to each segment for this
criteria based on its position relative to the other segments. Segments rated “Low”
generally exhibited low values of vehicle-hours of delay for both directions of travel in

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 5
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both time periods. Segments rated “High” generally exhibited high values of vehicle-
hours of delay for both directions of travel in both time periods. Segments rated
“Medium” generally exhibited a combination of low and high values of vehicle-hours of
delay (e.g., a highly directional segment), or exhibited a medium level of vehicle-hours of
delay. In certain cases, the ratings of “Low/Medium” or “Medium/High” were given to
segments on the borderline between ratings.

Criteria #3 — Constructability

New tolled capacity could be fit in the existing median, added to the outside of existing
lanes, converted from HOV lanes, or built in conjunction with a proposed transitway. The
constructability of additional lanes for each segment was first scored on a scale of 1 to 10
on the basis of the following constructability factors. Sources for the constructability
assessments were aerial photographs and local judgment.

e (Geometrics

e Available median width

e Lane-miles at grade

e Lane-miles elevated

o Number of overpass reconstructions needed

e Number of new overpasses needed

e Approximate age of structure (older structures are more likely to require
reconstruction work in the short-term, meaning that they may need to be replaced
even without a toll lane project)

Criteria ratings of “Low” were assigned to segments with constructability scores of 1 and

2, criteria ratings of “Medium” were assigned to segments with constructability scores of 3

through 7, and criteria ratings of “High” were assigned to segments with constructability
scores of 8 through 10.

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

We also considered other factors that could influence the attractiveness of a potential
MnPASS segment. These factors included:

e Segments with high number of crashes per mile during both peaks (Mn/DOT 2002
Peak Period Freeway Crashes)

e Existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (MetCouncil 2025 LRTP)

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 6
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e Potential connections with HOV lanes on 1-394 and 1-35W
o Potential connections with airport, downtown areas, BRT, or LRT systems
e Recent improvements

Because of the difficulty in comparison, other considerations were not assigned a “Low”,
“Medium”, or “High” rating like the other three criteria. However, these considerations
influenced the overall summary rating as described in Section 4.

4.0 Screening Method

For each of the fifty segments, the results from the data collection and analysis described
in Section 3 were three criteria ratings of “Low”, “Medium”, or “High” and a compilation
of other considerations. These were combined to produce an overall summary rating of
“Low”, “Medium”, or “High.”

If a segment scored “Low” on any of the three criteria, the segment was generally scored
“Low” overall. For example, segments in the downtown area often had high congestion
and revenue potential ratings, but would be extremely costly to build and therefore were
rated an overall “Low.” The reverse situation also occurred - segments on the outskirts of
the Twin Cities often were relatively easy to build but did not necessarily have the
congestion or revenue potential required for an attractive MnPASS candidate, and were
also therefore rated “Low.”

If a segment scored “High” on at least two of the three criteria, with at least a “Medium”
on the third, the segment was generally scored “High.” All other segments were generally
scored “Medium.”

It is important to note that the compilation of other considerations was considered in
developing the overall summary rating. These considerations could influence a segment’s
rating in either direction. For example, a ssgment normally scored as “Medium’ might be
pushed up to “High” if it provides system connectivity with the 1-394 HOV conversion
under construction. A segment normally scored as “Medium” might be pushed down to
“Low” if it was already recently improved.

5.0 Screening Results

Table 3 summarizes the results of the screening. Appendix B contains a summary matrix
of ratings by criteria for each of the segments. Appendix C contains the detailed analysis
and data for each of the segments.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 7
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Table 3. Number of Ratings by Criteria

Low Low/Medium Medium Medium/High High
Current and Future 9 2 20 1 10
Congestion*
Revenue Potential* 13 1 22 2 4
Constructability 15 0 19 0 16
OVERALL RATING 27 0 21 0 2

*Totals do not add to 50 because criteria were not applicable to all segments.

Figures 2, 3, and 4 show the segments with overall ratings of “High”, “Medium”, and
“Low”, respectively. Figure 5 shows the combined system of segments with either a
“Medium” or “High” overall rating. For simplicity, the transitways are not shown on
these maps. However, the transitways with overall ratings of “Medium” are included as
System #5 (Figure 10).

Figure 2. Segments with Overall “High” Ratings
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Figure 3. Segments with “Medium” Overall Ratings
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Figure 4. Segments with Overall “Low” Ratings
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Figure 5. Segments with Overall “High” or “Medium” Ratings

6.0 Suggested MNnPASS Systems for Detailed Evaluation

The consultant team shared the results of the screening evaluation with the Technical
Team, and discussed potential system components for more detailed consideration. The
information from the screening was used as a guideline, rather than a directive. For
example, there were several corridors that achieved an overall “low” ranking in the
screening because of constructability issues. However, the Technical Team felt that
difficult constructability issues should not eliminate a segment from consideration
because the system benefits might outweigh the high construction costs.

Taking the Technical Team input under consideration, the consultant team worked with
Mn/DOT staff to construct five systems to be studied in the Round 1 analysis. Note that
in all cased, the 1-394 HOT lane now under construction was assumed as a given.

Based on the results of Round 1 and further review with the Steering Committee, other
combinations of systems can be developed for Round 2.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 11
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System #1: Beltway plus I-35W HOT

Mn/DOT has a strategic objective to build three lanes on the 1-494/1-694 belt. Expansion
of the southwest quadrant is currently under construction (or about to be), as is the I-
94/1-694 common section. Building a toll lane might be one way of advancing
Mn/DOT’s goal of additional capacity.

The 1-35W portion of this system would be a conversion of the existing HOV lane to an
HOT lane, plus extension of these lanes north to 46t Avenue and south to the I-35E split.
Figure 6 shows the proposed system.

Figure 6. System #1: Beltway plus I-35W HOT

The imminent construction of lanes in the southwest quadrant of the loop raises some
policy questions. The screening analysis indicates that even with the addition of the third
lane in each direction in this quadrant, future traffic congestion is expected to be severe.
This might argue for building a fourth lane in each direction as a tolled lane.

Alternatively, it might be reasonable to consider converting the lanes now under
construction in the southwest quadrant to toll lanes when they open. This would be
contrary to the Mn/DOT policy of only tolling additional capacity that is not already

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 12
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committed. The potential argument in favor of modifying this policy would be one of
equity — tolling the new capacity in this corridor would be the first step in an ultimate toll
lane system around the entire beltway. Leaving it free from tolling could be viewed as
inequitable by those in other segments of the beltway that would have to pay tolls for
their added capacity. Another benefit of modifying this policy is that implementation
could occur relatively quickly and leverage existing commitments, in comparison to
building a new fourth tolled lane in each direction in the future.

System #2: Partial Beltway plus I-35W HOT

This is similar to System #1, except it reflects the portion of the Beltway with the highest
immediate traffic demand and need. The same issues related to the southwest quadrant
remain. Figure 7 shows the proposed system.

Figure 7. System #2: Partial Beltway plus I-35W HOT

_ . N
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System #3: Core Radials

I-35W and 1-94 emerged from the screening analysis as having the highest traffic demand
in the system. Parts of these facilities ranked “low”, however, because of constructability
concerns. 1-494 and 1-94 in the northwest quadrant were also attractive MnPASS
candidates. Given the intense need in these corridors, the Technical Team felt that these
facilities were worth studying in Round 1. Figure 8 shows the proposed system.

Figure 8. System #3: Core Radials

end
9 \x\

anes
P Express Toll Lanes |——

Toll lanes in the existing 1-35W and 1-394 HOV corridors would be converted to HOT
lanes. For system continuity purposes, we will be assuming that the extension of the I-
35W HOV lane south to the I-35E split and north to the 1-94 common section would also
be HOT lanes. North of the common section, we will assume that the additional lane
would be an express toll lane with no HOV priority.

Similarly, the east-west project would be defined as an extension of the 1-394 HOT lane
through the Lowry Hill Tunnel to the 1-35W/1-94 common section. East of that point on
1-94, the lanes would be tolled with no HOV priority. The east-west project would also
include 1-494, from the west end of the 1-394 HOT lanes to 1-94 at the Fish Lake
interchange, and then continue on 1-94 to TH 101 in Rogers.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 14
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System #4: Best of the Screened Corridors

This system most directly reflects the results of the screening analysis. It includes (see
Figure 9):

1-494 between 1-394 and 1-94

e 1-94 from -394 to TH 101

e US 169, from 1-494 to TH 13 (an at-grade facility)

o |-35W, from the I-35E split to 46t Street

e |-35E, from 1-94 to 1-694

e TH 36 from I-35W to US 61 (freeway) and then to Stillwater (at grade)
e |-35W, from 1-694 to US 10

e US 10 from I-35W to US 169

e TH 252, from 1-94 to TH 610

e TH 65, from US 10 to TH 242

e TH 610 extension as a new facility: one tolled lane and one free lane in each direction,
to 1-94.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 15
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Figure 9. System #4: Best of the Screened Corridors
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System #5: Toll Lanes on Proposed Transitways

The financial feasibility of several of the proposed transitways in the Twin Cities might
benefit from allowing cars to share the facility and pay a toll. The transitways that
emerged from the screening as potentially constructible are shown in Figure 10:

e Northwest Busway
e Rush Line Busway

e Cedar Avenue Busway

Also included in this system is the conversion of I-35W to HOT lanes. The project team
will work with Met Council staff to define these projects and the related transit services
for purposes of this evaluation.

Figure 10. System #5: Toll Lanes on Proposed Transitways

Toll Lanes on Propos ransitways

i |
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7.0 Refining the System Definitions

After the September 9 Steering Committee meeting, the Consultant team will meet with
the Technical Group to refine the specific definition of the systems, addressing issues such
as:

Specific start and end points
o Potential access points to the toll lanes

o Type of facility, e.g.,, one lane in each direction, one-lane reversible, two lane
reversible

o Potential changes to the transit system, especially with respect to those projects that
would share a transitway

8.0 Detailed Evaluation Criteria

The screening criteria used in this report were developed to take advantage of readily
available data and were meant simply to focus our attention on the projects that had the
best opportunity to succeed and fill a need in the transportation network in the Twin
Cities. As we move into the more detailed evaluation in the first round of analysis of
system concepts, the evaluation criteria can shift to be more specifically related to actual
implementation of toll lane projects.

The specifics of the evaluation criteria will be developed over the next few weeks as the
modeling tools are developed. However, we provide an overview of the general
categories of evaluation criteria below.

Financial Performance

Financial performance is a combination of revenue potential, capital costs and operating
costs, and the timing at which those costs occur. We will develop measures that reflect
how much of the cost might be supported by the project on its own, and how much equity
contribution might be needed by the State. Though the evaluation will necessarily deal
with the five systems outlined in the previous sections, we will identify measures that can
identify the performance of major portions of the system on a potential stand-alone basis.

The first round of analysis will rely on 2030 forecasts only. Therefore, the financial
performance measures for this round will rely on a relationship between 2030-level traffic,
capital costs, and operations expenses. The financial performance measures might rely on
a ratio of the present value of capital plus operating cost streams to 2030 revenue.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 18
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As we move into the second round of analysis, more detailed work can be done related to
the timing of the revenue flow, since round 2 will include forecasts at 2010 levels.

System Performance

The toll lane system should provide an overall improvement in traffic flow in the Twin
Cities. The travel demand model can generate system performance measures such as
vehicle-miles and vehicle-hours of travel. We may also be able to generate performance
measures in particular corridors related to overall travel times.

Operational Considerations

Some toll lane systems may be easier to implement than others. Operations involves:
e Toll collection and enforcement

o Ease or difficulty of access to and egress from the toll lanes and related traffic
operations issues, including signage.

While complexity in operations should show up in the analysis as carrying a higher cost,
we have the opportunity to explore operational considerations as a separate evaluation
criteria to the extent it reflects policy concerns that do not translate well into monetary
terms.

Environmental Considerations

The scope of work does not include an environmental analysis, but some environmental
considerations can be identified as the design and cost work is done. For example, toll
lanes might create adverse environmental impacts (noise and air quality) by moving
traffic flows closer to existing neighborhoods or through environmentally sensitive areas.
Environmental issues uncovered during this work will contribute to the assessment of
environmental considerations. Air quality issues will also be considered.

Consistency with Mn/DOT Strategic Direction

Mn/DOT currently has several objectives or practices that relate to the toll lane system.
For example, MNnDOT has a strategic objective for the 1-494/1-694 belt to be expanded to a
minimum of three lanes in each direction. MnDOT also has a strategic direction that
MnPASS lanes can only receive public contributions if they are in the 10-year plan. In
defining the alternatives, we have assumed that the outcome of this study might
potentially be used to inform changes to these policies. Since the 10-year plan has projects
that are already committed for funding, and one of the values of tolling might be to

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 19
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develop projects that are currently beyond the time frame of the 10 year work plan, we
have not made consistency with the 10-year policy a criteria for inclusion in one of the
proposed systems. The purpose of this measure is to simply identify any deviation from
Mn/DOT’s current strategic direction — ratings will not be developed for this factor.

P:\7462 - MNDOT_MnPass\002 - Screening\Tech Memo\Revised version\MnPass Tech Memo 1 v3.1.doc
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Appendix A

Distribution of Results from TMC Data, by Segment
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Figure A-1. Percent of Annual Traffic <45 mph, AM peak
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Figure A-3.

MnPASS System Study
Technical Memorandum No. 1. Corridor Screening and Evaluation Criteria

Percent of Time Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40%, AM peak
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Figure A-5. Predicted Hours of Weekday Congestion (V/C > 0.9)
2030 Trip Table with 2013 Network
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MnPASS System Study
Technical Memorandum No. 1. Corridor Screening and Evaluation Criteria

Figure A-6. Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) < 45 mph, AM peak
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Figure A-7. Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) < 45 mph, PM peak
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MnPASS System Study
Technical Memorandum No. 1. Corridor Screening and Evaluation Criteria

Figure A-8. Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) < 45 mph, AM peak
2003
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Figure A-9. Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) < 45 mph, PM peak
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Figure A-10. Annual Weekday Vehicle-Hours (000) of Delay < 45 mph, AM peak
2003
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Figure A-11. Annual Weekday Vehicle-Hours (000) of Delay < 45 mph, PM peak
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Summary Matrix of Ratings, by Criteria and Segment



MnPASS System Study
Technical Memorandum No. 1. Corridor Screening and Evaluation Criteria

Table B-1. Summary of Criteria Ratings for Potential MnPass Segments

Legend

Low i  Low/Medium O Medium @ Medium/High ’High

# Segment Congestion Revenue Constructability = SUMMARY
MN 5 between 1-494 and TH

1 - - - -
55

5 MN 36 between TH 280/1- O O Q O
35W and Hwy 61

3 MN 62 between 1-494 and |- . ‘ O O
35W

4 MN 62 between 1-35W and ' Q Q O
TH5

5 MN 77 between County "" N SN ' L
Road 38 and TH 62

6 1-94 between 1-494 and TH O O _ _
252/1-694

7 1-94 between TH 252/1-694 ("‘ . L _ _
and 1-394 N

8 1-94 between 1-394 and |- ‘ ‘ L L
35E/MN 52

9 US 100 between 1-494 and ® ® _ _
Duluth St

10 US 169 between 1-494 and |- O O L _
394

1 US 169 between 1-394 and O O _ _
77th Ave/1-94

12 US 212 between 1-494 and L L O _
UsS 169

13 1-394 between Central . @ ‘ ’
Ave/1-494 and 1-94

14 1-494 between 1-94 and 1-394 O Q ‘ ‘

15 1-494 between 1-394 and I- ‘ O O O
35W

16 I5-494 between 1-35W and TH ‘ ‘ O _

17 1-694 petween 1-94/TH 252 O O O O
and Rice St/1-35E

18 I-35W between Hwy 36 and ' Q Q O
Lexington

19 I-35E between 1-35 split and L L ‘ _
1-494

20 1-35E between 1-494 and 1-94 O O — —
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MnPASS System Study
Technical Memorandum No. 1. Corridor Screening and Evaluation Criteria

#

Segment

Congestion

Revenue

Constructability

SUMMARY
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I1-35W between 1-494 and I-
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MN 10 between US 169 and
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1-94 between MIN 101 and I-
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US 169 between 77th Ave/I-
94 and MN 610

MN 610 between US 169 and
MN 10

I-35E between Hwy 36 and
1-35 split

I-35W between Lexington
and I-35 split

1-694 between Rice St/1-35E
and 1-94 (east)

1-494 between TH 5 and 1-94

1-94 between I-35E/MN 52
and 1-694

US 52 between MN 55 and I-
94

US 100 between Duluth St
and 1-94

MN 280 between 1-94 and I-
35W

MN 610 between 1-94 and
US 169/MN 610

MN 252 between 1-94 and
MN 610

MN 65 between 1-694 and
MN 242

US 169 between MN 13/CR
101 and 1-494

MN 13 between US 169/CR
101 and MN 77

MN 110 between MN 5 and
I-35E

MN 36 between Hwy 61 and
St Croix River
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MnPASS System Study
Technical Memorandum No. 1. Corridor Screening and Evaluation Criteria

# Segment Congestion Revenue Constructability =~ SUMMARY
45 Northwest Busway N/A N/A . O
46 Riverview Busway N/A N/A e e
47 Rush Line Busway N/A N/A . O
48 NE Diagonal Busway N/A N/A ’ —
49 Cedar Ave Busway N/A N/A ’ O
50 1-494 Busway N/A N/A . —
51 Southwest Transitway N/A N/A — —

1 Potentially more congestion in the future, could be rated MEDIUM.

2 MEDIUM rating from Hwy 36 to 1-694 (could be combined with Segment 21). LOW rating from 1-694
north.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. B-3
September 20, 2004 (revised)



Appendix C

Detailed Segment Analysis



MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 1 — MN 5 between 1-494 and TH 55 (2.8 miles EB, 2.6 miles WB)

o : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
e ol ® Not much congestion.
= = i
Sl ] “ .
. o) g T
] 0 e | .?\ .
&
> J_ -} o . i’!.": a“” 'Q |

Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) <1% 1% <1% <1%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% <1% <1% <1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% <1% 1% <1% <1%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 1.5 hours 2 hours
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
None
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 6 18 3 8
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 12 36 6 13
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 40 603 48 60
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Profile grade difference in alignment
- EB has left-hand exit at airport
- WB end is a major fork with 1-494

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Potential system connection with airport

Connection with Hiawatha LRT

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. C-1
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 2 — MN 36 between TH 280/1-35W and Hwy 61 (7.3 miles EB, 7.2 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
P AP Comments:
h of oP\ ® Exhibits strong directionality — potential for reversible
we T 7 1/ e — tolled lane.
9 A ¥ °
i e o7
) ;'l.g. Ll rte
-]
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) <1% 271% 22% <1%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 10% 9% <1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% <1% 19% 14% <1%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 8.25 hours 8.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

TH 36 at Lexington Ave — Replace bridge & reconstruct interchange (FY 2009)

TH 36 from 1-35W to I-35E — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

TH 36 from 1-35E to 1-694 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)

Proposed extension of bus-only shoulders east of current terminus at 1-35E (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 3 674 506 9
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 26 5,011 3,516 63
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 27 32,524 32,801 264
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Narrow median from TH 61 to Edgerton, includes Keller Creek bridge

- Keller Creek is environmentally sensitive

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders from 1-35W to 1-35E (2025 LRTP)

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 3 — MN 62 between 1-494 and 1-35W (9.1 miles EB, 9.1 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
P AP Comments:
T of N & High congestion and revenue potential — some
we T ~U 1 Y — constructability issues.
. gt
.. o. g - _ 2 o
N &
, ?U_s_ u“’»-!:' s
-]
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 38% 73% 32% 47%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 13% 54% 17% 26%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 17% 23% 23% 25%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 11.25 hours 9.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

(1-35W from 66th St to 42nd St & on) TH 62 from Xerxes to Portland - reconstruct, add HOV lanes, etc.
(FY 2006, 2025 LRTP)

TH 62 from 1-494 to 1-35W — Improvement (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 651 1,219 555 848
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 4,973 9,157 3,880 5,845

Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 30,709 = 143,441 31,993 55,192

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Single lane option most likely
- WB has left-hand exit to TH 212; EB interchange with TH 212 & TH 169 is difficult to fit lane through
- East of TH 169, TH 62 has narrow median at Gleason and east of Xerxes to 1-35W

- Eastend has narrow R/W problems; interchange with 1-35W will be difficult to run lane through

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (interchange at 1-35W) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

- Potential system connection with 1-35W HOT lanes or BRT lanes
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 4 — MN 62 between 1-35W and TH 5 (4.9 miles EB, 4.9 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
P AP Comments:
el ol ® Westbound direction more congested.
W - B 1 i
. o) g T
] 0 o | o -
Ll ey ﬂ.g@
D, ;".g I S Tre
-]
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 12% 8% 40% 22%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% <1% 20% 8%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 4% 2% 26% 16%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 7.5 hours 10.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

(1-35W from 66t St to 42nd St & on) TH 62 from Xerxes to Portland - reconstruct, HOV lanes, etc. (FY
2006)

TH 62 from 1-35W to TH 55 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak =AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 174 128 590 374
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 771 553 2,890 1,881
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 1,705 1,904 24,903 11,551
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Narrow median from 1-35W to TH 77; adding and ending lane at 1-35W difficult
- Interchange with TH 55 just being completed

- Areaof TH 55 to TH 5 very environmentally sensitive

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Potential system connection with I-35W HOT lanes or BRT lanes

Potential system connection with airport
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 5 — MN 77 between County Road 38 and TH 62 (9.6 miles NB, 9.5 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
e g s Comments:
R SRR o Borderline low/medium congestion and revenue potential.
2w 7 LT gy — Competitor with potential 1-35W HOV lane conversion.
gk _?_ - i F_easibility high south of river, but very difficult north of
e A © river.
-] g 1
- 1 |
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low/Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak =AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 16% <1% <1% 7%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 7% <1% <1% 3%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 17% 1% <1% 9%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 7.25 hours 10.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

None
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low/Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 419 13 1 192
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 4,390 146 7 2,020
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 35,019 477 16 16,698
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

Median width south of Minnesota River Bridge generally okay

BRT proposed south of Minnesota River Bridge

Significant problem with Mall of America access

Feasibility high south of river, but very difficult north of river

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

Has segments (interchange at MN 62) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Potential system connection with 1-35W HOT or BRT lanes

Connection to potential Cedar Avenue BRT and with Hiawatha LRT
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 6 — 1-94 between 1-494 and TH 252/1-694 (7.3 miles EB, 7.4 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
PR AP Comments:
'N-u: ol o Recently improved, therefore not a good candidate for
we T ~U 1 Y — additional tolled lanes.
. o) g T
] 0 e | o -
i3}
ST it
-]
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 21% 3% 8% 35%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 8% 2% 7% 19%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 19% 5% 9% 24%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 6.5 hours 6.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
1-94 from Weaver Lake Rd to Humboldt Ave - Bottleneck Removal Project (reconstruct, add general
use 3rd lane from Hemlock to Brooklyn Blvd) under construction (September 2003, 2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak =AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 516 57 122 904
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 2,341 247 706 4,360
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 15,819 2,196 9,641 34,875
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Major reconstruction in progress adding lanes

- Reconstruction reduces median width available for adding lanes

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 7 — 1-94 between TH 252/1-694 and 1-394 (7.1 miles EB, 7.1 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
e Comments:
R T o Little congestion today, potentially more in the future.
S “l s -~ Exhibits directionality.
Tl s °
i3}
ST it
-]
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low/Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 4% <1% <1% 6%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 2% <1% <1% 2%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 4% 1% <1% 6%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 9.25 hours 8.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Proposed bus-only shoulders north of Hwy 55 (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 188 21 4 228
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 1,268 138 34 1,522
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 10,978 408 25 9,138
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Concrete barrier median most of segment

- North end interchange with 1-694 and TH 252 makes it difficult to end

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (interchange at 1-394) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

— Direct connection with downtown Minneapolis

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. C-7
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 8 — 1-94 between 1-394 and 1-35E/MN 52 (10.6 miles EB, 10.6 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
' y| N o Intense demand, but has significant constructability
) e constraints.
. gt
X N* : o
i le e "
> J.U ! - ) —-Q

Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 4% 55% 25% 49%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 24% 8% 16%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 2% 15% 13% 11%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 15 hours 15 hours
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Proposed bus-only shoulders east of I-35W/Hiawatha (2025 LRTP)
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 132 2,005 990 1,722
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 1,694 25,857 12,908 21,864
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 5,156 198,077 73,572 124,934
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Lowry Hill Tunnel, tunnel under 1-35W
- Concrete median with minimum left shoulder most of segment
- Left exits and left entrance with 1-35W

- Left side exit to TH 280

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
— Direct connection with downtown St. Paul

- Direct connection with downtown Minneapolis
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 9 — US 100 between 1-494 and Duluth St (10 miles NB, 10 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
S - o Significant constructability constraints.
W - & = 1 ]
. o) g T
] 0 e | o .
1o o7
B il
-]
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med/High
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 31% 55% 27% 42%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 7% 33% 6% 7%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 25% 23% 18% 10%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 5.5 hours 12.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

TH 100 from 36th St to Cedar Lake Rd — Add 3 lane, reconstruct, etc. (FY 2011, 2025 LRTP)

TH 100 from Glenwood Ave to CSAH 152 — Rebuild to 6-lane freeway, under construction (April
2000, 2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med/High
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak =AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 560 1,232 714 1,045
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 4,797 10,363 6,370 9,284

Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 26,163 = 113,573 30,896 43,105

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Narrow median with concrete barrier
— Difficult to add lane in 1-394 area
- North of 1-494 just rebuilt to six-lane freeway

- Environmental issues in Minnehaha Creek area

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 10 — US 169 between 1-494 and 1-394 (8 miles NB, 8 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
e g s Comments:
o) gl o Low constructability, but 1-494 improvement may help
we T U S — here.
L | 2Ure T
.. 0 o o .
] o e s O”Da
Lo Pl PR
. .
_ °
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 10% 46% 9% 15%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 3% 31% 3% 3%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 8% 32% 7% 6%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 4.5 hours 5.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

TH 169 at (Anderson Lakes, Pioneer Trail, &) 1-494 — Construct interchanges (FY 2004 & 2006)
TH 169 from 1-494 to 1-94 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)

Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 204 868 185 305
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 1,796 7,479 1,621 2,735
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 10,698 103,161 8,348 10,663
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Median width is available between 1-494 and TH 62; median is narrow north of TH 62
- Adding lane to outside very difficult

- Several long bridges would require widening

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Connects to other potentially tolled segments

- Located in an environmentally sensitive area
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 11 — US 169 between 1-394 and 77t Ave/I-94 (7.6 miles NB, 7.6 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
S e 18 Comments:
- ® |7 | oy
RV = Low constructability.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak PM Peak ' AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) <1% 31% 35% 5%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 4% 20% 2%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 1% 5% 28% 6%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 5.5 hours 4.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 169 from 1-494 to 1-94 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)
Proposed extension of bus-only shoulders north of current terminus near 36th Ave (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak = PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 12 789 875 94
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 94 5,922 6,226 673
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 267 20,179 79,813 6,526
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

— Narrow median in most of section

- No significant R/W available to add lane on outside

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (interchange at 1-394) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders from Hwy 55 to near 36th Ave (2025 LRTP)
- Connects to other potentially tolled segments

- Located in an environmentally sensitive area
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results

Segment 12 — US 212 between 1-494 and US 169 (2.5 miles NB, 2.6 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW

P AP Comments:

T of - & Not much congestion today, potentially more SB in the
ve T 7 1/ e — future.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 5% 3% <1% 3%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 2% 2% <1% <1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 5% 3% <1% 3%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 3.5 hours 13 hours
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
None
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 76 28 2 45
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 226 86 6 119
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 1,563 1,115 11 506
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Short segment
- Median available
- On north end merge with TH 62 and TH 169 would be difficult

Criteria #4 — OtherConsiderations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 13 — 1-394 between Central Ave/1-494 and 1-94 (8.7 miles EB, 8.7 miles WB)

y SUMMARY RATING = HIGH
P AP Comments:

_ 1 Significant current and future congestion; HOV lanes
@ o : ! — already exist and HOT conversion is underway.

Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High

Eastbound Westbound

AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak PM Peak

% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 21% 25% 1% 44%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 5% 7% <1% 14%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 14% 15% 2% 12%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 13 hours 13.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Conversion of HOV to HOT lanes

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med/High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 573 575 31 1,211
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 6,911 6,789 355 14,499
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 34,884 35,777 1,336 76,034
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Current HOV lanes, new MnPASS proposal

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
— HOT lane conversion underway

- Direct connection to downtown Minneapolis
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 14 — 1-494 between 1-94 and 1-394 (8.6 miles EB, 8.5 miles WB)

SUMMARY RATING = HIGH

= L]
e Pt Comments:
i of J," \ ® Medium current and future congestion, but provides
o : 7o ~— connection with 1-394 HOT lanes. Exhibits directionality —
!o /K B U ' potential for reversible tolled lane.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak = PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 30% 4% <1% 14%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 14% <1% <1% 2%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 25% 7% 1% 10%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 4.5 hours 2.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

1-494 from TH 5 to Carlson Pkwy — Add 3rd Lane, reconstruct, etc. (FY 2004)
1-494 from 1-394 to 1-94 — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak = PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 749 76 4 354
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 6,983 711 40 2,926
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 66,777 4,026 77 11,381
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Median width available

— Could be a little narrow for two-lane reversible

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Potential system connection with 1-394 HOT lanes

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 15 — 1-494 between 1-394 and 1-35W (14.2 miles EB, 14.2 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
P4 Comments:
ol o Additional lanes already under construction.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak PM Peak ' AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 5% 42% 13% 55%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 11% 2% 33%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 6% 11% 4% 26%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 14 hours 12.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

1-494 from TH 5 to Carlson Pkwy — Add 3rd Lane, reconstruct, etc. (FY 2004, 2025 LRTP)

1-494 from MN 100 to TH 5/TH 212 — Bottleneck Removal Project (add 3rd lane and meter bypasses)
under construction (September 2003, 2025 LRTP)

Proposed extensions of bus-only shoulders west of US 212 and east of Bush Lake Rd (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak = PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 128 992 287 1,254
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 1,517 10,867 3,345 14,008
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 5,783 57,783 11,246 162,712
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Major reconstruction of segment between 1-394 and TH 100 to be completed in next two years

- Median width not available for additional lanes

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (from US 100 to I-35W) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders from US 212 to near Bush Lake Rd (2025 LRTP)
- Planned improvement under construction

- Potential system connection with 1-394 HOT lanes and I-35W HOV lanes
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 16 — 1-494 between 1-35W and TH 5 (3.9 miles EB, 4.1 miles WB)

v SUMMARY RATING = LOW
= L]
o puy Comments:
° ¢ & _ High demand, significant constructability issues.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) <1% 10% 41% 30%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 2% 24% 19%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% <1% 10% 30% 28%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 10.5 hours 11.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
1-494 at Lyndale Ave — Reconstruct interchange (FY 2006)
1-494 from TH 77 to TH 100 — Expansion (2025 LRTP)
Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = High
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak = PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 3 308 1,270 865
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 11 1,429 6,312 4,272
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 256 6,037 73,186 56,456
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Median width narrow, major cost to add lanes

- Significant pavement replacement, requires full reconstruct

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Connects to other potentially tolled segments

- Potential system connection with I-35W HOV lanes
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 17 — 1-694 between 1-94/TH 252 and Rice St/I-35E (11.4 miles EB, 11.3 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
S e 18 Comments:
s |@
. i o Medium levels of congestion. Potential segment between I-
as T AUl 1/ = — 35W and 1-35E.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 4% 16% 11% 5%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 2% 6% 3% 1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 7% 18% 12% 9%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 4.5 hours 5.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

I-35E/1-694 Unweave Project — Add 3rd lane, reconstruct, etc. (FY 2004 & 2005, 2025 LRTP)

1-694 from 1-35W to Lexington Ave — Add 3 lane, modify interchange at TH 10/51, etc. (FY 2012)
1-694 from 1-35W to W. Jct. 1-35 E — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 109 465 299 140
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 937 3,973 2,269 1,152
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 6,394 29,736 16,336 6,755
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Narrow concrete median barrier design
- Mississippi River Bridge and Railroad underpass represent difficult challenges
- Assume need to elevate from TH 252 to 1-35W; section from [-35W to Rice St has median available

- EB1-694 has left-hand entrance to TH 10; WB 1-694 has left-hand entrance from Snelling Avenue

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (split east of 1-35W) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

— Section between 1-35W and 1-35E was identified by Technical Committee
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 18 — 1-35W between Hwy 36 and Lexington (11.1 miles NB, 11.2 miles SB)

_ Y SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
; -]
o () Comments:
™~ ot} o o Exhibits strong directionality — potential for reversible
A N el tolled lane. High levels of predicted future congestion.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) <1% 26% 26% <1%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 6% 10% <1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% <1% 19% 23% <1%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 15.25 hours 9.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
I-35W from Hwy 36 to Ramsey County Line — Improvement (2025 LRTP)
Proposed extension of bus-only shoulders north of current terminus near CR 3 (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 2 926 959 4
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 15 9,104 9,241 35
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 18 43,058 67,552 80
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Section between CSAH 10 and TH 10 has a narrow concrete median

- Adding lane to outside may be possible

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (interchange at 1-694) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
— Existing bus-only shoulders from Hwy 36 to near CR 3 (2025 LRTP)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results

Segment 19 — 1-35E between 1-35 split and 1-494 (11.4 miles NB, 11.8 miles SB)

- : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
el ol ® Not much congestion.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 2% <1% <1% 1%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% <1% <1% <1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 4% <1% <1% 2%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 6.25 hours 2.5 hours
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
None
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 61 8 0 30
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 725 101 0 328
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 5,292 478 0 2,761
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- South metro segment is basically a rural design

- Question need to rebuild bridges, maybe possible to fit lanes along side

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
— No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 20 — 1-35E between 1-494 and 1-94 (7.7 miles NB, 7.7 miles SB)

- : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
T of - o Significant constructability issues.
- | = = 1 e
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 31% 36% 2% 25%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 11% 18% <1% 10%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 17% 20% 1% 15%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 6.5 hours 4.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

I-35E Mississippi River Bridge from TH 13 to Shepard Rd - Bottleneck Removal Project (replacement
and expansion) under construction (September 2003, 2025 LRTP)

I-35E from TH 110 to TH 5 — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

Proposed extensions of bus-only shoulders north of MN 13 and south of MN 110 (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak = PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 643 765 42 521
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 4,028 4,786 367 4,290
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 25,174 41,537 2,124 31,337
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Narrow median issues
- River bridge just being rebuilt

- Significant neighborhood issues between the River and 1-94

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders from MN 110 to MN 13 (2025 LRTP)

- Recent river bridge improvements
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 21 — 1-35E between 1-94 and Hwy 36 (4.2 miles NB, 4.1 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
e Pt Comments:
B of ! oP\ ® Exhibits strong directionality — potential good candidate for
e U LTS — reversible tolled lane.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 1% 42% 39% 7%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 21% 19% 2%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 1% 23% 23% 7%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 14 hours 6.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

I-35E from 1-94 to Maryland — Replace Cayuga bridge, reconstruct, etc. (FY 2010)
I-35E from 1-94 to 1-694 — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

Proposed extension of bus-only shoulders south of Maryland Ave (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 30 1,515 1,443 192
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 178 8,433 8,146 1,128
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 724 77,238 69,654 5,915
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Narrow median south end
- Left-hand exits to downtown St. Paul

- Required outside lane addition, may be difficult to do

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders from Maryland Ave to Hwy 36 (2025 LRTP)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results

Segment 22 — 1-35W between 1-35 split and 1-494 (8.8 miles NB, 9.1 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
P AP Comments:
g —— - o Exhibits strong directionality. Potential HOV conversion.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 28% 4% <1% 15%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 9% <1% <1% 1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 20% 6% <1% 15%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 5.25 hours 4.5 hours
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Potential conversion of HOV to HOT lanes
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 763 92 1 433
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 6,878 824 10 3,852
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 38,535 3,740 60 11,653
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Currently has HOV lanes north of TH 13
- Possible to extend south to split

- Question benefit for private investment

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing HOV lanes (potential HOT lanes)

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 23 — 1-35W between 1-494 and 1-94 (8.1 miles NB, 8 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
T of N & Intense demand, but has significant constructability
we o 7 e ~ constraints north of HOV segment.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 35% 45% 17% 60%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 10% 12% 4% 28%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 15% 10% 14% 11%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 10.25 hours 7.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
I-35W from 66th St to 46t St (& on TH 62 from Xerxes to Portland) — reconstruct, add HOV lanes, etc.
(FY 2006, 2025 LRTP)

I-35W at Lake St — Reconstruct, add interchange, etc. (FY 2009 & 2010) Contingent on full-funding
agreement plan

I-35W from 46th St to west 1-94 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = High
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 1,269 1,579 538 2,098
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 10,941 13,510 4,640 17,508

Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 61,847 72,006 23911 128,106

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Narrow median design

- Would appear that elevated is only option, but elevated would be impractical to consider

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders north of 46t St (2025 LRTP)
- Potential HOT lanes

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 24 — 1-35W between 1-94 and Hwy 36 (4.7 miles NB, 4.9 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
i P Comments:
g — - ® Significant constructability issues.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) <1% 24% 12% 25%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) <1% 13% 5% 2%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% <1% 21% 8% 12%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 11.25 hours 5.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
I-35W from Washington Ave to Hwy 36 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)
Proposed extensions of bus-only shoulders north of MN 280 and south of near Hennepin Ave (2025

LRTP)
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak =AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 8 668 327 518
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 51 3,477 2,164 3,338
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 166 36,955 18,059 11,116
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Narrow concrete barrier design
- Poor alignment

- Need to increase width on River Bridge

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders from near Hennepin Ave to MN 280 (2025 LRTP)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 25 — MIN 10 between US 169 and 1-35W (12.2 miles NB, 12.2 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW*
P \’ Comments:
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak = PM Peak
% Annual Weekday Traffic <45 mph (2003) 9% <1% <1% 6%
% Annual Weekday Traffic <35 mph (2003) 3% <1% <1% <1%
% Annual Periods where Travel Time > Median + 40% 14% <1% <1% 4%
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 6.25 hours 6.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

None
Criteria #2 — Revenue Potential Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AM Peak = PM Peak = AM Peak @ PM Peak
Annual Weekday Vehicles (000) <45 mph (2003) 207 5 5 141
Annual Weekday Vehicle-Miles (000) <45 mph (2003) 2,588 62 62 1,914
Annual Wkdy Veh-Hrs of Delay (000) <45 mph (2003) 15,258 487 164 4,973
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Interchange with TH 610 would be difficult area to provide through lanes
- Some narrow medians in vicinity of TH 610 interchange

- Recently constructed roadway

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
— No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 26 — 1-94 between MN 101 and 1-494 (9.2 miles EB, 9.2 miles WB)

Y SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Low Low Low Low
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 7.5 hours 4.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Proposed bus-only shoulders south of 93rd Ave (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 79,000-100,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 92,000

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Appears to have uniform median width to TH 101

- Maybe possible to fit two lanes in — need to check median width

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

— Connects to other potentially tolled segments
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 27 — US 169 between 77t Ave/1-94 and MN 610 (3.5 miles NB, 3.5 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
e, >\ Comments:
' o o Significant constructability issues.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 6.5 hours 7.25 hours

Medium level of congestion, estimated based on median AADT (2002), 4 lanes total
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 169 from 77th to TH 610 — Construct interchange, overpass, etc. (FY 2007 & 2011)
TH 169 from 1-94 to TH 610 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)
Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 44,000-67,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 61,000

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- This is a short congested section
- Proposed project to update the freeway

- Devils Triangle (TH 169, CSAH 81, 85t Avenue form an at-grade triangle resulting in significant
traffic problems)

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No safety information
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 28 — MIN 610 between US 169 and MN 10 (6.8 miles EB, 8.9 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
e AP Comments:
g —— - & Not much congestion. Recently improved.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Low Low Low Low
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 2.5 hours 4.5 hours
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 610 2d river bridge and approaches (2025 LRTP)
Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 33,000-78,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 48,000

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- TH 610 median good between TH 169 to TH 252
- Difficult to add lanes east of TH 252

- Mississippi River Bridge issue

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 29 — 1-35E between Hwy 36 and 1-35 split (15.9 miles NB, 15.9 miles SB)

SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM*

o Tw | ¥ Comments:
g - MEDIUM rating from Hwy 36 to 1-694 (could be combined
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R i LOW rating from 1-694 north.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Low Med Med Low
(1-694) (1-694)
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 4.5 hours 6.25 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
I-35E/1-694 Unweave Project — Add 3rd lane, reconstruct, etc. (FY 2004 & 2005, 2025 LRTP)
I-35E from 1-94 to 1-694 — Expansion (2025 LRTP)
Proposed bus-only shoulders south of CR 96 (2025 LRTP)
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 39,500-112,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 66,500

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Median width available starting north of 1-694

- Major project, Unweave the Weave (1-694-135E) to start next summer.

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

- Planned improvement within 10 years
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 30 — 1-35W between Lexington and 1-35 split (8.1 miles NB, 8 miles SB)

_ ; SUMMARY RATING = LOW
o e\ % Comments:
el Not much congestion.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Low Low Low Low
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 3.5 hours 2.75 hours
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
None

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 35,500-39,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 37,250

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Nice median opportunity

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 31 — 1-694 between Rice St/1-35E and 1-94 (east) (10.9 miles EB, 11 miles WB)

SUMMARY RATING = LOW
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion

Rating = Low
Eastbound Westbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Med Low Low Med
(1-35E) (1-35E)
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 3.5 hours 3.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

I-35E/1-694 Unweave Project — Add 3rd lane, reconstruct, etc. (FY 2004 & 2005, 2025 LRTP)
1-694 from W. Jct. 1-35E to E. Jct. I-35E — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

1-694 from E. Jct. 1-35E to TH 36 — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential

Rating = Low
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 62,000-120,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 65,500
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Median adequate for lanes.

- Need to end at Unweave the Weave section (east of TH 61).

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

- Planned improvement within 10 years
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 32 — 1-494 between TH 5 and 1-94 (16.3 miles NB, 16.1 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
P AP Comments:
i of N & Potential future congestion, need to monitor impact of
“® ®F e ~— current improvements.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Low Med Med Low
(TH 61) (TH 61)
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 6.5 hours 6.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

1-494/TH 61 interchange — Bottleneck Removal Project (replace and widen Mississippi River bridge,
reconstruct interchange, provide local access) under construction (September 2003, 2025 LRTP)
Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 57,000-95,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 89,500

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Minnesota River Bridge issue.
- Start east of River, end at TH 110.
- This section includes major construction at Mississippi River now underway

- Potential to add median east of TH 61 to 1-94.

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (Mississippi River bridge) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)

- Recently improved (Wakota Bridge improvements)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 33 — 1-94 between 1-35E/MN 52 and St. Croix River (16.4 miles EB, 16.5 miles WB)

- : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
e e Comments:
' o ol & Programmed expansion to three general use lanes in each
we o 1 e = direction west of 1-694.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Low Med Med Low
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 14.25 hours 14 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
1-94 from McKnight Rd to TH 120 — Add 3d lane (FY 2005, 2025 LRTP)
Proposed bus-only shoulders west of 1-694 (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 71,000-134,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 86,000

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- West of 1-694: Narrow corridor with concrete median barrier, need to add lane on outside.

- East of 1-694: Nice median width sufficient to accommodate a reversible lane. Difficulty getting
through 1-694/1-494/1-94 interchange.

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Planned improvement within 10 years

— Direct connection to downtown St. Paul
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 34 — US 52 between MN 55 and 1-94 (9.5 miles NB, 9.3 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
T of N & Current congestion issues localized at 1-94 interchange;
2w 7 e — improvements are planned.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Northbound Southbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Med Med Low Low
(1-94) (1-94)
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 5.5 hours 6.5 hours

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
US 52 from Concord Blvd to 1-94 Lafayette — Select Interchange Improvements/Access Control (2025
LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 29,000-75,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 58,000

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Major Mississippi River Bridge on north end of section

— Narrow corridor with concrete median barrier north of Butler Avenue

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Has segments (interchange at 1-94) with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
— No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

- Direct connection with downtown St. Paul
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 35 — US 100 between Duluth St and 1-94 (6 miles NB, 6.1 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
g ——y ol o Significant constructability issues.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 8.5 hours 3.5 hours

Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002) , 4 lanes total

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

US 100 at Duluth St and from 42nd Ave to Brooklyn Blvd — Bottleneck Removal Project under
construction (September 2003)

TH 100 from Glenwood Ave to CSAH 152 — Rebuild to 6-lane freeway under construction (April
2000, 2025 LRTP)

Proposed extension of bus-only shoulders north of current terminus near 36th Ave (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 46,000-58,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 48,750

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Just completed new construction

- Six-lane freeway to TH 81

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- Existing bus-only shoulders from Duluth St to near 36t Ave (2025 LRTP)

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 36 — MIN 280 between 1-94 and 1-35W (3.6 miles NB, 3.9 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
g - o Significant constructability issues.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 8.5 hours 4.5 hours

Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002), 4 lanes total

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 280 from Larpenteur Ave to I-35W — Reconstruct, etc. (FY 2006)
TH 280 from Como Ave to TH 36 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 37,500-52,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 44,000

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- Narrow median
- Major at-grade intersection at Broadway Avenue
- Would expect negative community reaction

- Necessary to add lane on outside

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No segments with high crashes/mile during both peaks (2002)
- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 37 — MN 610 between 1-94 and US 169/MN 610

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
RRCT R Do\ Comments:
g - o Could be considered for connectivity purposes.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = N/A

Segment does not exist

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 610 from TH 169 to Hemlock — Realign CSAH 81, construct overpass (FY 2004)
TH 610 from CR 130 to 1-94 — Expansion (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = N/A

Segment does not exist

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- This roadway section has not been built

- Freeway section would need to provide four roadway lanes at same time as MnPASS lanes

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

— Future construction

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 38 — MIN 252 between 1-94 and MN 610 (4.2 miles NB, 4.3 miles SB)

SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = High
Northbound Southbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 8.25 hours 13 hours

V/C ratio < 1.0 in 2000 during both peaks (2025 LRTP)
Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002) , 6 lanes total

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 252 from 73rd Ave to TH 610 — Expansion (corridor needs unclear, transit enhancement required)
(2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 52,000-69,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 55,000

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Section has five at-grade intersections

- Median width at intersections not wide enough for one reversible lane

- Requires widening to outside

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No safety data
- Existing bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 39 — MIN 65 between 1-694 and MN 242 (9.1 miles NB, 9.1 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
i J s Comments:
S '," . = Detailed corridor study conducted in 1999.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 7.5 hours 8.25 hours

MN 65 from MN 10 to Bunker Lake Blvd - V/C ratio >= 1.0 during both peaks in 2000 (2025 LRTP)
Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002) , 4 lanes total

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:

TH 65 at TH 242 — Construct new interchange (FY 2007)

MnDOT TH 65 Traffic Operations Study (June 1999) recommended additional NB and SB lanes in
this segment.

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 36,000-53,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), SegmentMedian = 40,250

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Nineteen at-grade intersections, not all are signalized

- Median space available

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Accident rates between 1993 and 1995 were above the 1995 statewide rate at these locations: 53rd
Ave to 81st Ave; 85th Ave NE to TH 118; TH 118 to Cloverleaf Pkwy/93rd Ave NE; and TH 242
Junction.

- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
- Planned improvement within 10 years

- Direct connection with downtown Minneapolis
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 40 — US 169 between MN 13/CR 101 and 1-494 (5 miles NB, 4.6 miles SB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Northbound Southbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 5.25 hours 4.5 hours

V/C ratio < 1.0 in 2000 during both peaks (2025 LRTP)
Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002) , 4 lanes total

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 169 at Anderson Lakes, Pioneer Trail, & 1-494 — Construct interchanges (FY 2004 & 2006)
Proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 54,000-63,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 57,500

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Suggest starting on north side of Minnesota River Bridge.

- Two at-grade intersections being replaced by interchanges at this time.

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No safety data
- Located in an environmentally sensitive area
- Recently improved

- Planned improvements within 10 years
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 41 — MN 13 between US 169/CR 101 and MN 77 (10.7 miles EB, 10.7 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 12 hours 11.25 hours

V/C ratio < 1.0 in 2000 during both peaks (2025 LRTP)
Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002) , 4 lanes total

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
None

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 22,000-58,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 40,500

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Approximately 21 at-grade intersections
- Heavy truck traffic to shipping facilities

- Median space limited

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No safety data
- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)
- Connects to other potentially tolled segments

- Potential system connection with 1-35W HOT or BRT lanes
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results

Segment 42 — MIN 110 between MN 5 and I-35E (2.5 miles EB, 2.5 miles WB)

- : SUMMARY RATING = LOW
P AP Comments:
e ol ® Not much congestion.
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Low
Eastbound Westbound
AMPeak = 2-7PM | AMPeak 2-7PM
Congestion where estimated speeds <45 mph (10/03) Low Low Low Low
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 2.5 hours 10.25 hours
V/C ratio < 1.0 in 2000 during both peaks (2025 LRTP)
Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002) , 4 lanes total
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
None
Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Low
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 14,500-39,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 26,750
Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Not feasible to widen Minnesota River Bridge
- Major fork on south end of bridge

- Two signalized at-grade intersections

- Median space available

- Short section

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No safety data
- No existing or proposed bus-only shoulders (2025 LRTP)

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 44 — MIN 36 between Hwy 61 and St Croix River (13.6 miles EB, 13.6 miles WB)

. : SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = Med
Eastbound Westbound
2030 Weekday Hours of Congestion (V/C > 0.9) 3.5 hours 6.5 hours

Low congestion estimated based on median AADT (2002) , 4 lanes total
Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
TH 36 from 1-35E to 1-694 — Improvement (2025 LRTP)

TH 36, St Croix Bridge — New 4-lane bridge and approaches (2025 LRTP)
Proposed bus-only shoulders west of Stillwater Blvd/MN 5 (2025 LRTP)

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = Med

Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Range = 20,500-58,000
Average Annual Daily Traffic (2002), Segment Median = 36,750

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Med

- Approximately 18 at-grade intersections, not all signalized

- Segment west of 1-694 has narrow median and outside lanes would have to be added

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- No safety data
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results

Segment 45 — Northwest Busway

SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM

Comments:
High constructability, need more information on potential
automobile usage.

r'. o

Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Busway built by 2010

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential

Criteria #3 — Constructability

- Generally grade separated for most of busway

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments

- Direct connection with downtown Minneapolis

Rating = N/A
Rating = N/A
Rating = High
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 46 — Riverview Busway

SUMMARY RATING = LOW

| ‘
L] / e ®
T |
a® T *
T o
=
Lo -] -3
e :_:e'}._--
Byl |
2
;
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = N/A

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Busway built by 2010

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = N/A

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- No established corridor

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments
- Potential system connection with airport

- Direct connection with downtown St. Paul
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 47 — Rush Line Busway

SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = N/A

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Busway built by 2010

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = N/A

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Old rail line R/W
- Several bridge replacements and perhaps some at-grade intersections

- Needs some retaining walls for the additional width

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 48 — NE Diagonal Busway

SUMMARY RATING = LOW

o e Comments:
i ®|® | f Removed from MetCouncil Transitways plan.
1 L S
= @ ||
= e | [0
] | L8
o -:"FZ,
e - -2
" e .u _ =
Sy | | FLL %
®
v
;
Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = N/A

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Busway built by 2025

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = N/A

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Some at-grade intersections

- Studied as a transit corridor

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Direct connection with downtown Minneapolis
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 49 — Cedar Ave Busway

SUMMARY RATING = MEDIUM
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = N/A

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Busway built by 2025

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = N/A

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = HIGH

- Good median section south of River

- Requires River Bridge — space between existing bridges available

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments

- Connection with Hiawatha LRT
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September 20, 2004 (revised)



MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 50 — 1-494 Busway
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = N/A

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Busway built by 2025

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = N/A

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = High

- Bus shoulders are proposed on TH 494 to accommodate this route

- Transit vehicles would have free use of MNPASS lanes on 1-494

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Connects to other potentially tolled segments

- Potential system connection with 1-35W HOT or BRT lanes
- Potential system connection with airport

- Connection to potential Cedar Ave BRT

- Connection with Hiawatha LRT

- Recently improved
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MnPASS System Study — Project Screening Results
Segment 51 — Southwest Transitway
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Criteria #1 — Current and Future Congestion Rating = N/A

Planned, Programmed, or Anticipated Improvements:
Transitway built by 2010

Criteria #2 — Short-Term Revenue Potential Rating = N/A

Criteria #3 — Constructability Rating = Low

- East-west corridor has a bikeway on it

- Public would oppose any effort to add vehicles in the Greenway

Criteria #4 — Other Considerations

- Direct connection with downtown Minneapolis

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. C-51
September 20, 2004 (revised)



