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Chapter 1 Introduction
This report is intended to define the alternatives evaluation process, alternatives
evaluation criteria, and evaluation methodologies for the Highway 252/I-94 Project.
This report will be distributed to Cooperating and Participating Agencies and the
public for review and comment.
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) recognizes that
information collected and analyzed as part of developing the project purpose and
need will influence the alternatives evaluation criteria. Comments from Cooperating
and Participating Agencies and the public involved in reviewing the purpose and
need document as part of the state and federal environmental review processes
(Scoping Document/Final Scoping Decision Document/Environmental Impact
Statement) may also result in changes to the alternatives evaluation criteria as the
project progresses. Should that happen, an updated evaluation criteria report will be
provided.

1.1 Project Location
The Highway 252/I-94 Project is in Hennepin County in the cities of Brooklyn Park,
Brooklyn Center, and Minneapolis. The Highway 252/I-94 Project includes the
Highway 252 corridor from Highway 610 to the Highway 252/I-94/I-694
interchange, and the I-94 corridor from the Highway 252/I-94/I-694 interchange to
downtown Minneapolis. Highway 252 is a north-south, principal arterial expressway
connecting the northwest suburbs of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area to
Minneapolis. I-94 is a major freeway corridor connecting greater Minnesota and the
northwest suburbs to Minneapolis and beyond.
Proposed termini for the Highway 252/I-94 Project include a northern terminus at
Highway 610 in Brooklyn Park and a southern terminus at the North 4th
Street/North 3rd Street entrance and exit ramps in Minneapolis. The length of the
Highway 252/I-94 project corridor is approximately 12 miles. These termini establish
the general limits for build alternatives that will be considered as part of the
environmental review process.
Figure 1.1 and Figure 1.2 on the following pages illustrate the project location.
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Figure 1.1 State Location Map
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Figure 1.2 Highway 252/I-94 Project Location Map
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1.2 Summary of Purpose and Need
The Highway 252/I-94 Project is in the process of developing the purpose and need
statement for the project. Numerous studies have been completed to date, including
the Highway 252 Corridor Study (2016), the Principal Arterial Intersection Conversion Study
(2017), the MnPASS System Study Phase 3 (2018), and initial investigations completed
as part of the Highway 252 and I-94 environmental review. These studies have
documented the vehicle and non-motorized safety and mobility deficiencies in the
Highway 252 and I-94 corridors under existing conditions and the 2040 No Build
Alternative.
The purpose and need for the Highway 252/I-94 Project will be documented in a
separate report from this evaluation criteria report. The purpose and need report will
be distributed to Cooperating and Participating Agencies and the public for review
and comment.

1.2.1 Summary of Purpose and Need
The purpose and need explain why MnDOT is undertaking the Highway 252/I-94
Project. The “need” identifies the transportation problems that led to the initiation
of the project. The “purpose” is a broad statement of the intended transportation
results to be achieved by the project.
The following summarizes the purpose and need statement for the Highway 252/
I-94 Project. The complete draft purpose and need report, including technical
analyses supporting the project needs, is available for review on the MnDOT project
webpage at https://www.dot.state.mn.us/metro/projects/hwy252study/index.html.

Project Needs
MnDOT has identified several factors justifying the need for the Highway 252/
I-94 Project. The needs are the transportation problems that led to the initiation of
the project. Three needs have been identified:
•

Vehicle safety

•

Vehicle mobility

•

Walkability and bikeability
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Additional Considerations
Additional considerations are elements that are not central to the purpose and need
of the project but are important criteria for evaluating build alternatives. The
additional considerations identified for this project include:
•

Coordination with transit planning

•

Regional transportation plans

•

Minnesota Corridors of Commerce Program

Project Purpose
The purpose of the Highway 252/I-94 Project is to improve the safe and reliable
movement of people and goods across multiple modes on and across Highway 252
and I-94 between Highway 610 in Brooklyn Park and North 4th Street in
Minneapolis.
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Chapter 2 of this Evaluation Criteria Report describes the process and criteria used
to evaluate alternatives for the Highway 252/I-94 Project. Section 2.1 describes the
alternatives evaluation process and Section 2.2 identifies evaluation criteria. The
outcome of the alternatives evaluation process will be the identification of a
preferred alternative for the Highway 252/I-94 Project. The preferred alternative will
be identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

2.1 Evaluation Process
The alternatives evaluation process for the Highway 252/I-94 Project will use a fourstep process as summarized below. The process begins with identifying a universe of
alternatives to address the project purpose and need along with public and
stakeholder input. This process is designed to further refine the alternatives in
greater detail as the evaluation progresses from Step 1 through Step 4. Each step also
includes a progressively more detailed level of evaluation and analysis.
•

Step 1: Do the corridor elements address the problems that led to the initiation
of the Highway 252/I-94 Project?

•

Step 2: Evaluate the transportation performance of corridor alternatives. Initial
assessment of social, economic, and environmental impacts.

•

Step 3: Refine and evaluate the transportation performance of corridor
alternatives, including location and type of access on Highway 252. Refine and
evaluate additional access across I-94 and the number of lanes on I-94.
Additional assessment of social, economic, and environmental impacts.

•

Step 4: Assess how well the DEIS alternatives address the transportation
problems that led to the initiation of the project. Assess the social, economic,
and environmental impacts of the DEIS alternatives.

Figure 2.1 illustrates the alternatives evaluation process for the Highway 252/I-94
Project. The following sections describe the four steps of the alternatives evaluation
process in greater detail.
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Figure 2.1 Highway 252/I-94 Alternatives Evaluation Process

Appendix A includes example graphics illustrating the level of design detail at each step in the alternatives evaluation process
(stick figures, cartoon drawings, concept station layout, alternative layouts).
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2.1.1 Equity and Health Assessment Process
MnDOT is conducting a parallel process to the EIS termed an Equity and Health
Assessment (EHA) of the Highway 252/I-94 corridor project area. Information
gathered from this process may help shape the Highway 252/I-94 project
alternatives as well as determining the existing conditions of equity and health in the
Highway 252/I-94 corridor project area, identification of potential equity and health
benefits and impacts of project alternatives, and identification of equity and health
objectives for use in the project’s EIS. The EHA process is notable because it
provides an opportunity to augment and enhance the EIS process and analysis
guided by federal and state regulations.
Outcomes from the EHA process will be incorporated into the evaluation of
alternatives when applicable and timing of the EHA activities align with the
evaluation process/steps within the Scoping and DEIS phases of the EIS. The joint
leading partners will determine when and how the EHA is prudent for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) EIS process.
The EHA can serve as a framework to be used by MnDOT and can be considered
by other partnering communities and agencies as a foundation for efforts in these
communities that extend beyond transportation projects.

2.1.2 Step 1: Identify Corridor Elements that Address Purpose and Need
Step 1 will be completed with the Scoping Document/Draft Scoping Decision
Document (SD/DSDD). A range of corridor elements will be identified and
analyzed in Step 1. The purpose of this evaluation is to determine which corridor
elements address the purpose and need of the project and do not present a fatal flaw.
Corridor elements will include, but are not limited to, facility type, managed lanes,
and transit service.
The Step 1 evaluation criteria include both quantitative and qualitative performance
measures to determine if the corridor elements address the problems that led to the
initiation of the project. Corridor elements will be compared to the performance of
the No Build Alternative. Evaluation criteria will be categorized based on a “yes or
no” threshold. Corridor elements that improve performance relative to the No Build
Alternative address the needs of the project (i.e., “yes” response). Corridor elements
that do not improve performance relative to the No Build Alternative do not address
the needs of the project (i.e., “no” response) and may be dismissed from further
consideration.
Corridor elements that present a fatal flaw will be dismissed from further
consideration in Step 1. A corridor element is considered fatally flawed if it would
result in an un-mitigatable environmental impact (e.g., the complete loss of a highquality, significant environmental resource that cannot be replaced), is not fiscally
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attainable, or is not constructable. A qualitative assessment of corridor elements
based on typical sections and an understanding of the project corridor will be used to
identify potential fatal flaws.
The outcome of Step 1 will be a range of build elements that can be combined to
create a list of possible corridor alternatives for further evaluation in Step 2.

2.1.3 Step 2: Develop a List of Possible Corridor Alternatives
Step 2 will be completed with the SD/DSDD. The list of corridor elements carried
forward from Step 1 will be combined to create a list of possible corridor alternatives
in Step 2. Step 2 also includes considering options for the number and location of
accesses on Highway 252. Corridor alternatives will be developed, in part, based on
previously completed work including (but not limited to) the City of Brooklyn
Center 2016 Corridor Study and the 2018 Hennepin County Highway 252 and I-94
environmental review.
Once created, the list of alternatives will be screened to eliminate corridor
alternatives that are not practicable. For example, a four-lane Highway 252 freeway
with managed lanes would not be considered practicable because highways with
managed lane facilities require at least two general purpose lanes in addition to the
managed lane.
The Step 2 evaluation criteria include both quantitative and qualitative performance
measures. Step 2 evaluation criteria were categorized into Poor/Fair/Good ratings
based on performance relative to the No Build Alternative. Thresholds for
differentiating between the Poor/Fair/Good ratings for transportation-related
criteria have been identified based on previous work completed as part of the I-94
environmental review and engineering judgement. In general, transportation-related
evaluation criteria will be graded based on whether the corridor alternative
substantially improves the condition (Good rating), moderately improves the
condition (Fair rating), or results in minimal to no improvement in the condition
compared to the No Build Alternative (Poor rating). For impact-related evaluation
criteria, the categories include whether a corridor alternative does not impact/avoids
a resource (Good rating), may impact a resource (Fair rating), or does impact a
resource (Poor rating).
Table 2.1 lists the Poor/Fair/Good and their general definitions for the Step 2
evaluation criteria.
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Table 2.1 Step 2 Evaluation Criteria Performance Categories
Category

Evaluation Criteria

Performance
Measure/Metric

Poor Performance

Fair Performance

Good Performance

Vehicle Safety

Mainline Crashes

Crash Cost

Less than a 10%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Between a 10% and
40% reduction in
crash cost compared
to No Build

Greater than a 40%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Intersection Crashes
(non-mainline)

Crash Cost

Less than a 10%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Between a 10% and
40% reduction in
crash cost compared
to No Build

Greater than a 40%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Network Crashes

Crash Cost

Less than a 10%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Between a 10% and
40% reduction in
crash cost compared
to No Build

Greater than a 40%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Corridor Travel Time

Travel Time

Less than a 10%
reduction in travel
time compared to No
Build

Between a 10% and
40% reduction in
travel time compared
to No Build

Greater than a 40%
reduction in travel
time compared to No
Build

Travel Time Reliability

Planning Time Index
(PTI)

Greater than 2.5

2.0 to 2.5

Less than 2.0

Peak Hour Person
Throughput

People per hour

Less than a 10%
increase in person
throughput compared
to No Build

Between a 10% to
20% increase in
person throughput
compared to No Build

Greater than a 20%
increase in person
throughput compared
to No Build

Intersection Level of
Service (LOS)

Intersection LOS

LOS F

LOS D/E

LOS C or better

Segment Level of
Service (LOS)

Segment LOS

LOS E/F

LOS C/D

LOS A/B

Managed Lane Travel
Time

Managed lane travel
time (HOV and
MnPASS)

Less than a 10
second per mile of
managed lane benefit

Between a 10 second
and 30 second per
mile of managed lane
benefit

Greater than a 30
second per mile of
managed lane benefit

Vehicle Mobility
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Performance
Measure/Metric

Poor Performance

Fair Performance

Good Performance

Vehicle Mobility

Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT)

VMT by facility type

Greater than a 10%
increase in VMT
compared to No Build

Between a 10%
increase and a 10%
decrease in VMT
compared to No Build

Greater than a 10%
decrease in VMT
compared to No Build

Vehicle Hours
Traveled (VHT)

VHT by facility type

Greater than a 10%
increase in VHT
compared to No Build

Between a 10%
increase and a 10%
decrease in VHT
compared to No Build

Greater than a 10%
decrease in VHT
compared to No Build

Traffic Volume
Diversion

Daily traffic volume

Greater than a 40%
increase in nonfreeway annual
average daily traffic
(AADT) compared to
No Build

Between a 40%
increase and 10%
increase in nonfreeway AADT
compared to No Build

Less than a 10%
increase in nonfreeway AADT
compared to No Build

Transit Advantage

Runningway
Availability (1)

No Runningway
available on I-94

Runningway available
on I-94

Runningway available
on I-94 and Hwy 252

Transit Ridership

Passengers per inservice hour (PPISH)

Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT): ≤24.9
Suburban local bus:
≤9.9
Peak express bus:
≤19.9

BRT: 25 to 29.9
Suburban local bus:
10 to 14.9
Peak express bus: 20
to 24.9

BRT: ≥30
Suburban local bus:
≥15
Peak express bus:
≥25

Transit Travel Time

Transit Travel Time

BRT: <17.3 MPH
(under 20% faster
than local bus)
Local bus: <14 MPH
Express bus: >35%
slower than auto

BRT: 17.3 MPH to
18.7 MPH (20% to
30% faster than local
bus)
Local bus: 14 MPH to
14.9 MPH
Express bus: 25% to
35% slower than auto

BRT: >18.7 MPH (over
30% faster than local
bus)
Local bus: ≥15 MPH
Express bus: <25%
slower than auto

Mode Shift

Number of New
Transit Trips

0 to 2,499 trips

2,500 to 9,999 trips

10,000+ trips

Station Area Activity

“Activity” within ½mile of transit
stations/stops

≤6,999 total
residents, jobs, or
students

7,000 to 7,499 total
residents, jobs, or
students

7,500+ total
residents, jobs, or
students

Transit Considerations
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Performance
Measure/Metric

Poor Performance

Fair Performance

Good Performance

Transit Considerations

Likely Transit Users

Ratio of % zero-car
households within ½mile of stations/stops
to % zero-car
households in the
region

Ratio ≤ 0.79

Ratio 0.8 to 0.99

Ratio ≥ 1.0

Alternative Access
Location

Access located at a
preferred TFS station
location

≥50% of proposed
BRT stations or local
bus stops would be
accessible with the
proposed highway
configuration

50-74.5% of proposed
BRT stations or local
bus stops would be
accessible with the
proposed highway
configuration

>75% of proposed
BRT stations or local
bus stops would be
accessible with the
proposed highway
configuration

Pedestrian/Bicycle
Safety

Crash Cost

Less than a 10%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Between a 10% and
40% reduction in
crash cost compared
to No Build

Greater than a 40%
reduction in crash
cost compared to No
Build

Multimodal Level of
Service (Segment and
Intersection Analysis)

MMLOS by
intersection and
segment

LOS E/F

LOS C/D

LOS A/B

Pedestrian Network
Connectivity Index

Index/Ranking

Lowers index value by
more than 0.1

Maintains No Build
value (+/- 0.1)

Increases index value
by more than 0.1

Additional
Considerations

Regional
Transportation Plans

Consistency with
Metropolitan Council
Transportation Policy
Plan (TPP)

Not consistent with
TPP strategies and
investment direction

Partially consistent
with TPP strategies
and investment
direction

Consistent with TPP
strategies and
investment direction

Social, Economic,
Environmental (SEE)
Considerations

Community Facilities

Risk of impacts to
community facilities

Impacts to community
facilities are likely

Potential impacts to
community facilities

No impacts to
community facilities

Community Cohesion

Risk of impacts to
community cohesion

Creates a new
physical barrier within
a neighborhood or
community
Increases
neighborhood traffic

Expands an existing
physical barrier within
a neighborhood or
community
Potential increase in
traffic in
neighborhoods

No new physical
barriers within a
neighborhood or
community
No change in traffic in
neighborhoods

Walkability/
Bikeability
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Performance
Measure/Metric

Poor Performance

Fair Performance

Good Performance

Social, Economic,
Environmental (SEE)
Considerations

Future Land Uses

Consistency with
future land uses in
local comprehensive
plans

Not consistent with
local comprehensive
plans

Partially consistent
with local
comprehensive plans

Consistent with local
comprehensive plans

Environmental Justice

Risk for high and
adverse impacts to
minority and lowincome populations

High and adverse
impacts to minority
and low-income
populations are likely

Potential impacts to
minority and lowincome populations

No impacts to
minority and lowincome populations

Right of Way

Risk for right of way
acquisition,
commercial and
residential relocations

Potential impacts to
properties requiring
right of way
acquisition
Potential commercial
or residential
relocations

Potential impacts to
properties requiring
right of way
acquisition
No commercial or
residential relocations

No right of way
acquisition
No commercial or
residential relocations

Section 4(f)
Involvement

Risk for potential use
of Section 4(f)
properties

Section 4(f)
involvement
anticipated to be
beyond de minimis

Section 4(f)
involvement
anticipated to be de
minimis

No Section 4(f)
involvement

Historic Properties

Risk for potential
adverse effect to
known NRHP
eligible/listed
properties

Adverse effect
determination likely

Potential impacts to
known NRHP
eligible/listed
properties

No impacts to known
NRHP eligible/listed
properties

Aquatic Resources

Risk for impacts to
wetlands and other
aquatic resources

Anticipated impacts
beyond Section 404
Regional General
Permit (RGP)

May impact wetlands
and other aquatic
resources

No impact to wetlands
and other aquatic
resources

100-year Floodplains

Risk for floodplain
encroachment

Encroaches into
floodplain

May result in
floodplain
encroachment

No floodplain
encroachment

Mississippi River Bluff
Impact Zone

Risk for bluff impact
zone encroachment

Encroaches into bluff
impact zone

May result in bluff
impact zone
encroachment

No bluff impact zone
encroachment
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Performance
Measure/Metric

Poor Performance

Fair Performance

Good Performance

Social, Economic,
Environmental (SEE)
Considerations

Mississippi River
Shore Impact Zone

Risk for shore impact
zone encroachment

Encroaches into shore
impact zone

May result in shore
impact zone
encroachment

No shore impact zone
encroachment

Mississippi River
Corridor Critical Area
(MRCCA)

Consistency with
general development
standards for public
facilities (Minnesota
Rules 6106.0130)

Not consistent with
general development
standards for public
facilities

Partially consistent
with general
development
standards for public
facilities

Consistent with
general development
standards for public
facilities

(1) See Section 2.2.3 (Transit Considerations Evaluation Criteria) for a full definition of runningway.
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Corridor alternatives that have greater impacts (i.e., more evaluation criteria
identified under the Poor category) may be rejected at this point in Step 2 if there are
other corridor alternatives with reasonable performance which have impacts of a
lesser degree. If a corridor alternative is favorable with the public or other
stakeholders and is rated in a way that it would be eliminated from further analysis in
Step 2, it is anticipated that this corridor alternative would be carried forward and
analyzed in further detail in Step 3 if there is an indication that the next level of
technical analysis is likely to reveal positive performance insights that the Step 2 level
of screening does not provide.

2.1.4 Step 3: Corridor Alternatives to be Carried Forward in the DEIS
Step 3 Evaluation Process
Step 3 will be completed with the SD/DSDD. The goal of Step 3 is to further refine
and evaluate the corridor alternatives developed as part of Step 2. Step 3 includes
identifying the number of access points on Highway 252, access locations on
Highway 252, and access types/configurations at each location. In addition to
Highway 252, Step 3 includes identifying additional vehicular and pedestrian
connections across I-94 and identifying the number of lanes on I-94.
The Step 3 evaluation consists of three parts:
•

The first part of the Step 3 evaluation focuses on Highway 252 access
types/configurations. Potential access types/configurations at each access
location will be identified. These access configurations will then be compared
against one another using the Step 3 evaluation criteria. Lower performing access
configurations with greater impacts will be dismissed from further consideration.
A reasonable range of higher performing Highway 252 access configurations
with lower/fewer impacts, taking into consideration public and project
stakeholder input, will be carried forward into part three of this step.

•

The second part of the Step 3 evaluation focuses on additional vehicular and
pedestrian connections across I-94 and the number of lanes on I-94. Lower
performing accesses across I-94 with greater impacts relative to Step 3 criteria
will be dismissed from further consideration. In addition to access across I-94,
the number of lanes on I-94 will be used to dismiss underperforming alternatives
and or alternatives that present increased impacts to the surrounding
communities with minimal benefit, based on the Step 3 evaluation criteria. A
reasonable range of higher performing alternatives will be carried forward into
part three of this step.

•

The third part of the Step 3 evaluation focuses on a corridor-level evaluation of
corridor alternatives combining the outcomes of parts one and two of this step.
An access configuration footprint will be developed based on the range of
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remaining access configurations carried forward from part one of this step.
These access configuration footprints will be applied to the corridor alternatives.
The corridor alternatives will then be evaluated to identify the number and
location of accesses on Highway 252. Lower performing corridor alternatives
with greater impacts will be dismissed from further consideration. Higher
performing corridor alternatives representing a reasonable range for the number
of accesses and access locations on Highway 252, additional vehicular and
pedestrian connections across I-94 and the number of lanes on I-94, and taking
into consideration public and project stakeholder input, will be carried forward
for further evaluation in the DEIS.
Access types/configurations and corridor alternatives will be developed to the
cartoon drawing and Concept Station layout level of design detail in Step 3. The Step
3 evaluation criteria includes both quantitative and qualitative performance measures.
Many of the evaluation criteria and performance measures used in Step 2 will be
carried forward into Step 3; however, the Step 3 evaluation will be based on a greater
level of design detail compared to Step 2.
The outcome of Step 3 will be a reasonable range of corridor alternatives and
Highway 252 access types/configurations to be studied in further detail in the DEIS.

Final Scoping Decision Document and Notice of Intent
The SD/DSDD will be completed at the end of Step 3. Following publication of the
SD/DSDD and 30-day scoping period, a Final Scoping Decision Document will be
prepared. The Final Scoping Decision Document marks the end of the Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) scoping process and the end of pre-Notice of
Intent (NOI) Federal scoping activities. The Final Scoping Decision Document will
identify alternatives to be carried forward in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). Initial concurrence on alternatives to be carried forward in the
DEIS will be requested from Cooperating Agencies with publication of the Final
Scoping Decision Document.
Following publication of the Final Scoping Decision Document, FHWA will publish
the NOI in the Federal Register. The Final Scoping Decision Document will help
inform the NOI. At the end of the 30-day NOI comment period, concurrence on
alternatives to be carried forward in the DEIS will be requested from Cooperating
Agencies. This concludes the Federal post-NOI scoping period and begins the
preparation of the DEIS.

2.1.5 Step 4: Identify DEIS Preferred Alternative
Step 4 occurs in the DEIS phase of the project. Step 4 will continue refinement of
the corridor alternatives by preparing preliminary design level layouts for the DEIS
build alternatives. Corridor alternatives will be compared to the No Build Alternative
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using evaluation criteria that will be defined by the purpose and need, other
considerations, and potential social, economic, and environmental impacts
commonly encountered by highway projects. The alternatives evaluation and criteria
will correspond to the chapters and special studies of the DEIS document.
Step 4 includes a two-part process. The first part of Step 4 is to further evaluate
Highway 252 access configurations and identify a preferred access configuration for
each access location. The evaluation for the first part of Step 4 will be documented
in a technical memorandum attached to the DEIS. The Highway 252 preferred
access configurations will then be combined into the preliminary design corridor
layouts for the DEIS build alternatives. The second part of Step 4 includes the
assessment of the DEIS build alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative and
will correspond to the chapters and special studies of the DEIS document.
The outcome of Step 4 will be the identification of a preferred alternative. The
preferred alternative will be identified in the DEIS, and further refined, if necessary,
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)/Record of Decision (ROD).

2.2 Step 1 through Step 3 Evaluation Criteria
Step 1 through Step 3 of the evaluation process occurs as part of the Scoping
process. The results of the Step 1 through Step 3 evaluation will be documented in
the SD/DSDD. Step 1 through Step 3 evaluation criteria include both quantitative
and qualitative performance measures. Each step includes a progressively more
detailed level of quantitative and qualitative evaluation and analysis.
•

Step 1: Evaluation criteria identified for the Step 1 analysis correspond to the
vehicle safety, vehicle mobility (including transit), and walkability/bikeability
problems that led to the initiation of the project.

•

Step 2: Evaluation criteria identified for the Step 2 analysis are based on
categories that include vehicle safety; vehicle mobility; transit considerations;
walkability/bikeability; additional considerations; and social, economic, and
environmental (SEE) considerations.

•

Step 3: Evaluation criteria identified for the Step 3 analysis are similar to the
criteria used in Step 2 but includes a more detailed level of analysis based on
more detailed design. Vehicle safety; vehicle mobility; transit considerations;
walkability/bikeability; additional considerations; and SEE considerations are
included in Step 3.

Table 2.2 list the evaluation criteria, performance measurement, and analysis tools
used with each criterion in Step1 through Step 3. The following sections describe the
Step 1 through Step 3 evaluation criteria.
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Table 2.2 Highway 252/I-94 Step 1 Through Step 3 Evaluation Criteria
Category

Evaluation Criteria

Type (Quantitative
or Qualitative)

Performance
Measure/Metric

Step 1 Tool

Step 2 Tool

Step 3 Tool

Vehicle Safety

Mainline Crashes

Quantitative

Crash cost

Regional travel
demand model
(RTDM)

RTDM/Highway
Safety Manual
(HSM)

RTDM/HSM

Intersection
Crashes (nonmainline)

Quantitative

Crash cost

RTDM

RTDM/HSM

RTDM/HSM

Network Crashes

Quantitative

Crash cost

--

RTDM

--

Conflict Points

Quantitative

Number of conflict
points

--

--

Concept layout

Corridor Travel
Time

Quantitative

Travel time

RTDM

HCS/Synchro

HCS

Travel Time
Reliability

Quantitative

Planning Time
Index (PTI)

Reliability analysis

Reliability analysis

Reliability analysis

Intersection Level
of Service (LOS)

Quantitative

Intersection LOS

CAP-X

HCS/Synchro

CAP-X/
Synchro/VISSIM
(for Complex
Intersections)

Segment Level of
Service (LOS)

Quantitative

Roadway segment
LOS

HCS

HCS

HCS

Volume to
Capacity (V/C)
Ratio

Quantitative

V/C ratio

RTDM/Excel

--

--

Person
Throughput

Quantitative

Number of people
per hour

--

RTDM

--

Managed Lane
Travel Time

Quantitative

Managed Lane
Travel Time

--

RTDM/HCS

HCS

Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT)

Quantitative

Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) by
facility type

--

RTDM

RTDM

Vehicle Hours
Traveled (VHT)

Quantitative

Vehicle Hours
Traveled (VHT) by
facility type

--

RTDM

RTDM

Vehicle Mobility
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Type (Quantitative
or Qualitative)

Performance
Measure/Metric

Step 1 Tool

Step 2 Tool

Step 3 Tool

Vehicle Mobility

Traffic Volume
Diversion

Quantitative

Daily traffic
volumes

--

RTDM

RTDM

Transit
Considerations

Transit Advantage

Qualitative

Provides/
accommodates
transit advantages
(yes/no)

Transit Feasibility
Study (TFS)

--

--

Quantitative

Runningway
Availability

--

Transit Feasibility
Study (TFS)

Transit Feasibility
Study (TFS)

Transit Ridership

Quantitative

Passengers per inservice hour
(PPISH)

Federal Transit
Administration
(FTA) STOPS
model, TFS
Service Plan

FTA STOPS model,
TFS Service Plan

FTA STOPS model,
TFS Service Plan

On-Time
Performance

Qualitative

Maintains transit
on-time
performance
(yes/no)

Reliability analysis

--

--

Transit Travel
Time

Quantitative

Transit travel time

FTA STOPS model

FTA STOPS model

FTA STOPS model

Mode Shift

Quantitative

Number of new
transit trips

--

FTA STOPS model

FTA STOPS model

Station Area
Activity

Quantitative

Activity within ½mile of transit
stations/stops

--

TFS station
selection memo

TFS station
selection memo

Likely Transit
Users

Quantitative

Ratio of % zero-car
households within
1/2 mile of
stations/stops to
% zero-car
households in the
region

--

TFS station
selection memo

TFS station
selection memo

Alternative Access
Location

Qualitative

Access located at
a preferred TFS
station location
(yes/no)

--

TFS station
selection memo

--

Draft Evaluation Criteria Report

2-14

Hwy 252/I-94 Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 2: Evaluation Process and Criteria

Category

Evaluation Criteria

Type (Quantitative
or Qualitative)

Performance
Measure/Metric

Step 1 Tool

Step 2 Tool

Step 3 Tool

Transit
Considerations

Transit Operating
and Maintenance
(O&M) Costs

Quantitative

Annual operating
and maintenance
costs

--

--

TFS O&M cost
estimate

Walkability/
Bikeability

Multi-Modal Level
of Service
(MMLOS)

Quantitative

MMLOS by
segment and
intersection

Oregon DOT
MMLOS
methodology

Oregon DOT
MMLOS
methodology

Oregon DOT
MMLOS
methodology

Pedestrian/Bicycle
Safety

Quantitative

Crash cost

--

Crash Modification
Clearing House

Crash Modification
Clearing House

Pedestrian
Network
Connectivity Index

Quantitative

Index/ranking

--

Google Maps/
GIS/Excel

Google Maps/
GIS/Excel

Regional
Transportation
Plans

Qualitative

Consistency with
regional
transportation
plans (yes/no)

--

Regional
transportation
plans

--

Return on
Investment

Quantitative

Benefit-cost ratio

--

--

Benefit-cost
analysis

Metropolitan
Council Five
Qualifying Criteria

Qualitative

Consistency with
five qualifying
criteria (yes/no)

--

--

Metropolitan
Council five
qualifying criteria

Community
Facilities

Qualitative

Risk of impacts to
community
facilities

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

--

Quantitative

Number of
community
facilities impacted

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Qualitative

Impacts to
community
cohesion
(expanded or new
barriers, changes
in neighborhood
traffic)

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

Concept Station
Layout

Additional
Considerations

Social, Economic,
Environmental
(SEE)
Considerations

Community
Cohesion
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Type (Quantitative
or Qualitative)

Performance
Measure/Metric

Step 1 Tool

Step 2 Tool

Step 3 Tool

Social, Economic,
Environmental
(SEE)
Considerations

Future Land Uses

Qualitative

Consistency with
future land uses
identified in local
comprehensive
plans

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing
Local land use
plans

Concept Station
Layout
Local land use
plans

Commute Travel
Times

Quantitative

Average number
of jobs accessible
in a 30-minute
travel time buffer

--

--

RTDM
Concept Station
Layout

Environmental
Justice (EJ)

Qualitative

Risk for
disproportionately
high and adverse
impacts to
minority and lowincome
populations

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

Concept Station
Layout

Quantitative

Number of parcels
affected and
relocations on
identified EJ
properties

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Project Costs

Quantitative

Dollars (right of
way, construction,
total estimate)

--

--

Concept Station
Layout
Excel

Right of Way

Qualitative

Risk for right of
way acquisition
and relocations

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

--

Quantitative

Number of parcels
affected and acres
of right of way

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Quantitative

Number of
residential and
commercial
relocations

--

--

Concept Station
Layout
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Type (Quantitative
or Qualitative)

Performance
Measure/Metric

Step 1 Tool

Step 2 Tool

Step 3 Tool

Social, Economic,
Environmental
(SEE)
Considerations

Section 4(f)
Involvement

Qualitative

Risk for potential
use of Section 4(f)
properties

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

Concept Station
Layout

Quantitative

Number and acres
of Section 4(f)
properties
impacted

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Historic Properties

Qualitative

Risk for potential
adverse effect to
known NRHP
eligible/listed
properties

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

Concept Station
Layout

Aquatic Resources

Qualitative

Risk for impacts to
wetlands and
other aquatic
resources

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

--

Quantitative

Number and acres
of wetlands
impacted

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Stormwater
Management

Quantitative

Area for ponding,
acres

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

100-year
Floodplains

Qualitative

Risk for floodplain
encroachment

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

--

Quantitative

Encroachment,
feet

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Qualitative

Risk for bluff
impact zone
encroachment

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

--

Quantitative

Encroachment,
acres

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Qualitative

Risk of shore
impact zone
encroachment

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

--

Mississippi River
Bluff Impact Zone

Mississippi River
Shore Impact
Zone
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Category

Evaluation Criteria

Type (Quantitative
or Qualitative)

Performance
Measure/Metric

Step 1 Tool

Step 2 Tool

Step 3 Tool

Social, Economic,
Environmental
(SEE)
Considerations

Mississippi River
Shore Impact
Zone

Quantitative

Encroachment,
acres

--

--

Concept Station
Layout

Mississippi River
Corridor Critical
Area

Qualitative

Consistency with
general
development
standards for
public facilities

--

Stick figure or
cartoon drawing

Concept Station
Layout
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2.2.1 Vehicle Safety Evaluation Criteria
Mainline Crashes
The vehicle safety performance of Highway 252 is considered deficient based on
number of crashes, crash rates, and crash indices. This vehicle safety issue will only
be compounded as volume on Highway 252 increases over the next 20 years. The
crash rates for the project segment of I-94 are statistically higher than the average
crash rate for urban freeways. This criterion will look at mainline Highway 252 and
I-94 crashes, regardless of whether they occur on freeway or arterial facilities.
Looking at mainline crashes in isolation will provide an important metric for
comparing the alternatives, especially with respect to facility type. The performance
measure/metric is crash cost. Mainline crashes will be considered in Step 1, Step 2,
and Step 3 of the evaluation process.

Intersection Crashes (non-mainline)
This analysis will consider crashes not occurring on mainline Highway 252 or I-94 to
assess the safety impact of each alternative on the local roadway system. Local
intersections as well as ramp terminal intersections will be included. The
performance measure/metric is crash cost. Intersection crashes (non-mainline) will
be considered in Step 1, Step 2, and Step 3 of the evaluation process.

Network Crashes
Highway 252 is anticipated to experience increasing congestion levels over the next
20 years and beyond. Increases in congestion along arterial and freeway segments can
lead to an increase in crashes, primarily rear-end type. By analyzing vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) for each segment for each scenario, this criterion will help to
understand how changes in VMT on segments within the study area increase or
decrease the anticipated number of crashes on segments within the study area.
Segments in the analysis will include freeway, arterial, and local roadway segments.
Including all types of roadway segments will ensure shifts in VMT from one facility
type to another are captured in the analysis. The performance measure/metric is
crash cost. Network crashes will be used in Step 2.

Conflict Points
This criterion will be used in Step 3 to assess the potential for vehicle safety concerns
when comparing access configurations. The number of conflict points at an
intersection is correlated to its potential for crashes. Considering opportunities to
minimize conflict points as part of the evaluation process will help to identify access
configurations with a potential for elevated safety risk.
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2.2.2 Vehicle Mobility Evaluation Criteria
Corridor Travel Time
The year 2040 RTDM will be used to calculate anticipated travel times along
Highway 252 and I-94. Corridor travel times for each of the corridor elements will
be developed using outputs from the RTDM in Step 1. Highway Capacity Software
(HCS)/Synchro will be used to develop corridor travel times in Step 2 and Step 3.
Corridor travel times will be prepared for general purpose lanes as well as managed
lanes for corridor alternatives that include managed lane facilities. These corridor
travel times can be used to describe the difference in user experience between travel
in general purpose lanes versus managed lanes.

Travel Time Reliability
A travel time reliability model was created for the No Build Alternative with the
purpose and need statement. This model will be used as a starting point to develop a
reliability model for each build element (where appropriate) in Step 1. The reliability
analysis in Step 1 will be geared towards addressing the elements associated with
facility type on Highway 252 and I-94. The purpose of the analysis during Step 1 will
be to compare Highway 252 and I-94 separately. Travel time reliability also will be
used in Step 2 and Step 3.

Intersection Level of Service
The FHWA Capacity Analysis for Planning of Junctions (CAP-X) tool will be used
to compute planning-level capacity assessments for intersections in Step 1 (e.g.,
below capacity, approaching capacity, above capacity). Highway Capacity Software
(HCS)/Synchro will be used to compute intersection LOS for mainline Highway 252
intersections for the arterial alternatives in Step 2 and Step 3. Intersection LOS is a
useful metric for comparing alternatives because delay (on which LOS is based) is
the primary contributor to user cost.

Segment Level of Service
Highway Capacity Software (HCS) will be used to compute segment LOS for I-94
and the Highway 252 alternatives. HCS will be used to compute segment LOS for
both freeway and non-freeway corridor alternatives. Segment LOS, which considers
delay, is a primary metric for comparing corridor alternatives. Segment LOS will be
used in Step 1, Step 2, and Step 3 of the evaluation process.
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Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio
An effective high-level analysis during the early stages of project development is
volume to capacity (V/C) ratio. This analysis takes a screen line approach to capacity
and looks at individual segments to identify any segments that are overcapacity based
on results from the RTDM. Using the base values of 2,000 vehicles per hour per lane
for freeway segments and 1,100 vehicles per hour per lane for arterial segments, a
V/C ratio will be computed in Step 1 for key segments along Highway 252 and I-94
to identify segments that would be nearing or exceeding capacity. Key segments will
be defined as segments between intersections and or interchanges along Highway
252 and I-94.

Person Throughput
Person throughput, or flow, is a pure measure of mobility. It is a very strong
indication of how effective a design alternative is at transporting objects from point
A to point B. Because the object being considered in this case is people and not
vehicles, this metric provides a true look at the value of an alternative inclusive of the
utilization of transit and high occupancy vehicles. Person throughput will be used in
Step 2.

Managed Lane Travel Time
Managed lane travel time is an important metric in assessing the value of alternatives
with managed lanes. This metric will be especially important in comparing
alternatives with and without a direct connection from a potential managed lane into
downtown Minneapolis. Managed lane travel times will be used in Step 2 and Step 3.

Vehicle Miles Traveled
Year 2040 forecast traffic volumes will be developed for each of the corridor
alternatives using the RTDM. The RTDM will be used to compute system vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) by facility type for each corridor alternative in Step 2 and Step
3. Typically, vehicles will travel farther to obtain an overall faster route to their
destination. This results in a system increase in miles traveled. Quantification of
VMT from the RTDM will be categorized as non-freeway or freeway to determine
the relative magnitude of expected benefits between corridor alternatives.

Vehicle Hours Traveled
Year 2040 forecast traffic volumes will be developed for each of the corridor
alternatives using the RTDM. The RTDM will be used to compute system vehicle
hours traveled (VHT) for each corridor alternative in Step 2 and Step 3. System VHT
helps give an indication on the impact to the overall system, opposed to only the
study corridor. In general, additional capacity added to a congested roadway segment
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will result in “backfilling”, where vehicles that previously avoided the corridor adjust
their travel patterns to use the expanded facility. This results in additional benefits to
the local roadway system that would not be captured if only the corridor mainline
was analyzed.

Traffic Volume Diversion
Traffic volume diversion is a metric that is used to determine the anticipated amount
of daily traffic that will divert from one roadway to another based on facility type and
access changes along a corridor. Volume diversion can be a useful tool when
comparing these types of changes to understand the impacts on roadways adjacent to
the project corridor. Diverted traffic can have adverse impacts on the surrounding
communities adjacent to the project corridor as those facilities may be of a lower
classification and may need to be improved in order to handle the increase in traffic.
Volume diversion will be used to compare alternatives back to the No Build scenario
in Step 2 and compare alternatives to other alternatives in Step 3.

2.2.3 Transit Considerations Evaluation Criteria
Transit evaluation criteria are based on established guidelines and performance
standards from the Metropolitan Council 2040 Transportation Policy Plan (2020 Update),
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Capital Investment Grants Program Interim Policy
Guidance, and Metropolitan Council Regional Transitway Guidelines.

Transit Advantage
Each transit option developed during the Transit Feasibility Study will be analyzed at
the corridor element level in Step 1 to determine if the alternative provides a transit
advantage within the project area. A transit advantage can be any geometric
configuration or operational technique that reduces travel time for transit vehicles.
Examples include things like dedicated transit lanes, bus-only shoulders, and queue
jump signals. The determination will be pulled from the Transit Feasibility Study and
will use a yes/no criterion where no is no transit advantages available to buses and
yes includes transit advantages available to buses.
Runningway availability will be used as a quantitative performance measure of transit
advantages in Step 2 and Step 3. According to the Regional Transitway Guidelines,
Highway BRT runningways are full-sized lanes within freeways or other multi-lane
highways designed to support traffic traveling at posted speeds of 45 miles per hour
(MPH) or greater. Using this definition, only managed lanes or full-sized Highway
BRT bus-shoulder lanes are considered runningways. Full-sized is defined as a
minimum of 10 feet wide or 11.5 feet wide on structures. Twelve-foot lanes are
desirable in areas of new construction or reconstruction. Corridor alternatives will be
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assessed for runningway/managed lane availability as a percentage of the total bus
route length on the corridor.

Transit Ridership
The Federal Transit Administration’s Simplified Trips on Project Software (STOPS)
model will be used to generate new transit trips for each alternative developed in the
Transit Feasibility Study, allowing for direct comparison between alternatives. The
STOPS model is a robust model that considers transit on-board survey data,
socioeconomic data, transit routes and schedules, and highway travel times as inputs,
allowing for reasonably detailed outputs. The STOPS model will be used for this
project because this is the model used by Metropolitan Council for regional
transitway studies in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. Transit ridership will be
used in Step 1, Step 2, and Step 3 of the evaluation process. The thresholds for
evaluating each alternative’s performance regarding new transit trips are taken from
the Federal Transit Administration’s Small Starts Guidance.

On-Time Performance
On-time performance will be evaluated in Step 1 using the reliability model described
above under vehicle mobility. Corridor elements that improve travel time reliability
compared to the No Build Alternative are expected to also improve on-time
performance for transit service.

Transit Travel Time
The Federal Transit Administration’s STOPS model will be used to assess transit
travel times. Transit travel times bus rapid transit and local bus service enhancements
will be compared to the regional average in-service travel speed for weekday local
bus service. For Fall 2019, the average in-service travel speed for weekday local bus
service was 14.4 MPH. Express bus service travel speeds will be compared to vehicle
speeds on Highway 252 and I-94. Transit travel times will be used in Step 1, Step 2,
and Step 3 of the evaluation process.

Mode Shift
Another way to gauge the benefit of transit is by assessing how much a new transit
line drives mode shift. In other words, how many trips may shift from driving,
walking, or biking to ride transit. Mode shift will be used in Step 2 and Step 3.

Station Area Activity
Station area activity is a regional standard that combines population and
employment. Activity includes residents, jobs, students, and retail and entertainment
space that contribute to an overall level of activity within a 10-minute walk or ½-mile
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of a station area (Metropolitan Council, 2040 Transportation Policy Plan, 2020 Update,
Chapter 3: Land Use and Local Planning). Station area activity will be used in Step 2
and Step 3.

Likely Transit Users
People who live in households with no car and low-income households are far more
likely to use transit for daily trips. Together these two groups are referred to as
“likely transit users”. Likely transit users are people who live in households within ½mile of a transit station or stop. Data on likely transit users is from the 2014-2018
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. When stations are more than one
mile apart, station area populations are discrete. When station areas overlap,
households are allocated between station areas. Likely transit users will be used in
Step 2 and Step 3.

Alternative Access Location
The number of access points and location of access can potentially impact transit,
including ridership, mode shift, and travel times. Access type/configuration also can
impact transit, and transit travel times can be impacted by roadway design. Increases
in transit travel times can result in lower ridership and mode shift. The Transit
Feasibility Study will identify preferred station locations along the Highway 252 and
I-94 corridors. Corridor alternatives will be evaluated in Step 2 based on whether
highway access is provided at a preferred station location.

Transit Operating and Maintenance Costs
Using unit costs provided by Metro Transit, the operating and maintenance cost
estimates are an estimate of the annual costs to operate each alternative and maintain
the buses used to operate the service. Operating and maintenance cost estimates are
based upon the service plan developed for each alternative in the Transit Feasibility
Study, which details the frequency and span of service on each route and any
changes to local or express routes in the area. Transit operating and maintenance
costs will be used in Step 3.

2.2.4 Walkability/Bikeability Evaluation Criteria
Multi Modal LOS (Segment and Intersection Analysis)
A multi modal level of service (MMLOS) analysis will be completed along the
Highway 252 and I-94 corridors following the methodology identified by the Oregon
Department of Transportation (DOT). This process uses a modified approach
derived from the HCM methodology and simplifies the inputs to create a predictive
MMLOS tool. Segment MMLOS and intersection MMLOS will be provided
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separately from one another for corridor alternatives. The MMLOS analysis will be
used in Step 1, Step 2, and Step 3 of the evaluation process.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety
The Highway 252 corridor has a history of fatal and serious injury crashes involving
pedestrians and or bicyclists. To quantify non-motorized safety improvements the
project will utilize the Crash Modification Clearing House to identify improvements
that increase pedestrian and bicycle safety. Crash modification factors will be applied
to the existing non-motorized crash rates within the project area under alternatives
that include identified improvements. The adjusted crash rates will be used to
calculate a crash cost associated with each corridor element and compared to the No
Build Alternative. Pedestrian/bicycle safety will be used in Step 2 and Step 3.

Pedestrian Network Connectivity Index
This criterion will help to gauge the usability of the travel network available for
pedestrian and bicycle use. The index score is measured by comparing the direct
distance between origins/destinations to the walking (or bicycling) distance from a
key land use to all other land use parcels within a given distance (often ½-mile). The
more direct the available walking/bicycling routes, the better the index score. Having
direct routes is important for improving walkability/bikeability because it improves
the attractiveness of this mode choice relative to motorized modes. The index will be
computed in Step 2 and Step 3 using spreadsheets with data retrieved from GIS and
Google Maps sources.

2.2.5 Additional Considerations
Consistency with Regional Transportation Plans
Corridor alternatives will be analyzed in Step 2 on a yes/no grading scale to evaluate
consistency with the strategies and investment direction identified in the
Metropolitan Council’s 2040 Transportation Policy Plan (TPP). While not a deciding
factor, a corridor alternative that is more consistent with regional plans may be more
favorable over a corridor alternative that is less consistent with regional plans.

Return on Investment
Return on investment will be analyzed for each corridor alternative in Step 3 to
determine the incremental benefit as compared to the No Build Alternative. While
this is not a direct ranking, the incremental benefit can be used as a metric when
comparing Step 3 alternatives.
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Metropolitan Council Five Qualifying Criteria
The five qualifying criteria will be used in Step 3 to verify that a corridor alternative
meets the criteria set forth by the Metropolitan Council. The five criteria include:
1. Additional interchange capacity should be considered only when it supports
Thrive MSP 2040 and the Transportation Policy Plan, and local
comprehensive plans approved by the Metropolitan Council.
2. Need for additional capacity or safety improvements must be demonstrated
and documented before a new interchange, new ramps or expanded ramp
capacity are considered.
3. Principal arterial system interchanges should only connect principal arterials
to other principal arterials or to an A-minor arterial as defined in the
functional classification system adopted by the Transportation Advisory
Board and approved by the Metropolitan Council.
4. When a new interchange is planned, an adequate complementary minor
arterial or collector system and frontage system should be planned to serve
local trips and access currently served by the highway.
5. Interchanges on the principal arterial system should be spaced at a minimum
of one mile (center to center). If it is determined appropriate to locate an
interchange at less than one mile apart or modify an existing interchange, the
safe operation of the main roadway must be maintained.

2.2.6 Social, Economic, and Environmental (SEE) Considerations
Social, economic, and environmental (SEE) impacts of the corridor alternatives will
be considered in Step 2 and Step 3 of the evaluation process. The SEE analysis will
use risk-based qualitative measures in Step 2 based on corridor alternative design
(i.e., stick figures and “cartoon” level drawings). Poor/Fair/Good ratings will be
identified based on whether a corridor alternative does or does not impact a resource
(see Section 2.1.2). The SEE analysis will use both qualitative and quantitative
measures based on Concept Station Layout designs in Step 3 as summarized below.
The No Build Alternative is used as the basis of comparison for the SEE evaluation
criteria.
The SEE evaluation criteria in Step 2 and Step 3 focus on those criteria that relate to
substantive environmental regulations (e.g., Section 4(f), Section 404 (wetlands), etc.)
and that reflect the project setting. There are evaluation criteria that are not
considered at the scoping-level in the Scoping phase. These include visual quality, air
quality, and traffic noise, among others. SEE criteria will be assessed with more
detailed design in Step 4 as part of the DEIS.
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Community Facilities
Community facilities will be identified in the project area using parcel data and
through coordination with local units of government. Corridor alternatives will be
assessed in Step 2 and Step 3 based on potential impacts to community facilities.

Community Cohesion
Community cohesion describes the pattern of connections within a community.
Highway 252 and I-94 are physical barriers to non-motorized travel and local traffic
in Brooklyn Park, Brooklyn Center, and Minneapolis. Corridor alternatives will be
assessed in Step 2 and Step 3 based on impacts to community cohesion, such as
expanding existing physical barriers, creating new physical barriers, maintaining
continuity of existing land uses, or increases in neighborhood traffic. Corridor
alternatives also will be assessed based on potential improvements to community
connectivity.

Future Land Uses
Future land uses will be identified in the project area using local comprehensive
plans. Corridor alternatives will be assessed in Step 2 and Step 3 based on
consistency with planned, future land uses.

Commute Travel Times
The regional travel demand model (RTDM) will be used in Step 3 to identify the
average number of jobs reached by a person based on a 30-minute commute.
Decreases in travel times along the corridor would increase the number of jobs that
can be accessed within this typical 30-minute commute travel time. Corridor
alternatives will be assessed based on the number of jobs accessible within a 30minute travel time buffer of the corridor alternative footprint.

Environmental Justice
The MnDOT Highway Project Development Process (HPDP) methodology, which
was developed in partnership with FHWA based on National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) requirements, will be used to identify low-income and minority
populations in the project area. Corridor alternatives will be assessed in Step 2 and
Step 3 based on impacts (parcels affected and relocations), if any, to these potential
environmental justice populations.
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Project Costs
Assessment of planning-level project cost estimates for corridor alternatives. This
assessment will be used in Step 3 to compare right of way costs, construction costs,
and total cost estimates.

Right of Way
Assessment of new right of way needed for each corridor alternative. Step 2 includes
a qualitative risk assessment of anticipated right of way acquisition and relocations.
Step 3 includes an assessment to compare the number of parcels impacted (partial,
full takes), number of acres, and number of residential and commercial relocations.

Section 4(f) Involvement
The project area will be evaluated for potential Section 4(f) properties using parcel
data and through coordination with property owners and FHWA. Each alternative
will be assessed in Step 2 and Step 3 for impacts to potential Section 4(f) properties.

Historic Properties
Historic properties previously determined eligible or listed on the National Register
of Historic Place (NRHP) will be identified through a literature review of existing or
previously surveyed properties in coordination with MnDOT Cultural Resources
Unit (CRU). Corridor alternatives will be assessed in Step 2 and Step 3 for potential
adverse effects to NRHP-eligible or listed properties.

Aquatic Resources
A Level 2 wetland delineation was previously completed for the project area in 2018.
Wetland boundaries were approved by MnDOT in 2019. Delineated wetlands will be
supplemented with data from the National Wetlands Inventory from the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources where necessary. Step 2 includes a qualitative risk
assessment for impacts to aquatic resources. Corridor alternatives will be evaluated in
Step 3 for acres of impacts to aquatic resources.

Floodplains
Floodplains will be identified in the project study area from FEMA mapping and
available GIS sources. Step 2 includes a qualitative risk assessment for floodplain
encroachment. Corridor alternatives will be evaluated in Step 3 for linear feet of
encroachment (longitudinal, transverse) to 100-year floodplains.
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Mississippi River Bluff Impact Zone
The Mississippi River bluff impact zone will be identified in the project area using
GIS data from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Step 2 includes a
qualitative risk assessment for bluff impact zone encroachment. Corridor alternatives
will be evaluated in Step 3 for acres of encroachment into the bluff impact zone.

Mississippi River Shore Impact Zone
The Mississippi River shore impact zone will be identified in the project area using
GIS data from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Step 2 includes a
qualitative risk assessment for shore impact zone encroachment. Corridor
alternatives will be evaluated in Step 3 for acres of encroachment into the shore
impact zone.

Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area
Minnesota Rules 6106.0130 identifies the general development standards for public
facilities within the Mississippi River Corridor Critical Area (MRCCA) boundaries.
Corridor alternatives will be assessed in Step 2 and Step 3 for consistency with
general design standards for public facilities under Minnesota Rules 6106.0130,
Subp. 3.

Mississippi National River and Recreation Area
The Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) boundaries coincide
with the MRCCA. The National Park Service (NPS) promotes protection,
preservation, enhancement, and enjoyment of the Mississippi National River and
Recreation Area through cooperative planning, management, and coordination. The
SEE criteria listed above and considered in Step 4 with the DEIS reflect the interests
identified by NPS for the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area.

2.3 Step 4 Evaluation Criteria
2.3.1 Step 4 Evaluation, First Phase
Step 4 of the evaluation process includes two phases. The first phase includes the
further evaluation of access types/configurations on Highway 252. Preliminary
design-level layouts will be developed for each remaining access type/configuration.
Access types/configurations will then be evaluated using both quantitative and
qualitative measures. The outcome of the first phase of Step 4 is the identification of
a preferred access type/configuration for each access location on Highway 252. The
analysis results from this first phase of Step 4 will be documented in a technical
memorandum and attached to the DEIS.
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Table 2.3 identifies the evaluation criteria, measurements/metrics, and analysis tools
used with each criterion in the first phase of Step 4.
Table 2.3 Step 4 First Phase Evaluation Criteria
Issue Category

Evaluation Criteria

Performance
Measure/Metric

Type (Qualitative
or Quantitative)

Tool

Vehicle Safety

Mainline crashes

Crash cost

Quantitative

RTDM/HSM

Intersection
crashes (nonmainline)

Crash cost

Quantitative

RTDM/HSM

Conflict points

Number of
conflict points

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Intersection LOS

Intersection LOS

Quantitative

VISSIM

Segment LOS

Segment LOS

Quantitative

VISSIM

Pedestrian/Bicycle
Safety

Crash Cost

Quantitative

Crash
Modification
Clearinghouse

Multi Modal LOS
(MMLOS)

MMLOS by
intersection and
segment

Quantitative

Oregon DOT
MMLOS
Methodology

Community
Facilities

Number of
community
facilities
impacted

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Community
Cohesion

Impacts to
community
cohesion

Qualitative

Preliminary
design layout

Environmental
Justice

Risk for high and
adverse impacts
to minority and
low-income
populations

Qualitative

Preliminary
design layout

Number of
parcels affected
and relocations
on identified EJ
properties

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Future Land Uses

Consistency with
future land uses
identified in local
comprehensive
plans

Qualitative

Preliminary
design layout
Local land use
plans

Historic Properties

Risk for potential
adverse effect to
known NRHP
eligible/listed
properties

Qualitative

Preliminary
design layout
Cultural resource
investigations

Vehicle Mobility
Walkability/
Bikeability

Social, Economic,
Environmental
(SEE)
Considerations
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Issue Category

Evaluation Criteria

Performance
Measure/Metric

Type (Qualitative
or Quantitative)

Tool

Social, Economic,
Environmental
(SEE)
Considerations

Project Costs

Dollars (right of
way cost
estimate,
construction cost
estimate, total
estimate)

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout
Excel

Right of Way

Acres of right of
way and number
of parcels
affected

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Number of
residential and
commercial
relocations

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Section 4(f)
Involvement

Risk for potential
use of Section
4(f) properties
beyond de
minimis

Qualitative

Preliminary
design layout

Section 4(f)
Involvement

Number and
acres of Section
4(f) resources
impacted

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Aquatic Resources

Impacts to
wetlands and
other aquatic
resources, acres

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Stormwater
Management

Area for ponding,
acres

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

100-year
Floodplains

Encroachment,
feet

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Mississippi River
Bluff Impact Zone

Encroachment,
acres

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Mississippi River
Shore Impact
Zone

Encroachment,
acres

Quantitative

Preliminary
design layout

Mississippi River
Corridor Critical
Area

Consistency with
general design
standards for
public facilities

Qualitative

Preliminary
design layout

2.3.2 Step 4 Evaluation, Second Phase
The second phase of Step 4 in the evaluation process is the DEIS evaluation of the
No Build Alternative and Build Alternatives. Preliminary design-level layouts will be
developed for each Build Alternative with the corridor alternatives from Step 3 and
the preferred access type/configuration from the first phase of Step 4. The No Build
Alternative will be used as the basis of comparison of Build Alternatives in the
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DEIS. The outcome of Step 4 is the identification of a preferred alternative for the
Highway 252/I-94 Project.
Build Alternatives will be evaluated in the DEIS based on their relative ability to
address the purpose and need for the project. Table 2.4 identifies likely impact areas
to be encountered with the Highway 252/I-94 Project. 1 Data sources and analysis
methodologies for SEE impact areas will be identified in the SD/DSDD. Analysis
methodologies will be provided to Cooperating and Participating Agencies for
review and comment and may change based on agency feedback. The organization
of Table 2.4 is based on an anticipated outline for the DEIS. Supporting technical
studies will be attached to the DEIS as appendices and will provide detailed analyses
of the Build Alternatives (e.g., traffic forecasts and system impacts, visual impact
assessment, traffic noise analysis, etc.).
Table 2.4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Evaluation Criteria
DEIS Outline

Impact Area

Evaluation Criteria

Executive Summary

Not applicable (N/A)

N/A

Introduction, Background
Information Regarding NEPA &
MEPA

N/A

N/A

Purpose and Need for Proposed
Action

N/A

Vehicle safety, vehicle mobility,
walkability/bikeability and
transit considerations
evaluation criteria from Step 1

Alternatives Description (No
Build Alternative and Build
Alternatives)

N/A

N/A

Transportation System

Vehicular Traffic

Transportation system impacts.
Includes qualitative and
quantitative evaluation criteria
from Step 1 through Step 3, as
well as additional factors (e.g.,
emergency response times,
changes in access, etc.)

Pedestrians and Bicycles
Transit

Social and Economic

1

Social Impacts

Changes in neighborhood and
community cohesion
Impacts to schools, religious
facilities, recreation areas, etc.

Federal Highway Administration. FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.A. Guidance for Preparing and Processing

Environmental and Section 4(f) Document available at
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/nepa/guidance_preparing_env_documents.aspx.
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DEIS Outline

Impact Area

Evaluation Criteria

Social and Economic

Social Impacts

Impacts to sensitive groups
(children, elderly, handicapped,
transit-dependent populations)
Impacts to community facilities
and services (emergency
response times)

Right of Way

Amount of right of way
acquisition
Amount of temporary
easements
Number of residential and
commercial relocations

Economics

Economic impacts (impacts to
business activity/commercial
impacts)
Fiscal impacts

Environmental Justice

Disproportionately high and
adverse impacts to minority and
low-income populations (topics
include visual quality, air
quality, noise, traffic, parking,
access, right of way acquisition
and relocations, etc.)

Land Use Impacts

Consistency with local and
regional plans

Mississippi River Corridor
Critical Area (MRCCA)

Consistency with MRCCA
general development standards
for public facilities
Impacts within MRCCA
boundaries, including bluff
impact zone and shore impact
zone

Visual Quality

Visual Impacts

MnDOT Visual Impact
Assessment (VIA) process

Physical Impacts

Air Quality (1)

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) criteria
pollutants
Carbon monoxide (CO) hot-spot
analysis
Quantitative MSAT analysis

Traffic Noise Analysis

Number of impacted receptors
(approaching and exceeding
Federal noise abatement
criteria, substantial increases in
traffic noise levels)

Contaminated Properties

Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA), impacts to
medium and high potential sites

Threatened and Endangered
Species, Federal

Section 7, Endangered Species
Act finding (adverse effects to
federally-listed species and
critical habitat)

Land Use

Natural Environment
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DEIS Outline

Impact Area

Evaluation Criteria

Natural Environment

Threatened and Endangered
Species, State

Impacts to state-listed species
and critical habitat

Fish and Wildlife

Impacts to fish and wildlife,
habitat

Stormwater Management
(Water Quality and Quantity)

Increases in impervious surface
Impacts to water quality and
quantity
Amount of area needed for
stormwater management,
identify stormwater BMPs

Groundwater

Impacts to groundwater

Floodplains

Longitudinal and/or transverse
floodplain encroachments

Wetlands and Other Aquatic
Resources

Impacts to wetland basins and
other aquatic resources
Impacts to DNR public waters

Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources

Section 106, National Historic
Preservation Act (adverse
effects to NRHP-eligible or listed
properties)

Section 4(f) Involvement

Section 4(f) Involvement

Use of Section 4(f) resources
Section 4(f) Temporary
Occupancy

Construction Impacts

Temporary, Short-term
Construction Impacts

Dust, air, noise, vibrations,
erosion control, etc.
Traffic detours and changes in
access
Impacts to transportation
system during construction
(trunk highways, local
roadways, transit)

Potential Cumulative Effects

Potential Cumulative Effects

Potential cumulative effects
analysis of build alternatives
(State MEPA requirement) (2)

Relationship of Local Shortterm Uses vs. Long-term
Productivity

N/A

N/A

Irreversible and Irretrievable
Commitment of Resources

N/A

N/A

Permits and Approvals
Required

N/A

N/A

Water Resources

(1) The air quality analysis will include a greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis following MnDOT requirements. The GHG
analysis will be prepared for the preferred alternative. The GHG analysis is intended for disclosure purposes only and
is not a selection criterion for identifying a preferred alternative.
(2) New Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, effective September 14, 2020, repealed cumulative
impacts as defined in 40 CFR 1508.7 (1978). See 40 CFR 1508.1(g).
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Example Design Detail Graphics

Draft Evaluation Criteria Report

Hwy 252/I-94 Environmental Impact Statement

Appendix A: Example Design Detail Graphics

Figure A.1 Example Design Detail, Stick Figure

Figure A.2 Example Design Detail, Cartoon Drawing
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Appendix A: Example Design Detail Graphics

Figure A.3 Example Design Detail, Concept Station Layout

Figure A.4 Example Design Detail, Preliminary Design Alternative Layout
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