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Purpose and Need
Introduction – Purpose and Need Overview
The purpose and need statement explains why an
agency, the Minnesota Department of Transportation
(MnDOT) in this case, is undertaking a project or a
program of projects and what its objectives are. The
“need” identifies the transportation problems or
deficiencies. The “purpose” is a broad statement of the
primary intended transportation results to be achieved
by a proposed transportation improvement.

Purpose and Need Detailed
Information
This document provides a summary of the
Draft Purpose and Need in Conjunction with
the Statement of Goals Technical Report
(Purpose and Need Report). The Purpose
and Need Report extensively documents the
facts and data that support each problem or
unsatisfactory condition identified in the
purpose and need for the I-94 program. The
Purpose and Need Report is available in its
entirety upon request.

The purpose and need statement also provides the
basis for developing evaluation criteria (the measures
by which different alternatives will be evaluated),
identifying a range of alternatives, and selecting the
preferred alternative. It limits the range of alternatives
which may be considered reasonable and prudent, consistent with environmental process requirements.
Alternatives that do not meet the project purpose and need should not be further studied, as they do
not achieve what needs to be done (Figure 1).
This summary of the Purpose and Need Report
discusses the transportation problems of
Interstate 94 (I-94) in the cities of Minneapolis
and Saint Paul (Figure 2) that will lead to the
development of a program of projects (the
“need” for the program) and why those needs
should be addressed (the “purpose”). The
purpose and need statement will evolve as new
information is obtained, including input from
the public.

Figure 1 - Role of Purpose and Need

Corridor History
I-94 in the Twin Cities was constructed in the
1960s. Like many interstate projects in urbanized areas, the new corridor went through impoverished
areas or neighborhoods with limited political power. As a result, many homes and businesses were
removed and neighborhoods along I-94 became disconnected. This created significant distrust between
the cities, counties, residents, businesses, and property owners and the agency that would become
MnDOT. In 2015, MnDOT’s Commissioner at the time, Charles Zelle, acknowledged that past
transportation policies and practices had disrupted neighborhoods along the corridor and that the
department would do better. In 2016, MnDOT began studying I-94 under the “Rethinking I-94” process.
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Figure 2 - I-94 Program Area in Minneapolis and Saint Paul

Rethinking I-94 Phase 1 was a two-year study to gather information to assist in the development of a
transportation purpose and need as well as define other opportunities for community investments to
improve overall livability. Phase 1 included public engagement, meetings with stakeholders, and
coordination with partner agencies. Phase 1 addressed a wide range of factors to improve the
transportation corridor itself, as well as address broader community livability goals and objectives that
prioritize the wellbeing of those that live, work and recreate near the corridor.
As the project moves into Rethinking I-94 Phase 2, the work will include two paths that will inform each
other at key points. The first path is the environmental documentation process. This path focuses on
transportation elements of Rethinking I-94. The environmental process must focus on transportation
needs per environmental regulations. The focus on transportation needs does not preclude achieving
some of the broader community goals, such as creating a sense of place, and improving connections,
identified in Phase 1.
The second path focuses on broader community goals and objectives—referred to as the Livability
Framework in Phase 1—where MnDOT may not be the leader. MnDOT is working with stakeholders,
coordinating agencies and other organizations to advance objectives beyond transportation. Efforts are
underway to address goals associated with health and the environment, economics, sense of place,
safety, connections, equity and trust.
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Program Area
I-94 is an integral part of the freeway system in the Twin Cities. It links the state’s two largest cities—
Minneapolis and Saint Paul—and their respective downtowns along with the University of Minnesota
and other educational institutions. I-94 serves statewide traffic through the metro area to Greater
Minnesota and adjacent states. Ultimately, I-94 links Minnesota to Billings, Montana to the west and
Port Huron, Michigan to the east.

Program Area

This document uses the term program area to refer to the
portion of I-94 between I-35W/Trunk Highway (TH) 55 in
Minneapolis and Marion Street in Saint Paul
(approximately seven and a half miles) as well as the
connecting access points to the corridor. Figure 2 shows
this area. The limits extend approximately a quarter of a
mile on either side of I-94. These limits are identified in a
draft logical termini memo.1

The overall area studied is referred to as
the program area rather than project
area because it is anticipated that there
will be several projects that will be
constructed over the 20-year time
horizon following the completion of the
environmental documentation process.

Neighborhoods on either side of I-94 are made up of a diverse mix of residents, businesses, religious and
educational institutions, and entertainment zones. According to recent socio-economic data, there are
approximately 34,000 residents, 1,300 businesses, and 27,000 jobs in the program area within onequarter mile of either side of I-94.

Needs for I-94 Program of Projects
This section discusses the transportation needs in the program area. The needs are split into two
subcategories, primary needs and secondary needs. Primary needs are the main transportation
problems (why MnDOT is proposing a program of projects). Secondary needs are other opportunities for
improvement that should be addressed as part of the program of projects but are not the driving force
behind the projects. They are all problems to be addressed by the program of projects. Primary and
secondary needs are listed below and discussed in greater detail in the subsections that follow.

Primary Needs

Secondary Needs

Pavement condition
Bridge condition
Retaining wall condition
Safety
Mobility

Walkability and bikeability
Safety on intersecting streets
Drainage infrastructure condition
Noise wall condition
Drainage capacity

Primary Needs
Primary Need: Pavement Condition
The subsurface on I-94 in the program area has not been replaced since the highway was built in the
1960s and is at the end of its useful life. This contributes to highway deterioration and poor surface
condition. To address these conditions, MnDOT resurfaces I-94 every seven years. MnDOT usually

1

Logical termini are the rational endpoints for a transportation improvement. See Rethinking I-94 Phase 2 – Draft
Logical Termini and Independent Utility. WSB – December 20, 2019.
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resurfaces freeways like I-94 every 13-17 years.2 That seven-year cycle is expected to shorten, so it could
be on a six-year cycle within the next few years. Figure 3 represents the current cycle of pavement
deterioration on I-94 in the program area. Even with this schedule, MnDOT’s Maintenance Unit allocates
substantial resources for maintenance activities Figure 3 - Pavement Deterioration
between the resurfacing projects. The roadway
deterioration has resulted in a road surface that
is uneven, rough and cracked. Regular mill and
overlays3 provide limited benefits and interrupt
traffic flow and cause travel delays.
MnDOT uses four measures to document the
pavement condition of its roadways. The
measures include:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Ride quality index (RQI)
Remaining service life (RSL)
Surface rating (SR)
Pavement quality index (PQI)

Each of the measures describe an aspect of pavement condition and can be used to rank pavement
sections and predict the need for future maintenance and reconstruction activities. Figure 4 summarizes
the pavement condition measures for I-94 within the program area by their respective rating scales.4

Figure 4 - Pavement Condition

Note: No pavement had an RSL of 1-3 years or 5-6 years.

MnDOT rates pavement smoothness using RQI. As shown in Figure 4, 89 percent of the pavement has an
RQI rating of fair, meaning the road will need work before the end of the seven-year resurfacing cycle to
2

Source: Table 910.2 of MnDOT Pavement Design Manual, July 15, 2015
The process of removing a layer of laid asphalt (milling) and laying down new asphalt (overlay). Source: MnDOT
website, Road Knowledge “Mill and Overlay,” https://www.dot.state.mn.us/information/roads/mill-overlay.html.
4
See Section 4.1.1.2 in the Purpose and Need Report for a discussion on the use of ratings for the I-94 Program’s
needs analysis.
3
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maintain its smoothness. RSL identifies the amount of time before a road reaches the end of its design
life. Fifty-eight percent of the pavement has approximately four years of RSL, which is considered a fair
rating, approaching poor, while twenty percent of the pavement has zero years of RSL. None of the
program area has a good RSL rating.
SR measures pavement distress, or the severity of defects on the pavement surface. All of I-94 within
the program area is currently considered to have a good rating based on SR. This rating is somewhat
misleading in that the seven-year cycle of mill and overlay projects and maintenance activities described
above keep this particular rating at a good level when initially completed. Finally, PQI represents overall
pavement quality. Nearly 95 percent of pavement on I-94 within the program area has a PQI that is
considered in good condition, with only five percent in fair condition. However, similar to SR, PQI
remains high because of a maintenance schedule that is more frequent than would normally be
expected.
In summary, the roadway subsurface along I-94 in the program area is beyond its useful life.

Primary Need: Bridge Condition5
MnDOT has a robust system for monitoring, evaluating, rating, and reporting on bridges. Many of the
bridges located on or over I-94 have problems. This section provides a broad overview of current bridge
conditions in the program area.
The primary source of data for bridge condition is the National Bridge Inventory (NBI) which is based on
bridge inspections performed by trained individuals. Measures that are used to indicate the condition of
a bridge in the NBI include:
▪
▪
▪

Deck condition
Superstructure condition
Substructure condition

The scale ratings for each of these
components (Major Bridge
Components inset) are from 0 to
9, with 9 indicating excellent and 0
indicating failed condition. Bridges
with condition ratings of 7-9 fall
under preventive maintenance
(PM); bridges with a rating of 6-7
are classified as PM or a major
preservation (MP); and bridges
with a rating of 5 or lower fall
under the rehabilitation (rehab) or
replacement categories.

Major Bridge Components
MnDOT maintains a conditions database for bridges under their
jurisdiction. This includes ratings based on the condition of
three major bridge components: deck, superstructure, and
substructure (see figure below).

Source: FHWA

5

Additional detail regarding bridge condition on I-94 can be found in Rethinking I-94 Phase 2 – Bridge
Infrastructure Summary. WSB – July 31, 2019.
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Thirty-eight of the 45 bridges within the program area currently have at least one of their key structural
elements with a condition rating of 6 or below. Figure 5 shows the location of these bridges. Riverside
Avenue (Bridge 9421) is the only bridge with a rating of 4 or below in the program area.

Figure 5 - Bridges with Deck, Superstructure or Substructure Rating of 6 or Lower

To prepare for and identify when bridge investments will be needed, MnDOT uses the bridge
replacement and improvement management (BRIM) tool to identify future work types, costs and
schedules for a 20-year period. Figure 6 shows the MnDOT bridges expected to need major
improvements in the 2024-2045 timeframe based on the BRIM tool. This is planning-level information.
Additional data and analysis will be needed to identify appropriate improvements closer to the
estimated timeframe. The Purpose and Need Report contains a list and map of every bridge over/under
I-94 in the program area and includes information regarding the bridge number, location, ownership,
programmed improvements and need for additional work by 2040.6
In summary, many of the bridges located on or over I-94 in the program area have problems and will
need work within the next 20 years.

Figure 6 - Future Bridge Needs

6

See Purpose and Need Report - Attachment C for a list and map of bridges along I-94 in the program area.
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Primary Need: Retaining Wall Condition
The condition of retaining walls is important to
MnDOT. The function of a retaining wall is to hold
soil in place. Should a retaining wall fail, the
roadway could be impacted physically and
operationally (traffic lanes on I-94 could become
blocked). In addition, impacts could occur to
adjacent properties. Retaining wall condition is
divided into three basic components: main
structure, foundation, and channel/channel
protection. Main structure and foundation are
applicable to walls along I-94 and are shown in
Figure 7 (none of the retaining walls in the I-94
corridor are adjacent to water channels).

Figure 7 - Retaining Wall Components

Like bridges, major preservation refers to activities
beyond ordinary maintenance that are intended to slow or stop the deterioration of key elements. They
prolong the life of and maintain the features of the wall. Rehabilitation activities are those that improve
the condition of key elements. Replacement involves removing the wall and building a new one.
Existing wall conditions are generally good. There are three walls in fair condition which suggests
activities beyond ordinary maintenance are needed, and one wall in poor condition which suggests that
the wall should be evaluated for rehabilitation or replacement. Figure 8 shows walls in fair and poor
condition. For the walls that are in fair or poor condition, a consequence of failure was identified. If
walls that are currently in fair or poor condition fail, there is the potential for at least partial blockage of
I-94 travel lanes at two locations.
In summary, there are three walls in need of major preservation or rehabilitation and one wall in need
of rehabilitation or replacement to avoid impacts caused by a potential wall failure.

Figure 8 - Retaining Walls in Fair or Poor Condition
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Primary Need: Safety7
Safety is a priority for all transportation agencies. I-94 has
historically had a high number of crashes, with many being
severe in nature. Crashes on the highway or at
interchanges can indicate design conditions that need to be
addressed or reflect poor traffic conditions (congestion).
Crash information for the period January 1, 2016 through
December 31, 2018 was used to conduct a safety analysis
of the program area.
There are three primary measures that are used to evaluate
safety (Safety Terms inset). These include:
▪
▪
▪

Segment crash rate
Intersection crash rate
Critical crash rate

Safety Terms
Segment crash rate - The number of
crashes per million vehicle miles
traveled over a given period of time
on the highway.
Intersection crash rate - The
number of crashes per million
entering vehicles at an intersection
over a given period of time.
Critical crash rate - A weighted
average crash rate for similar
intersections or segments that
accommodates the natural
fluctuation in crashes and allows for
the assessment of the relative safety
of an individual segment or
intersection.

To better understand how good or bad a section of
highway or intersection is in terms of safety, it is compared
to other similar locations. A location that has a crash rate
exceeding the critical crash rate is considered to have a safety problem. Calculated crash rates for
program area segments range from 1.27 to 2.30 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled. These rates
exceed the critical crash rates that range from 1.01 to 1.04 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled.8

Figure 9 - Crash Types

Crash data is categorized by what types of
crashes are occurring. There are three crash
types that account for nearly 94 percent of the
2,169 crashes between 2016 and 2018. These
include rear end, sideswipe, and ran off the
road crashes (Figure 9).
The crash data was also reviewed in terms of
severity (Crash Severity inset). Within the
program area 79 percent (1,721) of the crashes
are property damage only crashes. Fatal crashes
(3) account for less than 1 percent of the
crashes and injury crashes (Types A, B, and C)
account for slightly over 20 percent (446) of the
crashes.

7

See Secondary Need: Safety on Intersecting Streets for a discussion on safety for vehicles and non-motorized
users (pedestrians, bicyclists, etc.) along intersecting streets with access to I-94.
8
Critical crash rates were calculated based on statewide average crash rates for an urban freeway obtained from
2015 MnDOT Green Sheets (safety tracking spreadsheets using 2013-2015 crash data). Critical crash rates in this
section will be updated when Green Sheets with 2016-2018 statewide average crash rate data become available.
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Because there are so many crashes, and multiple conditions on I-94 that contribute to safety problems,
exact causes of crashes cannot be easily categorized. Congestion and deficiencies that may be
considered contributing factors to crashes include:
limited stopping sight distance; deficient ramp
Crash Severity
acceleration and deceleration lengths; weaving
Fatal - Someone in one of the vehicles involved
areas; left-side ramps; and access spacing.9
in the crash is killed.
Type A - Someone in one of the vehicles involved
in the crash suffers from an incapacitating injury.
Type B - Someone in one of the vehicles involved
in the crash has an injury, but it is not as severe
as an incapacitating injury.
Type C - Someone in one of the vehicles is likely
to have suffered an injury.
Property damage - No one is injured in the
crash, the vehicle(s) have damage.

Unlike the highway, the interchanges within the
program area generally do not experience crash
rates above the critical crash rate. The only
interchange that has a crash rate above the critical
crash rate is the I-94 interchange with I-35W/TH
55. There were 468 crashes at this location
between 2016 and 2018. Approximately 87
percent of these crashes were property damage
only, 13 percent resulted in an injury of some type,
and one percent resulted in a fatality. Crashes at
this location may have been influenced by
construction on I-35.

In summary, the full length of I-94 within the program area and one interchange have a demonstrated
crash problem.

Primary Need: Mobility
Mobility, the ability of a person or people to travel
from one place to another, on I-94 within the program
area is considered deficient due to congestion
problems during the morning and afternoon travel
times. The problems include items listed below, which
are detailed on the following pages.
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Poor level of service (LOS)
Multiple hours of congestion
Reduced travel speeds
Increases in vehicle delay
Poor travel time reliability

Mobility is expected to get worse in the future.
Mobility problems impact all modes that use I-94:
cars, freight and transit.

Mobility Terms
Level of Service (LOS) - A grading system of
driver experience from A to F, with A being
the best and F being the worst (source:
MnDOT).
Congestion - Traffic flowing at speeds less
than or equal to 45 mph (source: MnDOT).
Peak Period/Peak Travel Times - Unless
otherwise noted, morning/AM peak period
is 6:00–10:00 AM and afternoon/PM peak
period is 2:00–7:00 PM.
Capacity - The number of vehicles a
roadway is designed to carry within a
specific amount of time.

Poor level of service: Existing LOS was calculated to provide a baseline understanding of traffic
conditions for all travelers, including transit riders. The LOS for freeway segments is based on vehicle

9

See Section 4.1.4.4.1 in the Purpose and Need Report for more details on locations of these deficiencies.

Rethinking I-94 Phase 2
Draft Purpose and Need Statement Summary – February 2021

RETHINKING I-94 | Page 9 of 19

density, measured in terms of vehicles per lane, per hour and represented on a scale of LOS A (freeflow) to LOS F (congested). Figure 10 shows the different levels of service.

Figure 10 - LOS Reference

Level of Service A: Free-flow traffic with individual users virtually

Level of Service B: Stable traffic flow with a high degree of freedom

unaffected by the presence of others in the traffic stream.

to select speed and operating conditions but with some influence
from other users.

Level of Service C: Restricted flow that remains stable but with

Level of Service D: High-density flow in which speed and freedom

significant interactions with others in the traffic stream. The general
level of comfort and convenience declines noticeably at this level.

to maneuver are severely restricted and comfort and convenience
have declined even though flow remains stable.

Level of Service E: Unstable flow at or near capacity levels with

Level of Service F: Forced traffic flow in which the amount of traffic

poor levels of comfort and convenience.

approaching a point exceeds the amount that can be served. LOS F is
characterized by stop-and-go waves, poor travel times, low comfort
and convenience, and increased accident exposure.

Source: FHWA and WSB
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Many areas experience LOS F during the morning and afternoon peak periods. In general, westbound I94 has poor LOS during both the morning and afternoon periods. Eastbound I-94 has poor LOS during
the afternoon period. LOS E-F conditions can extend for 2-4 hours at various locations. This congestion is
caused by numerous factors, including design configurations, weaving movements, left exits and
entrances, and access spacing.10
Multiple hours of congestion: Congestion affects all traffic. Cars, freight, and transit vehicles in travel
lanes are impacted directly, and the speed of transit vehicles in bus shoulder lanes (where available) is
limited by the speed of adjacent traffic.
The Metropolitan Freeway System Congestion Report (Report), which documents miles and hours of
congestion, identified varying hours of congestion along I-94. Reports for 2015 and 2018 generally show
more hours of congestion during the morning period for westbound traffic and in the afternoon period
for eastbound traffic. Figures 11-12 show AM and PM congestion on I-94 in the program area for 2018.

Figure 11 - 2018 AM Recurring Congestion

Figure 12 - 2018 PM Recurring Congestion

Reduced travel speeds: Figure 13 illustrates changes in vehicle speed. Intersecting streets are listed
from west to east across the bottom of each graph, and each line represents speeds during one hour of
either the morning or afternoon peak period. In general, the slowest vehicle speeds in the program area

10

Additional detail regarding existing traffic characteristics, including critical weaving movements can be found in
Rethinking I-94 Phase 2 – Existing Traffic Conditions and Operations Deficiencies. WSB – August 26, 2019.
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are recorded during the afternoon peak period in both eastbound and westbound directions. Three
locations create bottlenecks which impact vehicle speed in both directions: the Lowry Hill Tunnel (west
of western program limits); TH 280; and Snelling Avenue. This trend was also recognized for buses along
I-94.

Figure 13 - Vehicle Speeds

Source: National Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS)

Increases in vehicle delay: Total vehicle delay is the difference between the congested travel time for
vehicles and the travel time at posted speeds. Person delay is similar to vehicle delay, but it incorporates
vehicle occupancy (number of individuals per vehicle) to better describe the total hours of delay
experienced by all travelers.
Figure 14 represents current and future cumulative hours of daily delay on I-94 and in the region. These
delays were also exhibited by buses along I-94. It is important to note that the delay increases much
more across the region than it does within the corridor. This is likely because I-94 experiences significant
congestion today and is not capable of accommodating higher volumes. As a result, some of the traffic
that might use I-94 diverts to other roadways, increasing congestion on those routes.
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Poor travel time reliability: Travel time reliability is “the
consistency or dependability in travel times, as measured
from day-to-day and/or across different times of day.”11
Travelers—whether they are vehicle drivers, transit
riders, or freight haulers—want consistent and
dependable travel times. Planning Time Index (PTI)
provides a simple measure of reliability. A PTI value of 2
means that for a trip that takes 30 minutes in
uncongested conditions, a traveler should allow 60
minutes to arrive on time during periods of congestion.

Figure 14 - Daily Vehicle Delay

PTI for eastbound I-94 ranges from 1.09–1.19 in the
morning peak and 2.98–3.26 in the afternoon peak. PTI
for westbound I-94 in the program area ranges from
1.81–2.16 in the morning peak and 1.26–3.91 in the
afternoon peak. It should be noted that congestion on
the corridor is affected by spillover congestion from
outside the program area. Reliability generally becomes
worse in the future.
Safety, access spacing and weaving, including two-sided weaving are factors that have a negative impact
on traffic flow. The loss of a travel lane at Snelling Avenue and the Lowry Hill Tunnel reduce capacity
along the corridor and contribute to congestion problems.
In summary, I-94 in the program area has a demonstrated mobility problem based on poor LOS,
multiple hours of congestion, reduced vehicle speeds, increases in vehicle- and person-delay, and poor
travel time reliability.

Secondary Needs
Secondary Need: Walkability and Bikeability
The construction of I-94 severed a regularly spaced grid of local streets through neighborhoods and
replaced it with fewer streets that cross the freeway with more traffic. Despite the reduction in local
streets, the existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle network within the I-94 corridor is fairly
extensive. There are opportunities to cross the corridor on roads and standalone pedestrian facilities
under the jurisdiction of cities, counties and MnDOT. Local agencies have begun installing dedicated
bicycle facilities across I-94 in recent years as part of a regional bikeway system. Additionally,
pedestrians and bicyclists use facilities that parallel I-94 to reach key origins and destinations on both
sides of the corridor (Figure 15). Beyond the existing facilities, there are several bicycle and pedestrian
improvements planned along and across the I-94 corridor.

11

Travel Time Reliability: Making It There On Time, All The Time. FHWA – January 1, 2006

Rethinking I-94 Phase 2
Draft Purpose and Need Statement Summary – February 2021

RETHINKING I-94 | Page 13 of 19

Figure 15 - Destinations Within 5-Minute Walkshed of Crossings

However, existing walking and biking facilities are not consistently designed and are considered
substandard throughout much of the corridor. Improving opportunities for pedestrians and bicyclists to
cross I-94 was a common theme identified by residents during the Rethinking I-94 Phase 1 study
engagement process. It has also been identified as a priority by the cities of Minneapolis and Saint Paul
as well as Hennepin and Ramsey Counties.
To better understand how design inconsistencies and
conditions relating to comfort and safety impact users, a
multimodal level of service (MMLOS) system was used to
evaluate and rate pedestrian and bicycle facilities (MMLOS
inset). For this document, MMLOS D or worse will be used
to identify locations where improvements should be
considered.
Pedestrian MMLOS: The analysis revealed five segment
crossing locations and one parallel segment with links
operating at MMLOS E (Figure 16). No segments with
MMLOS D or F were identified. While pedestrian facilities
are available, the combination of high traffic volumes,
multiple travel lanes, and/or narrow sidewalks make them
undesirable places to walk.

Multimodal Level of
Service (MMLOS)
MMLOS scores are based on user
perceptions (traveler satisfaction)
and are graded from best (MMLOS A)
to worst (MMLOS F). The MMLOS
grade is based on the probability that
a user would identify a particular
MMLOS for each location. Bicycle and
pedestrian levels of service were
analyzed separately. Of note, the
MMLOS grades are not intended to
indicate the need for specific
improvements to address problems.

Fifteen intersections are operating at MMLOS D (Figure 16). There are no signalized intersections
identified as MMLOS E or F. Intersections with MMLOS D are characterized by greater crossing
distances, corner radius greater than 30 feet, and intersections with a three-phase signal or longer.
Right- and left-turn conflicts also resulted in poor pedestrian intersection MMLOS.

Rethinking I-94 Phase 2
Draft Purpose and Need Statement Summary – February 2021

RETHINKING I-94 | Page 14 of 19

Figure 16 - Pedestrian Multimodal Level of Service (MMLOS)

Bicycle MMLOS: The analysis revealed 31 segments in the program area with links operating at MMLOS
D (Figure 17). Crossings with planned or programmed facilities, including Fairview Avenue (planned) and
Dale Street (programmed for 2020), will likely result in a higher MMLOS score once the bicycle facility is
constructed. There were no segments identified as MMLOS E or F.
Fifty-six intersections are operating at MMLOS D or worse. There are nine intersections operating at
MMLOS F, 35 intersections operating at MMLOS E, and 12 intersections operating at MMLOS D (Figure
17). Most intersections with poor bicycle MMLOS do not have dedicated bike lanes. The combination of
high traffic volumes, wide crossing distances, and turning conflicts decrease the level of comfort for
bicyclists at these locations.

Figure 17 - Bicycle Multimodal Level of Service (MMLOS)

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Compliance: Pedestrian facilities should meet ADA standards to
ensure safety and accessibility for all users. A review of existing pedestrian facilities along and crossing
the I-94 corridor based on Public Right of Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) indicate that a large
percent of pedestrian facilities do not meet ADA design standards. For facilities within MnDOT’s
property, only 36 percent of curb ramps and 50 percent of sidewalks meet ADA standards. Most other
agencies do not have readily available data on ADA consistency. An inventory was not completed
because it is believed that most resources within the program area would not meet ADA standards.
While walkability and bikeability are not driving the need for the project, there is an opportunity to
improve conditions for walking and biking.
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Secondary Need: Safety on Intersecting Streets
This section addresses the streets that have access to I-94. On the intersecting streets the crashes
include motor vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists and alternate mode (scooter, etc.) travelers. For each of
the intersecting streets, crash rates and critical crash rates were calculated for segments that extended
out 1,000 feet in each direction from the interchange ramp terminals. The crash data was from 2016–
2018.
Fourteen of the segments on intersecting streets have crash rates higher than critical crash rates (Figure
18). Many of the segments have crash rates well above the critical crash rate. For example, Cedar
Avenue has a crash rate of 22.07 which is over three and a half times the critical crash rate. Cross street
segments with crash rates multiple times the critical crash rate include I-35W/TH 55, Cedar Avenue,
25th Avenue, Riverside Avenue, Huron Boulevard, Hamline Avenue, and Lexington Avenue.

Figure 18 - Crash Rate Comparison for Intersecting Streets with Crash Rates Above the Critical
Crash Rate (2016-2018)

Note: Letter preceding street name indicates direction the segment travels away from I-94.
*Expressed in crashes per million vehicle miles traveled.

Recognizing that non-motorized users (pedestrians, bicyclists, etc.) are present on intersecting
roadways, the segments with crash rates above the critical rates were further reviewed to understand if
the crashes included non-motorized users. Cross streets that have segments with crash rates that are
higher than the critical crash rates and have pedestrian and/or bicycle crashes accounting for over 10
percent of the crashes include Cedar Avenue, Huron Boulevard, Snelling Avenue, Hamline Avenue, and
Dale Street (Figure 19).
While safety on intersecting streets is not driving the need for the project, the crash problems
identified above should be addressed by the program of projects.
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Figure 19 - Intersecting Streets with Crash Rates Above the Critical Crash Rate (2016-2018)

Secondary Need: Drainage Infrastructure Condition
Most drainage structures in the Figure 20 - Drainage Infrastructure Condition
program area were constructed
in the 1960s and 1970s. Major
upgrades to the drainage system
occurred in the late 1990s and in
2011. Generally, stormwater
infrastructure is expected to
have a service life of 100 years.
Approximately 10 percent of the
structures and 5 percent of the
pipes have no remaining life
today, and approximately 46
percent of the structures and 51
percent of the pipes will be
nearing the end of their life in 2040 (Figure 20).
While the condition of drainage infrastructure is not driving the need for a project, it should be
addressed as part of the program of projects.

Secondary Need: Noise Wall Condition
A noise wall is a physical barrier between a highway and adjacent property (residential neighborhoods,
schools, parks, etc.) to minimize noise coming from the highway. Most of the noise walls are in good or
excellent condition. Two walls are in fair condition. Although none of the walls are in poor or very poor
condition, it is anticipated that the noise wall condition will worsen due to weather and environmental
factors over the next 20 years. It is anticipated that in the future, four walls will be in fair condition
(Figure 21).
Noise wall rehabilitation will not be driving the need for improvements on I-94 but will be evaluated
as part of any project.
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Figure 21 - Noise Walls in Fair Condition in 2018 and 2048

Secondary Need: Drainage Capacity
Since the I-94 corridor is depressed below adjacent land uses, there is a higher potential for stormwater
capacity constraints and flooding. Capacity was reviewed for the stormwater tunnel system and trunk
lines. Within the program area there are five tunnels that the I-94 drainage system connects into (Figure
22). All five of the tunnels are undersized (defined as a 10-year water level that exceeds the top of the
pipe). They cannot convey the runoff from the storm while maintaining gravity flow conditions. Similar
to the tunnels, almost all the trunk storm sewer pipes along I-94 in the project area are under capacity.
Because the tunnels are generally deep, this does not necessarily lead to flooding conditions. However,
one area shows standing water on the pavement when modeled.
While drainage capacity issues are not driving the need for a project on I-94, they should be addressed
as part of the program of projects to prevent future travel disruptions.

Figure 22 - Capacity Deficient Tunnels
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Additional Considerations
There are four additional considerations that influence the program development process and
alternatives evaluation.
▪

▪
▪
▪

Consistency with State and Regional Plans: This includes the MnDOT 20-Year State Highway
Investment Plan, Metropolitan Council 2040 Transportation Policy Plan, and MnDOT Metro
District Bicycle Plan.
Geometric Deficiencies – Vertical Clearance Consistency: This refers to the inconsistent height
underneath bridges and its effect on the movement of freight through the corridor.
Recent Projects in the Area (2015-2019): This includes projects in and near the program area
completed by MnDOT and other agencies.
Future Projects in the Area: This includes projects in and near the program area with dedicated
funding within the next five years.

Purpose
Phase 1 of Rethinking I-94 included efforts by MnDOT and its partners to identify issues to the regional
freeway infrastructure, supporting local and regional transportation network, and investments
supportive of reconnecting neighborhoods and revitalizing communities located along I-94 between
downtown Minneapolis and Saint Paul.12 Building on the outreach efforts previously initiated with more
detailed data, a clearer purpose emerged regarding transportation needs. Projects within the Rethinking
I-94 program will accomplish the following:
▪
▪
▪

Improve asset conditions of I-94 bridges, pavement and supporting infrastructure (e.g., walls,
drainage, etc.).
Enhance safety for people and goods on, along, and across the I-94 corridor.
Improve mobility for people and goods on, along, and across the I-94 corridor.

12

For more information, please visit MnDOT’s Rethinking I-94 Phase 1 Study webpage at:
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/I-94minneapolis-stpaul/phase1.html
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