
 

September 26, 2014 
 
 
 
Susan Haigh, Chair 
Metropolitan Council 
390 Robert Street North 
St. Paul, MN  55101 
 
Dear Chair Haigh: 
 
On behalf of the Dakota County Board of Commissioners, we thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the Draft 2040 Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) for 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Region.  Transportation is a vital element of the 
future prosperity and success for the Region.  This holds true in Dakota County 
where an efficient transportation system will be a critical factor to support our 
planned growth.  The TPP is intended to guide long-term transportation policy by 
establishing goals, policies and priorities for maintaining and improving the 
region’s transportation system.  We acknowledge this task is difficult considering 
the challenges we face today, including the growing need to invest in 
preservation of the existing system, future growth in the region, the need for 
multi-modal solutions, and current fiscal constraints, particularly as they relate to 
highway funding.   
 
Dakota County has worked closely with key transportation partners in preparation 
of our comments on the TPP.  We appreciate the opportunity to meet with you 
and members of your staff at our unprecedented meeting with the full County 
Boards of the five suburban counties on September 29 to discuss in detail our 
concerns, potential implications to suburban counties, and our recommended 
changes to the draft TPP.  Accordingly, we fully support the comments and 
recommendations submitted by the joint suburban counties.  We have also 
worked closely with the Counties Transit Improvement Board (CTIB) and fully 
support the CTIB comments and recommendations on the TPP. 
 
In addition to our full support for the joint suburban counties and CTIB positions, 
Dakota County has a number of additional thoughts and concerns regarding the 
TPP.  Dakota County generally supports portions of the regional transportation 
strategy presented in the TPP, including the following elements:  
 

 The highest priority for investments will be for preservation, maintenance 
and operation of the existing transportation system. 

 The strategy that suggests preservation projects should be reviewed for 
opportunities to cost-effectively include safety, congestion management, 
and multimodal improvements.
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 Investment in low-cost/high-benefit improvements should be a priority for highway 
investments to help address congestion across the region. 

 Transit will need to play a greater role in moving people through 2040. 
 An accelerated transitway system vision for 2040 that includes the I-35W, Cedar 

Avenue, Robert Street, and Red Rock corridors. 
 A vision for highway improvements that includes Traffic Management, Spot Mobility 

Improvements, a system of MnPASS Lanes to help address congestion on freeway 
principal arterials.  

 We agree with and support the inclusion of MnPASS lanes for TH 77 from 138th Street to 
Old Shakopee Road, and I 35 from CSAH 70 to Crystal Lake Road under the highway 
increased revenue scenario. 

 We agree with the inclusion of Spot Mobility Improvements for TH 55 west of Hastings 
and the TH 61 corridor through Hastings. 

 We agree with the identification of approved interchanges at I 494 at Argenta Trail, TH 
52 at CSAH 42, and TH 52 at CSAH 86.  However, we disagree with the capacity 
enhancement designation for TH 52 at CSAH 86.  This is predominantly a safety 
improvement and we recommend that it be categorized in that fashion. 
 

In addition to the significant concerns raised in the Suburban County and CTIB comments, there 
are also a number of additional concerns that we strongly encourage the Metropolitan Council to 
address in the final version of the TPP. 
 
General Comments: 
 
The term “strategic highway capacity enhancement/improvement” is used throughout the plan, 
but does not have a clear definition, and in some cases is followed by differing descriptive 
language.  The final version of the TPP should include a clear definition of strategic highway 
capacity improvements.  We strongly recommend that this definition include limited general 
purpose lane additions or capacity improvements.  While we agree with the general TPP 
assumption that the region will not build our way out of congestion, and that MnPASS and other 
improvements make sense on many parts of the regional highway system, there are still 
situations where addition of general purpose lanes make sense as the appropriate solution.  
Such situations include freeway segments where MnPASS is not operationally viable, such as 
the recent I 694 and I 494 general purpose lane decisions, non-freeway principal and minor 
arterial capacity improvements, and for certain corridor safety improvements. 
 
We did not see any reference to the proposed Rochester to Twin Cities “Zip Rail” high speed rail 
project, or any other high speed rail initiative.  The Zip Rail project is entering the Tier 1 
Environmental Impact Statement level of project development.  This project has the potential to 
significantly affect elements of the regional highway and transit systems and should be 
addressed, along with other active high speed rail initiatives, in the TPP. 
 
Part 1:  Transportation Policy Plan 
 
On page 8, in the Federal Requirements section, the TPP states in response to requirements for 
Environmental Justice “This plan seeks not only to meet these requirements but also exceed 
them through the Council’s focus on equity for all…”  We question the merit of exceeding these 
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requirements with exceptionally scarce transportation funds and the significant unmet needs of 
the transportation system. 
 
Under Challenge and Opportunity 2, Transportation investments can help sustain and 
strengthen our region’s economic competitiveness, the TPP states “People throughout the 
region are now advocating for expanded regional transit, bicycle, and pedestrian systems, and 
efficient, reliable options on the highway system.”  While this may be the case, our constituents 
also advocate for reduced congestion on the region’s highway system.  We request that the 
need for reduced congestion be added to this statement. 
 
Part 2 B:  Transportation Policy Strategies 
 
Strategy B1 relating to Safety in planning, funding construction and operation of the 
transportation system has one short, general, paragraph regarding safety on the region’s 
highways, and a similar paragraph for transit.  Safety is a significant, over-arching factor in 
improvement prioritization, selection and design and often has a predominant impact on the 
type of improvement selected; such as grade separations, interchanges, round-abouts, access 
consolidation, lane additions, shoulders, etc.  Further, the requirements of MAP-21 regarding 
safety are not even mentioned in this strategy.  The importance of this factor in shaping and 
measuring the performance of the regional transportation system should be significantly 
bolstered in the final version of the plan. 
 
Strategy C7 includes direction to regional partners to use “person throughput” to manage and 
optimize the performance of the principal arterial system.  The “person throughput” concept is 
new, and undefined.  It is unclear how current highway design and operational analysis, 
software and programs will incorporate this concept.  Further, the strategy is written to apply to 
all principal arterials yet references MnDOT’s Congestion Management Safety Plan and 
MnPASS as preferred options that may not be applicable to non-freeway principals or principals 
under local jurisdiction.  The “person throughput” concept needs additional detail in the plan if it 
is going to be understandable and applicable to the entire principal arterial system. 
 
Dakota County disagrees with Strategy C8 that states “Regional Transportation partners will 
prioritize all regional highway investments based on a projects expected contributions to 
achieving the outcomes, goals, and objectives identified in Thrive MSP 2040 and the 
Transportation Policy Plan.”  Dakota County has jurisdiction over a large portion of the regional 
highway system in the County, including non-freeway principal and minor arterial highways.  
This statement is over-reaching, and minimizes the importance of many other factors that 
should be considered in maximizing the benefit of transportation system investments.  While 
direction provided by these documents will be a consideration in our process to prioritize 
transportation investments, we fully intend to consider many other factors to prioritize 
investments that will best serve the needs of the traveling public on the Dakota County 
transportation system. 
 
Dakota County disagrees with the portion of Strategy C10 supported by Appendix F that states 
for type B interchanges “New interchanges should be built in a sequence as part of a 
conversion.  If the eventual vision of the highway is not a freeway, alternative designs to an 
interchange should be considered.”  While in general, this would tend to be the case, there are 
situations where unique traffic characteristics and safety needs may dictate the need for grade 
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separation and interchanges out of sequence.  In some cases safety may drive the need for 
interchanges even though capacity, or a freeway vision, may not.  Appendix F should be 
modified to include the language from Strategy C7 that states:  “….unless MnDOT and the 
Council determine that intermediate access points can be managed or modified to address 
safety and mobility concerns.”  It is also noted the text of Strategy C7 incorrectly references 
Appendix E rather than Appendix F. 
 
Strategy C17 states pedestrian facilities must be accessible to people of all levels of functional 
ability so they meet or exceed the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.  While we 
generally support this strategy, we again question the merit of exceeding these requirements 
with exceptionally scarce transportation funds and the significant unmet needs of the 
transportation system. 
 
Strategy F1 states in part: “Local governments within the Metropolitan Urban Service Area 
should plan for their projected growth and stage their transportation infrastructure to 
accommodate the needs of that growth.”  While Dakota County intends to do this to the best of 
our ability with the transportation system under our jurisdiction, this statement seems completely 
contrary to what the Metropolitan Council is doing within the TPP to plan for and accommodate 
the region’s planned growth.  Several of the comments in the joint suburban county letter deal 
with this very issue of how the region, and the regional highway system, is not being planned for 
this purpose, and the needs to accomplish this are not being adequately defined.  We strongly 
suggest that the Metropolitan Council be held to the same standard established for local 
governments and plan a regional transportation system that accommodates the needs of 
planned regional growth. 
 
Dakota County disagrees with the suggestion that local units of governments, as part of their 
local comprehensive plans, should need to include programs for educating motorists, transit 
users, pedestrians, and bicyclists to increase awareness and respect for the rights and 
responsibilities of all types of travelers as stated in Strategy F7.  While this seems like a nice 
thing to do, it is a vague concept with many complex tails and seems over-reaching to expect 
such a program.  This should be removed from the document. 
 
Part 2 C:  Land Use and Local Planning 
 
The primary focus of this chapter seems to focus on local government land use policies and 
actions to support transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel.  While much of the land use and design 
guidance in this chapter may be beneficial in many situations, the chapter generally addresses 
these issues in a “one size fits all” approach.  There is no distinction of how this guidance 
should vary in consideration of: 
 

 various types of roadways such as principal arterials, minor arterials, collectors, and 
local streets 

 various types of approved land uses and densities that vary greatly across the region 
 areas that are served and those that are not served by transit as is the case for large 

areas of Dakota County 
 how increased density to promote efficient transit and increased transit ridership will also 

increase vehicular traffic resulting in increased highway safety and capacity needs on 
these corridors 
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There is also no discussion of how highway and street planning, design, and operation 
influences and coordinates with land use, and the two small paragraphs dedicated to freight and 
airports seems woefully inadequate.  We request that variables like those listed above, and 
highways, freight, and airports be addressed in a similar level of detail as they relate to land use 
and local planning.    
 
Part 2 D:  Transportation Finance 
 
Dakota County questions the accuracy of the local transportation revenues identified in Figure 
D-1 and Table D-1.  Specifically, on Table D-1, the maximum amount of Motor Vehicle Lease 
Tax distributed to the five eligible counties in any year since the law was enacted in 2008 was 
$15 million.  Anoka County currently does not have the wheelage tax and the amount distributed 
to the other six metropolitan counties is in the range of $20 million annually.  However, some 
wheelage tax revenues have been used to offset property taxes used for transportation.  This 
would result in current revenues from these sources at just a fraction of the $150 million annual 
revenue during the 2015-2024 period as shown on the table.  Likewise, the annual property tax 
figure of $850 million for transportation shown on Table D-1 is substantially higher than the total 
$660 million amount of Federal and State highway user fund revenues available to both the 
state and locals.  These local transportation revenue figures should be corrected, if included. 
 
We also question why the local revenue is included in the TPP at all.  The plan specifically 
indicates that only local transportation projects using federal funds are covered by the plan and 
that details on local transportation spending are not covered by the plan.  The TPP does not 
include investment direction on the minor arterial, collector, or local road systems where the 
vast majority of local transportation revenues are spent.  The information on Figure D-1, and 
Tables D-1 and D-2 is misleading because the revenues shown do not align with the regional 
transportation system investment covered by the plan, and implies much more revenue is 
available for the regional transportation system than there actually is.  We recommend the local 
funding information be removed, or the Figure and Tables be modified to clearly indicate these 
revenues are not invested on the regional system covered by the TPP investment scenarios. 
 
Part 2 E:  Highway Investment Direction and Plan 
 
The Non-Freeway Conversion Status Update section beginning on page 186 should include 
Trunk Highway 52 in Dakota County.  Dakota County participates with Goodhue and Olmsted 
Counties and MnDOT in the Highway 52 Freeway Partnership that has the long term vision of a 
freeway design for TH 52 from the Twin Cities to Rochester.  In recent years, Dakota County 
has worked with MnDOT and local communities to grade separate 117th Street, CSAH 46, and 
CSAH 47.  Access consolidation and frontage road improvements were completed in Inver 
Grove Heights and Hampton.  The TPP includes interchange improvements currently under 
development for CSAH 42 and CSAH 86.  The Partnership has also identified the need for a 
future interchange in the vicinity of TH 52 and CSAH 66. 
 
Dakota County does not support the proposed Principal Arterial Intersection Conversion Study 
identified on page 197 and in Part 2 J:  Work Program to analyze and prioritize all intersections 
on the non-freeway principal arterial system within the urban service area.  This study could 
result in a significant and time-consuming undertaking with limited useful outcomes.  The 
variables involved with analyzing interchange needs are complex and may vary significantly 
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from location to location based on safety, capacity, operation, development or other needs.  
Factors that make an interchange a priority in one part of the region may be much different than 
another and the timing of these investments are often linked to opportunities or funding 
availability.  We are concerned that the prioritization study could use different methodologies, 
and provide differing results, than more rigorous planning and engineering studies typically 
completed at the corridor and project level.  Further, these characteristics change over time 
likely rendering the study results obsolete after several years.  We recommend this study be 
removed from the TPP. 
 
Part 2 F:  Transit Investment Direction and Plan 
 
The section on Transit Planning Basics contains significant detail for a Policy Plan and does not 
have a companion section on Highway Planning Basics in the Highway Investment Direction 
and Plan.  We question the need for this section. 
 
We are uncomfortable with the definition of Transit Market Areas in this section of the TPP 
being limited to demographic and design factors that are associated with successful transit 
service.  Appendix G more comprehensively describes factors that are used in the 
determination of Market Factors that should be used in the TPP document, too.  We further 
suggest that the Employment Density factor and the Adjacency and Connectivity factor should 
be weighted much more heavily to reflect the region’s need for diverse service to provide 
access to and from jobs and employment centers. 
 
Figure F-1 Transit Market Areas show that the vast majority of Dakota County is in Market Area 
IV or V with densities that are too low to support frequent local bus service.  This supports the 
need for a well-planned and funded regional highway system to serve these areas that are not 
envisioned to be served by transit during the plan period.  
 
The sections on Current Revenue Scenario Bus and Support System Investments and 
Increased Revenue Scenario Bus and Support System Investment are short, vague and provide 
virtually no information on the region’s plans for non-transitway bus service investments.  These 
bus investments will be the predominant form of transit to serve most of the region, including 
Dakota County, through 2040.  It is not possible to tell from the plan how transit service is 
expected to expand or grow in Dakota County.  Further, the goal of 1% growth under the 
Increased Revenue Scenario does not seem adequate to support the general transit vision for 
the region established by the plan.  We request that additional information and emphasis on 
non-transitway bus service investments be included in the final version of the TPP.  Further, 
much of this service in suburban areas is provided by Opt-Out providers.  The roles of these 
providers should be acknowledged and defined in the TPP.  
 
The section on Transitway Project Development Process contains significant detail for a Policy 
Plan and does not have a companion section on Highway Project Development in the Highway 
Investment Direction and Plan.  We question the need for this section. 
 
Dakota County does not agree with the section as written in the TPP on Setting Regional 
Transitway Priorities beginning on page 244.  Further, we do not agree that the second priority 
for investing in the region’s transitway system is the expansion of the system in corridors that 
provide the strongest contribution to meeting the THRIVE MSP 2040 outcomes and regional 
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goals and objectives in this plan.  These priorities need to be defined in a manner that is 
supported by the County Transit Improvement Board (CTIB) and by its member counties who 
lead development of transitway projects through selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative.  
We reiterate our support for the position adopted by the CTIB and included in the CTIB 
comment letter relating to transitway priorities.   
 
In addition to the comments above, we have included a separate attachment with technical 
comments, errors, or omissions in the TPP.   
 
Thank you for your consideration.  We appreciate your attention to these comments and look 
forward to working with you towards a final version of the Transportation Policy Plan that will 
best serve the diverse transportation needs of the Twin Cities region through 2040. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Liz Workman, Chair 
Dakota County Board of Commissioners 
 
 
Attachment:  2040 Transportation Policy Plan Dakota County Technical Comments 
 
cc: Dakota County Board of Commissioners 
 Brandt Richardson, Dakota County Manager 
 Pat Born, Metropolitan Council Regional Administrator 
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2040 Transportation Policy Plan 
Dakota County Technical Comments 
 

Part 1:  Transportation for a Thriving Region  

B.  Travel in the Region: Yesterday, Today, and Tomorrow 

 Page 16, 2nd paragraph – The text states, “These trends also demonstrate the continued reversal 

of out‐migration from the developed area to the developing area that has occurred in the past.”  

This statement overstates the trend.  Please provide applicable supporting data for context.   

C.  Transportation Challenges and Opportunities for the Twin Cities Region 

 Page 18, 1st full paragraph – The text states, “Additional investments will be focused and 

deliberate, to maximize the existing system through efficiencies and providing the best user 

experience the region can afford.”  Please provide a definition for the best user experience and 

how is it defined by others.   

 
E.  How Transportation Supports the Region’s Vision 

 Page 43, Travel Demand Management (TDM) blue box, 5th bullet – The text should also include 

the Red Line. 

 

Part 2:  Implementing the Transportation Vision for the Twin Cities Region  

The Region’s Existing Transportation System 

 Page 69, Figure A‐1:  Principal Arterial System – Include planned principal arterials in Anoka, 

Scott and Washington Counties as noted on page 202. 

The Aviation System 
 

 Page 88, Figure A‐9:  Regional Aviation System – The map only shows the Wipline Seaplane Base 
on the Mississippi River as the only special purpose airplane facility shown within Dakota 
County.  According to Minnesota Rules 8800.2600 and 8809.2700 Dakota County has seven 
public waters that permit seaplane operations.  These are Alimagnet Lake, Byllesby Reservoir, 
Crystal Lake, Lake Marion, Orchard Lake and the St. Croix River (shown under Dakota County per 
State Rules).  Please provide clarification identifying why these may not be shown.   
 

 Page 88, Figure A‐9:  Regional Aviation System – The map refers to Airlake and South St. Paul as 
minor airports.  In the past, these airports were defined as reliever airports.  Please provide 
explanation for the classification change? 
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Transportation Policy Plan Strategies 

A. Transportation System Stewardship 

 

 Page 92, Strategy A1, 1st paragraph – “…maintaining the entire system in a state of good repair”, 
is vague and should be defined for highways, bridges, etc…  This would be a good location to 
reference MAP‐21 performance measures.  (i.e. Bridges – structurally deficient, functionally 
obsolete, etc…) 

 

B. Safety and Security 
 

 Page 96, Strategy B3 – Please include “county transportation plans” and not just “county 
highway safety plans” within the strategy text as county transportation plans also have elements 
that are relevant to safety and security.   

 

C. Access to Destinations 
 
 Page 100, Strategy C3 – The text identifies that the congestion management process for the 

region’s principal arterials will be used working with MnDOT.  Please recognize that several 
principal arterials are under the jurisdiction of counties as well (i.e. ‐ CSAH 42 in Dakota County). 
 

 Page 103, Strategy C6 – The second sentence has a typo. 
 

 Page 107, Strategy C11 – Please include “highways” to the strategy as highways should also be 
considered for expansion and modernization as well. 
 

Highway Investment Direction and Plan 

F.  Leveraging Transportation Investments to Guide Land Use 

 Page 120, Strategy F3 – The third paragraph contains a typo. 

Transit Investment Direction and Plan 

Regular‐Route Service Expansion Opportunities 
 

 Page 222, Figure F‐2:  Existing and Potential High‐Frequency Arterial Routes – Please describe 
the category under which the former Red Rock corridor is identified?  
 

Current Revenue Scenario Bus and Support System Investments 
 

 Page 233, Expand and Modernize the Bus and Support System call‐out box – Please revise the 

text to identify retrofits to all existing stations and not just specifically light rail stations.   
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Investment Direction 

Regional Bicycle Transportation Network  
 

 Page 265, Figure G‐1:  Regional Bicycle Network and Regional Trails System – Please provide a 
larger map.   
 

 Page 266, Figure G‐2:  Regional Bicycle Transportation Network with Priority Corridors – Please 
provide a larger map.   
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