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Executive Summary

The purpose of the Highway 52 Interregional Corridor (IRC) Management Plan is to document the 
study process and key outcomes of the Highway 52 Interregional Corridor (IRC) Study.

This executive summary focuses on key elements of the study process including “Vision 52”, the 
public involvement process, and the recommended Highway 52 IRC Management Plan, including 
the shared strategies needed to initiate the Implementation Plan.

The Highway 52 Interregional Corridor (IRC) Management Plan provides a vision for future
improvements to the highway, known as “Vision 52”, which will help protect and enhance the 
corridor to ensure that it provides for high speed, safe, and predictable travel conditions. It is only 
through the commitment of all responsible agencies that the recommendations and proposed
improvements of this study can be realized.

The Highway 52 IRC Management Plan is one part of a broader statewide effort of identifying and 
assessing the needs of the most important highway corridors across the state. These critical
Interregional Corridors (IRC) are the backbone of the statewide highway transportation network.

Interregional Corridors and the Moving Minnesota Plan

Moving Minnesota is a philosophy that recognizes that the key to meeting Minnesota’s
transportation needs is a long-term, statewide and multimodal strategy. Moving Minnesota fur ther
recognizes that transportation is key to healthy and vital communities. Moving Minnesota is a
10-year investment strategy that focuses on three basic initiatives: Advantages for transit, Bottleneck
removal, and Corridor connections. A key component of the Moving Minnesota Plan is the
improvement and protection of important highway connections between Minnesota’s regional trade 
centers (interregional corridors) to enhance competitiveness and the State’s economic vitality.
Highway 52 was selected as one of the interregional corridors (IRCs) for study in the Moving 
Minnesota plan. 

Highway 52 Corridor

The segment of Highway 52 being studied begins at the interchange with I-494 in the Twin Cities 
and ends at the interchange with I-90 south of Rochester, a total of 80 miles. The 80-mile
Highway 52 corridor encompasses 10 cities and many townships with land use ranging from
primarily agricultural with pockets of urban communities (residential, commercial/industrial) to 
primarily urban land uses. 

Highway 52 is currently a four-lane divided facility from the Twin Cities to the interchange with 
I-90. The extreme northern section of the corridor between I-494 and County Road 56 in Inver 
Grove Heights, as well as the southern section of the corridor from 55th Street NW to I-90 through 
Rochester is a fully grade-separated freeway facility. In addition, there are several other freeway 
interchanges at various key locations along the corridor. 

Highway 52 Vision

The Highway 52 Corridor Study and Management Plan was completed in March 2000. The study 
found that Highway 52 is at risk for developing performance problems in the future based on
increasing traffic volumes and the potential for signal proliferation at cross streets. Traffic volumes 
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on Highway 52 have increased steadily and are projected to reach between 29,125 and 86,775 
vehicles per day by 2025, up from 17,550 to 46,800 in 2000. Traffic has also increased on the cross 
streets, which creates problems on Highway 52 as it becomes more difficult to merge onto the
highway and signals are installed at these intersections. Due to the large number of access points 
along the corridor (approximately 4.5 per mile average), the potential for numerous signal
installations are high.

Based on these issues, the following vision was developed for the Highway 52 corridor and provides 
the basis for “Vision 52”: 

• The ultimate vision for Highway 52 is to develop a fully access controlled, freeway facility. In 
this way, the corridor’s function as a high-speed, high mobility corridor will be maintained. 

• In the interim between realizing the ultimate vision, Highway 52 will be managed to ensure it 
continues to serve as the safest, most direct route, and highest mobility link for moving people 
and goods between Rochester and the Twin Cities.

To work toward the vision, seven strategies were identified for maintaining mobility on Highway 52 
while transitioning to a freeway facility, as listed below. 

• Strategy 1: Convert selected at-grade intersections to grade-separated interchanges.

• Strategy 2: Maintain existing levels of safety and mobility before the transition to a freeway is 
completed by building turn lanes, acceleration lanes and making other improvements as
necessary.

• Strategy 3: Create a supporting local road network, where necessary, to serve new and existing 
interchanges.

• Strategy 4: Severely limit the installation of any additional traffic signals.

• Strategy 5: Close existing at-grade access and highway medians as needs arise.

• Strategy 6: Implement local planning and land development strategies that support the
Highway 52 vision.

• Strategy 7: Establish a Highway 52 Internal Management Team (IMT).

Public Involvement Process

A comprehensive approach was taken to create participation opportunities for project stakeholders 
and interested persons. The IMT, Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), and Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) met regularly to provide guidance, recommendations, and key decisions for the 
development of the plan. Three Working Groups were formed as subgroups of the TAC, one for
each of three key subareas including Hampton, Cannon Falls, and Hader, to focus on and
recommend solutions for issues and concerns specific to these three areas. Two open house public 
meetings were held to show the progression of the study, present findings, receive feedback, and 
coordinate and gather comments and responses from the public. Press releases and local newspaper 
and electronic media coverage were provided during the development of the plan and a project web 
site was created (http://projects.dot.state.mn.us/seh/052).



Final Highway 52 IRC Management Plan A-MNDOT0119.00
Minnesota Department of Transportation Page ES-3

Related Studies

There are several other studies and projects currently underway along the Highway 52 corridor. 
These studies respond to many of the issues, needs, and concerns that have been reaffirmed by, or 
identified as part of, the IRC Management Plan process. The studies and projects are listed below 
and described in more detail in Section 7.0.

• 117th Street Interchange Construction
• County Road 32 Extension Study
• Highway 52/42/55 Interchange Partnership Project
• Zumbrota Subarea Land Use/Transportation Plan
• Oronoco to Pine Island Subarea Study
• 75th Street/County Road 14 Interchange Construction
• Highway 14/52 Reconstruction (55th Street NW to Highway 63)

Corridor Management Strategies

Commitment, participation, cooperation, and action by the Highway 52 IRC partners can ensure the 
successful implementation of the Highway 52 IRC Management Plan. The following corridor 
management strategies should be pursued and implemented as appropriate.

Partnership Planning Studies
• Complete ongoing partnership studies:

1. County Road 32/Cliff Road Study
2. Highway 42/52/55 Interchange Study
3. Zumbrota Land Use/Transportation Study
4. Oronoco to Pine Island Subarea Study

• Conduct study to determine future east-west regional arterial needs between I-35, Highway 52,
and Red Wing.

• Coordinate with the City of Cannon Falls on the development of their Comprehensive Plan.

• Conduct future study to determine the location and design of a new interchange at either 
Goodhue County Road 1 or County Road 9.

Corridor Preservation Strategies
• Adopt official maps to identify future interchange right-of-way.

• Adopt a land use, circulation, and access management plan for each new interchange area.

• If areas currently zoned agricultural or rural preservation, avoid rezoning for urban uses until 
right-of-way is acquired. 

Access Management Strategies
• Incorporate Mn/DOT Access Management Guidelines into local subdivision and zoning

regulations.
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• Existing residential and commercial access may remain in use until alternative access is provided 
via local street network. Some access points may be converted to right- in/right-out only for 
safety reasons.

• Existing field access may remain in use until the area is developed for urban purposes. Field 
access will be consolidated or eliminated where possible.

• Existing public road intersections that are not planned as future interchange or overpass sites 
may remain in use until interchanges are constructed. Some intersections may be converted to 
right- in/right-out only for safety reasons.

• Existing public road intersections planned as future interchange or overpass may remain in use 
until reconstructed. Interim intersection improvements may be required including turn lanes and 
traffic signals with schedule and plan for removal.

• Amend Local Zoning Ordinances to establish a requirement for access to be provided from the 
local street network for properties fronting on Highway 52 as a criterion for approval of
conditional use permits or new subdivisions.

Modal Strategies
• Pursue opportunities for development of park and pool facilities, especially at the time major 

projects, such as new interchanges, are being planned and designed.

• Mn/DOT and local governments should continue to coordinate with the appropriate transit 
providers to address the future need for and feasibility of transit services expansion.

• Enhance connection to Douglas State Trail with County Road 11 improvements.

• Pursue connections between Oronoco and Douglas State Trail.

Recommended IRC Management Plan – “Vision 52”

A range of alternatives were identified and evaluated based on a set of criteria identified during this 
study. The set of criteria is consistent with the technical criteria being applied to studies elsewhere 
along the Highway 52 corridor. From these alternatives, short-term improvements, 2025 Vision
improvements, and Future Vision improvements (beyond 2025) were recommended. 

“Vision 52” will be achieved by minimizing the need for additional signals and implementing
appropriate access control strategies along the corridor. The “Vision” includes recommendations for 
new interchanges, at-grade intersection closures, and local supporting roadway improvements.
Priorities were determined based on the ability to meet the corridor performance targets and address 
key safety issues. Investments will be staged according to demands on the corridor and funding 
priorities. The recommendations also include community planning and development control
guidance to integrate new local development with land use controls that are appropriate in the 
Highway 52 corridor.

The complete “Vision 52” Implementation Plan is included in Section 8.0 and is summarized in 
Table ES-1.
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Areas designated as Planned Growth Areas and Urban Growth Areas 
along the Highway 52 corridor are comprised of developed or
developing land uses. The cities within the Planned Growth Areas and 
Urban Growth Areas have expanding residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses.

4.3 Environmental Justice

Consistent with the spirit of the Environmental Justice Executive
Order, Mn/DOT is committed to working in partnership with the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to follow all applicable 
environmental justice regulations. As part of the project development 
process for all federally funded improvements, Mn/DOT will identify 
and address, as appropriate, potential disproportionately high and
adverse human health, economic, or environmental effects on minority
and low-income populations. It is expected that the environmental
justice assessment will be conducted as part of the environmental
documentation (i.e. Project Memorandum, Environmental Assessment, 
or Environmental Impact Statement) that is required to attain project 
approval.

A review of the Highway 52 corridor demographics was conducted to 
determine, at a high- level, the relative location and concentrations of 
low-income and minority populations. Table 1 summarizes the results 
of the research.

Table 1
Minority and Low-Income Populations along the Highway 52 Corridor

1

County Total Population
Minority

Population
Low-income
Population

2,3

Dakota County  23,308  1,421  787
Goodhue County  23,795  623  1,473
Olmsted County  62,767  7,432  3,469
Total 109,870  9,476  5,729

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 (income) and 2000 (population).
Notes:
1 All statistics were calculated using Census information for all census tracts adjacent to 

Highway 52 from I-494 to I-90.
2 Determined using 1989 household income statistics, which are the most recent available. 
3 The poverty level was defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as $12,674 for the average family of 

four in 1989. Because income information is presented in categories or ranges, household income 
below $12,500 was considered low-income for the purposes of this analysis.

4.4 Traffic Forecasts

Average daily traffic volumes (ADT) were obtained for the corridor 
and growth rates were applied to obtain ADTs for the Year 2025 (the 
defined forecast year). The growth rates for Highway 52 were
developed as part of the March 2000 Highway 52 Corridor Study. The 
Year 2025 volumes for Highway 52 range from 29,125 vehicles per 
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day (vpd) north of Pine Island (Segment 9) to 86,775 vpd in Rochester 
(Segment 14). 

Traffic volumes were also projected for the state highways and county 
roads crossing Highway 52 in the study area. The counties included in 
the study area are Dakota, Goodhue, and Olmsted. Each county
provided a growth factor and these growth factors were used on the 
identified roads crossing Highway 52 where information from
Mn/DOT was not already available. 

Figures 7a and 7b present the existing traffic and year 2025 forecast 
traffic volumes for Highway 52 and the state and county highway
system that intersects with Highway 52. 

(The reader is referred to Technical Memorandum No. 3 for a detailed 
analysis of the traffic forecasting procedure.) 

4.5 Corridor Performance – Speed

A travel time study was performed on the Highway 52 corridor to 
accurately measure the Corridor’s current performance. Future
performance was then calculated based on a prediction of travel speed 
that considers delays expected to be caused by future traffic growth 
and the risk of additional traffic signals installed on the mainline 
highway corridor. 

4.5.1 Existing and Future No-Build Performance
The travel time study indicated that the existing average corridor travel 
speed is 66 mph, which exceeds the target of 60+ mph. Table 2 details 
the average travel speeds for each segment. 

The next step in the analysis was to assign the year 2025 forecast 
traffic volumes assuming no highway improvements. The analysis 
indicated that the year 2025 average travel speed will drop to 52 mph 
under the no-build conditions with only six segments maintaining 
target speeds. 

• Cannon Falls to Zumbrota (Segment 7) 
• Zumbrota (Segment 8) 
• Zumbrota to Pine Island (Segment 9) 
• Pine Island (Segment 10) 
• Pine Island to Oronoco (Segment 11) 
• Rochester to I-90 (Segment 15) 
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The speeds on the remaining segments will range from 37 to 58 mph. 
The drop in performance is a result in increased congestion and the 
substantial delay associated with increased signalization at major
intersections. The analysis identified that up to 14 additional traffic 
signals would be required by the year 2025 in response to traffic 
growth not only on Highway 52, but also the intersecting roadways. 
Figure 8 graphically illustrates the existing and future no-build
corridor performance by segment. 

4.5.2 Programmed Improvements Performance
The next step in the evaluation was to determine the effect of
implementing the two programmed improvements (117th Street and 
County Road 14 interchanges). As indicated in Table 2, both
Segment 1 and Segment 13 would meet the performance goal with 
these improvements. However, more importantly, the programmed
improvements result in a very significant improvement in the overall 
corridor performance by increasing the overall corridor trave l speed 
from 52 mph to 59 mph. This significant increase reflects the relative 
impact of these two improvements, which are located in the portions of 
the corridor with the highest traffic volumes. 

4.5.3 Full Build Performance
The next step in the performance analysis was to determine the travel 
speed impact assuming all the proposed highway improvements, as 
defined in Section 5.3, were implemented by the year 2025. The
analysis showed that four additional segments would improve to the 
60+ mph target speed and the overall corridor travel speed would 
increase to 64 mph. The segments include: 

1. Coates (Segment 2)
2. Hampton (Segment 4)
3. Cannon Falls area (Segment 6)
4. Oronoco (Segment 12)

Figure 9 graphically illustrates the future no-build, programmed, and 
full build corridor performance by segment. 

4.5.4 2025 Vision Performance Requirements
The last step in the performance analysis focused on determining what 
improvements are required to attain the 60+ mph speed target for the 
overall corridor. The previous sections noted that the programmed 
improvements would result in a 59 mph average speed while the full 
build scenario has a 64 mph average travel speed. After testing all 
possible matches of the different scenarios, the technical analysis
concluded that implementation of any one of the following segments 
would raise the overall corridor travel speed to 60 mph. 
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• Segment 1 – Inver Grove Trail area access removal
• Segment 2 – Coates
• Segment 3 – CSAH 66 interchange/CSAH 62 closure
• Segment 4 – Hampton
• Segment 6 – Cannon Falls
• Segment 7 – Hader area
• Segment 12 – Oronoco area

(The reader is referred to Technical Memorandum No. 3 for a detailed 
description of the speed performance assessment.)

4.6 Corridor Safety Evaluation

The intent of the safety/crash analysis for the Vision 52 Corridor Study 
is to identify segments and intersections that experience unusually 
high crash occurrences and to prioritize locations for potential safety 
improvement project recommendations that can provide the most
benefit in terms of the potential to reduce crashes. 

Given the length of the Highway 52 corridor along with the number of 
access points, it is difficult to provide a rigorous safety analysis that 
would include detailed crashes and severity rates per million vehicle 
miles. Crashes and severity rates are the standard statistically valid
method employed by Mn/DOT and other state DOTs in assessing
safety and in identifying safety improvement projects.

There is a lack of sidestreet traffic volume data at many intersection 
locations along the Highway 52 corridor needed to perform the
calculation of intersection crash rates. In addition, coding errors are 
inherent in large data sets. Based on these two factors, it was
determined by the IMT that the standard crash rate comparison would 
not be adequate and could result in safety concern locations being 
overlooked.

Based on the above, several types of crash data analyses and
timeframes were used to ensure that all safety concern locations were 
identified and prioritized. 

Another factor considered in the safety analysis is to inventory those 
Highway 52 study corridor locations that have been identified for 
improvement. These projects are those that Mn/DOT has currently
programmed and/or fiscally constrained for improvement. Mn/DOT’s 
top 200 list of High Frequency Crash Intersections has been used to 
identify these improvement locations.

4.6.1 Overview of Crashes
Mn/DOT provided crash information along a 79.5-mile segment of 
Highway 52, from I-494 to I-90, for the 5-year period between
January 1, 1996 and December 31, 2000. The location, type, and
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severity of the crashes was obtained from the data and used in the 
analysis.

Highway 52 was divided into 15 segments for the purpose of this 
Highway 52 IRC Study. These 15 segments were analyzed
individually.

A total of 2,647 crashes occurred along the 79.5-mile corridor during 
the 5-year period. Of these crashes, 1,840 (approximately 70 percent) 
were property damage crashes. There were 778 (approximately 29 
percent) personal injury crashes, and 29 (approximately 1 percent) 
crashes involving fatalities. Of the 228 personal injury crashes, 504 of 
these crashes were severity type C, which are noted as possible injury 
crashes.

A summary of the crash data is shown graphically in Figure 10.

4.6.1 Segment Evaluation
Crash rates and severity rates were calculated by the 15 corridor 
segments identified by the IMT. The segment crash rates are compared 
to statewide averages for similar type facilities. This measure provides 
a macro level assessment of where safety problems may be occurring, 
but can miss isolated intersections that have safety deficiencies.

The calculated crash rates by segment are summarized in Table 3 and 
shown graphically in Figure 11. Crash rates along the 79.5-mile
Highway 52 corridor range from 0.4 to 1.1 crashes per million vehicle 
miles. Table 3 also shows a comparison of the crash and severity rates 
for these sections to statewide average crash and severity rates for 
comparable trunk highway segments (Mn/DOT Crash Data, 1988 to 
2000).

As shown, Segment 2 (Coates area) and Segments 12, 13, and 14 
(Oronoco to Rochester) all exceed statewide average crash rates.

Twelve of the fifteen segments have severity rates that exceed
statewide averages. Segments 1, 6, and 10 have severity rates below 
statewide averages. None of the segments are above 25 percent of the
statewide average, which is typically used as the standard margin of 
concern.
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Figure 11

Crash Rates
by Segment
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4.6.2 Intersection Evaluation
Intersections along the Highway 52 corridor were evaluated three 
different ways. The first method was an evaluation of intersection
crash rates, the second was prioritization of intersections by different 
criteria, and the third method was identifying intersections ranked in 
the top 200 statewide intersection list. 

4.6.2.1 Major Intersection Crash Rates
Crash rates for 59 major intersections along the corridor were
calculated. This methodology provides a good indication of major 
intersection safety deficiencies. However, many intersections along the 
Highway 52 corridor do not include side street traffic volumes that 
may overstate the calculated crash rate. In addition, slight coding
errors in terms of milepost location can result in miscalculations in 
total intersection crash and severity rates.

Crash rates for major intersections are summarized in Table 4. This 
crash rate analysis indicates the following intersection locations
exceed a crash rate of 1.0 crashes per million vehicle miles (MVM):

• 117th Street East – Crash rate 2.13 crashes per MVM
• County Road 9 – Crash rate 1.37 crashes per MVM
• County Road 14 (75th Street NW) – Crash rate 1.16 crashes per 

MVM

The 117th Street intersection is programmed for replacement with an 
interchange as discussed later in this section.

4.6.2.2 Composite Intersection Ranking
A composite ranking of Highway 52 intersection locations was
developed based on four crash/traffic activity measurements; traffic 
volumes, number of fatal crashes, total number of crashes, total
number of probable correctable crashes with mitigation (defined as 
angle type crashes for the Highway 52 corridor). Although this
methodology does not follow established statistically valid crash
analysis methodology, it does account for four major factors that are 
indicators of increased crash potential and those locations that have the 
potential for improvements that reduce crash potential. 



RE SS LT ROR RA HO ?

1 1 Inver Grove Trail 3 2 0 6 5 0 3 19 0 0.44
2 1 105th Street East 2 2 0 2 1 0 0 7 0 0.16
3 1 Clark Road 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 4 1 0.09
4 1 111th Street East 3 1 0 2 0 0 2 8 0 0.19
5 1 117th Street East 63 8 0 5 9 0 14 99 2 2.13

6 1 Public Road 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 2 0.07
7 1 Pine Bend Trail 0 3 0 3 1 1 2 10 1 0.30
8 1 Koch Entrance 2 0 0 3 0 0 1 6 2 0.18
9 1 140th Street East 0 3 0 1 2 0 1 7 0 0.22

10 2 160th Street / CR 48 1 3 4 5 5 0 3 21 0 0.69
11 2 CR 81 / Frontage Road 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 5 1 0.19
12 3 180th Street 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 1 0.11
13 3 CR 62 (190th Street) 4 2 0 3 2 0 2 13 1 0.50
14 3 CR 66 (200th Street) 4 0 0 2 6 4 0 16 1 0.59
15 3 215th Street 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 3 0 0.11
16 3 222nd Street 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 4 0 0.15
17 4 CSAH 47 1 1 2 1 13 0 1 19 4 0.67
18 4 Park Street / Frontage Road 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 8 0 0.28
19 5 250th Street 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4 0 0.17
20 5 Goodwin Avenue / residential 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0.13
21 5 CSAH 86 1 1 1 3 11 0 1 18 2 0.78
22 6 CR 24 West 14 1 0 0 4 0 3 22 4 0.95
23 6 65th Avenue / CR 24 North 8 3 1 3 3 0 4 22 2 0.91
24 6 327th Street Way 1 0 0 0 4 0 1 6 0 0.28
25 6 Highview Road 1 1 0 0 4 0 2 8 0 0.38
26 7 CR 14 1 0 0 3 2 1 3 10 1 0.48
27 7 Skunk Holm Road 1 1 0 7 2 0 6 17 0 0.80
28 7 360th Street Way 0 0 0 4 2 0 2 8 0 0.38
29 7 CR 1 (east) 2 0 1 2 2 0 0 7 1 0.33
30 7 CR1 (south) 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 6 0 0.30
31 7 CR9 1 0 0 7 12 0 6 26 1 1.37

32 7 110th Avenue 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 0 0.21
33 7 CR 8 4 1 0 0 8 0 1 14 4 0.77
34 7 CR 50 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0.23
35 7 420th Street 2 0 0 2 2 0 1 7 0 0.38
36 7 142nd Street Way 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 4 0 0.22
37 8 CR 7 and Sherwood Trail 2 1 0 4 0 0 2 9 0 0.49
38 8 165th Avenue 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0.10
39 8 440th Street 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0.10
40 8 CR 68 0 1 0 1 3 0 2 7 2 0.36
41 9 480th Street 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 5 3 0.23
42 9 490th Street 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 7 1 0.32
43 9 500th Street 1 2 0 0 3 0 1 7 1 0.32
44 10 210th Avenue 1 0 0 1 0 0 7 9 0 0.41
45 10 520th Street 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 0.09
46 11 CR 31/ field entrance 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0.09
47 11 Wazionja Rd 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 6 0 0.22
48 12 Frontage Road 2 1 0 1 2 1 1 8 1 0.30
49 12 CR 12 6 2 0 2 15 0 3 28 1 0.96
50 12 1st Street NW 4 0 0 5 1 0 1 11 1 0.41
51 12 7th Street SW 1 0 0 2 0 0 3 6 0 0.22
52 12 Minnesota Avenue 3 2 0 3 3 0 4 15 1 0.55
53 12 2nd Avenue SE 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 5 0 0.18
54 12 CR 112 (100th Street NW) 3 3 0 5 7 0 3 21 2 0.78
55 13 90th Street NW 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0.11
56 13 CR 154 (85th Street NW) 4 2 1 7 7 0 3 24 0 0.85
57 13 CR 14 (75th Street NW) 3 2 0 3 18 1 6 33 2 1.16

58 13 65th Street NW 5 0 0 4 3 1 8 21 3 0.71
1.0 Crash rate exceeds average RE =Rear End

SS = Side Swipe
LT =Left Turn
ROR=Ran off Road
RA =Right Angle
HO=Head on
?=Unknown

Crash
RateTotal Fatal

Table 4

Crash Data By At-Grade Intersection (1998-2000)

Number

Type of Accident
Seg. Intersection with TH 52
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The composite ranking process was a method developed to prioritize 
intersections for improvements based on criteria related to safety. The 
process involved identifying independent variables and ranking all 
intersections by each variable. For example, one of the independent 
variables used was total crashes. For this category, each intersection 
was ranked by total crashes in ascend ing order (most crashes to
lowest). Intersections with the same number of crashes were given the 
same ranking. The highest value was assigned a one, the second
highest a two, etc. Combining the ranking value for each intersection 
for the four criteria deve loped the composite ranking. Since the worst 
condition was assigned the lowest number value, the intersections with 
the lowest composite score were the highest priority intersection for 
improvement for safety purposes.

The four criteria (independent variables) used for ranking purposes 
included total number of crashes, daily traffic volumes, fatality
crashes, and correctable crashes. The ranking tables for each of the 
four criteria and total composite ranking are included in Technical
Memorandum No. 3. Correctable crashes were identified as right angle 
crashes. This was due to the likely mitigation steps for the corridor 
would involve a median closure or grade separation. Traffic volumes 
were introduced as criteria to account for increased exposure of
vehicles for potential conflict. The total number of fatal crashes by 
location for 17 years was another criteria used, to account for severity 
concerns. Finally, the total number of crashes by location was used.

The composite ranking for the top 25 intersections is summarized in 
Table 5, and the locations are illustrated in Figure 12. 

4.6.2.3 Statewide High Crash Cost Intersection
The Mn/DOT Office of Program Delivery has established a list of high 
frequency crash intersections and of high frequency crash segments 
based on crash cost. Segments and intersections within this list will be 
targeted for safety improvement money. Each location will require 
further study, feasibility, and a strong cost-benefit ratio to ensure 
safety funding for a project. 

The initial lists have been prepared from a listing of all intersection 
and section locations in the state. Within the master list, the top 200 
intersection locations and 150 sections by crash cost were identified 
for priority safety improvement consideration. From this priority pool, 
40 intersection/sections will be programmed per year starting in 2002 
for improvement. Six intersections located in the Highway 52 study 
corridor are part of the top 200 intersection list.




