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MPO Staff Report 

Executive Policy Board, March 20, 2019 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

 

Action Item: For Information Only  

 

 

Matter of the MN 220 N Corridor Study: Proposed Alternatives Development 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

The third meeting of the Steering Committee for the MN 220 N Corridor Study was held on February 

19, 2019. The meeting entailed a presentation and a discussion by the committee of the proposed 

alternatives as they were outlined in Tech Memo # 4 

 

According to the document, the Alternatives Analysis development process identified transportation 

ideas and concepts based upon input from stakeholders. The process also served to review the purpose 

and needs of the study. From a range of alternatives, a screening evaluation was completed to evaluate 

each idea against key objectives. This process identified the alternatives that could best meet the 

project goals and are carried forward for further evaluation. The goal is to arrive at the alternative (s) 

that best balance and meet the primary objectives of the stakeholders and community. 

 

The current Alternative Identification and Evaluation process helped stakeholders to identify 

deficiencies and the purpose and needs for the MN 220 N Corridor. As a result, the following four 

types of improvement alternatives were identified to address four primary objectives of the study: 

 

 Improve access control 

 Improve safety 

 Improve mobility/capacity; and 

 Improve pedestrian crossings of MN 220 N 

 

The evaluation of the identified alternatives consisted of a layered approach that included: 

 
a) Assessing and comparing high level considerations such as key pros/cons; trade-offs and design 

considerations or fatal flaws; 
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b) Technical analysis of intersection capacity, safety benefits, right of way needs, construction 

costs and economic viability as applicable (benefit/cost ratio); and 

 

c) Qualitative evaluation scoring of key metrics identified in the planning process that are 

consistent with the Purpose and Need statement and 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

(MTP) objectives and performance goals. 

 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS OF FACT: 
 

According to Tech Memo # 4, the ultimate selection of the preferred alternative(s) or the option of 

maintaining the “no build alternative” (the one which best meets the corridor objectives); included the 

assessment of all considerations including: Benefit/Cost Analysis; Estimated Safety Benefits;  Traffic 

Operation Analysis, Comparative Evaluation of Metrics; and Assessment of Public and Stakeholder 

Engagement. The following considerations guided the Alternatives Development and Evaluation 

process:   
 

 Access/Traffic Control Device Considerations 
Three primary forms of traffic control were evaluated at each of the key intersections: through 

stop control with access management or geometric improvements, traffic signal, and 

roundabout. 

 

 Access Management 
Access management in most cases would consist of limiting a full-access intersection to a three 

quarter access intersection with stop signs on the cross-street. Prohibiting cross-street through 

and left-turning movements would improve safety by decreasing the number of conflict points 

and potential for right angle crashes. Intersection operations would be expected to improve as 

well. 

 

 Traffic Signal  
The two existing traffic signal systems (14th Street NW and US 2) are nearing the end of their 

useful life and will require replacement. The traffic signal control alternative considers either 

the full replacement of existing traffic signals, upgraded to present day standards, or the 

installation of a new signal system at currently stop controlled intersections. Installation of a 

traffic signal where one is not present may reduce overall crash frequency but may bear an 

increase in specific crash types such as rear-end and right angle. The benefit or impact of traffic 

signal installation takes into consideration the change in motor vehicle delays and change in 

safety performance derived from anticipated changes in crash characteristics. 

 

 Pedestrian Improvement Strategies 
To improve pedestrian crossing safety, comfort, and environment, the strategies could range 

from establishing connections and improving accessibility, improving visibility, reducing 

exposure, enhancing awareness or providing protection. 

 

In addition to the discussion of the proposed alternatives at the Steering Committee; in particular, 

Access management proposed alternatives, were re-examined by a MN DOT, City of East Grand 

Forks, and MPO staff on March 5, 2019. The objective of the technical meeting was to address 

stakeholder’s concerns in regards to access and movement of heavy trucks and agricultural equipment 

at the intersection.  

 



 

Page 3 of 3 
 

SUPPORT MATERIALS: 

 

The intersection improvement options, design considerations, pros and cons, and estimated cost for 

each alternative are described in Tech Memo# 4.  

 

This staff report introduces an overview of the proposed Intersection and Segment Alternatives for the 

intersections on the MN 220 N Corridor Study. The Summary has been prepared for the Executive 

Policy Committee. 

 

More information on the MN 220 N Corridor Study can be found at: 

 

 Presentation  
MN 220 N Corridor Study: SRC Meeting 3 – Alternatives Analysis | February 19, 2019 

https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/mn220nofeb19alternatives-

analysispowerpoint.pdf 

 

 Tech Memo # 4  
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/mn220notech-memo-4_draft_020619-2.pdf 

 

 

 

 

https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/mn220nofeb19alternatives-analysispowerpoint.pdf
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/mn220nofeb19alternatives-analysispowerpoint.pdf
https://theforksmpo.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/mn220notech-memo-4_draft_020619-2.pdf


SRC Meeting 3 – Alternatives Analysis |

 Executive  Policy Committee, March 20, 2019
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Table 5- 4. Pedestrian Improvement Strategies 

 

Description Benefits Considerations

When expanding/improving a 

pedestrian network, eliminating gaps in 

connectivity is recommended. If a 

sidewalk is added, a curb ramp will help  

provide an accessible route that people 

with disabilities can use to safely 

transition from a roadway to a curbed 

sidewalk and vice versa.

Description Benefits Considerations

A marked crosswalk is a type of 

pavement marking that indicates to 

pedestrians the recommended location 

to cross the roadway and also alerts 

approaching motorists as to where 

pedestrians may be crossing the street. 

Description Benefits Considerations

Medians and crossing islands (also 

known as refuge islands or center 

islands) are raised areas that are 

constructed in the center portion of a 

roadway that can serve as a place of 

refuge for pedestrians who cross the 

road mid-block or at an intersection. 

After crossing to the center island, 

pedestrians wait for motorists to stop 

or for an adequate gap in traffic before 

crossing the second half of the street.

Description Benefits Considerations

Curb extensions narrow the roadway 

and reduce crossing distance/vehicle 

exposure for pedestrians. 

Description Benefits Considerations

A rectangular rapid flashing beacon 

(RRFB) has two rapidly and alternatively 

flashing rectangular yellow indications 

attached to supplement the pedestrian 

warning sign (W11-2) or school crossing 

sign (S1-1) at a crosswalk. The beacon, 

when activated manually by a 

pedestrian or passively by a pedestrian 

detection system, uses an irregular flash 

pattern similar to emergency flashers 

on police vehicles, an alternating “wig-

wag” flashing sequence (left light on, 

then right light on) with a rapid pulsing 

light source. 

ADA Ramps

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB)

Median Refuge Island

Curb Extensions

High-Visibility Crosswalk Markings

1. Median islands along TH 220 generally exist at all 

intersections, but are of insufficient width to be 
considered a safe refuge.

2. Crossing islands may not be appropriate or physically 
possible at all locations. They may need to be weighed 
against other roadway features.

3. Crossing islands must be fully accessible by ramps or 
cut through, and should provide tactile cues for 

pedestrians with visual impairments to indicate the 
border between the pedestrian refuge area and the 
motorized vehicle roadway.

4. Winter maintenance should be considered to keep the 
pedestrian route clear of snow.

1. Provide a simplified crossing maneuver by 

allowing pedestrians to concentrate on only 
one direction of traffic at a time, creating the 

equivalent of two narrower one-way streets 
instead of one wide two-way street.

2. Crossing islands may also provide space for 

landscaping that can be used to change the 
visual cues of the roadway and reduce driver 

speeds.

1. The turning needs of larger vehicles such as trucks and 

school buses need to be considered in the design of 
curb extensions.

2. Applicable at most intersections along TH 220 since a 
wide shoulder space is currently provided. The curb 
extensions could fill in the existing shoulder space.

1. Curb extensions can improve pedestrian 

safety by reducing the pedestrian crossing 
distance and reducing the time that 

pedestrians are in the street.
2. Drivers are encouraged to reduce speeds 

because of the restricted street width.

3. Tight curb radii result in slower running 
speeds.

4. The reduction in the street cross-section 

1. Pavement marking material type is important.

2. Design style (i.e., parallel bar, zebra, or other).
3. Note that at uncontrolled intersections without related 

enhancements, marked crosswalks are unlikely to 
statistically increase pedestrian safety, however 
awareness is improved.

4. Frequent maintenance required due to damage caused 
by snow plows.

1. Providing highly visible crosswalk locations 

can serve to bring greater attention to the 
motorist to expect pedestrian activity.

1. There are currently 33 pedestrian ramps that are not 

compliant with ADA design standards.
2. It is often difficult or impossible for a person using a 

wheelchair, scooter, walker, or other mobility device 
to cross a street if the sidewalk on either side of the 
street ends without a curb ramp. If curb ramps are not 

provided, these individuals are forced to make a 
difficult choice.

3. Gaps in connectivity can be unsafe and reduce access 
for the elderly and disabled.

4. Follow Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) design 

guidelines.
5. Texture patterns must be detectable to visually 

1. Will establish a connection for pedestrians 

between streets, schools, regional trails, and 
parks.

2. Improving pedestrian access to transit routes 
will improve a multimodal transportation 
environment.

1. The purpose of the RRFB is to increase driver 

awareness of crosswalks that are not across 
approaches controlled by YIELD signs, STOP signs, or 

traffic control signals. They can be used on crosswalks 
across the approach to and/or egress from a 
roundabout. 

2. Application of RRFB should be deployed at selective 
locations to improve effectiveness.

3. Consideration could be given if alternative treatments 
prove to be ineffective.

1. High rates of motorist “yield to pedestrians” 

compliance, up to 80 percent has been 
documented.

2. The RRFB has been shown to be more 
effective than standard yellow flashing 
beacons. Drivers were yielding or slowing 

down farther in advance of the crosswalk with 
RRFB than with standard round yellow 

flashing beacons.
3. Increases driver awareness of the presence of 

pedestrians.

4. Allows for normal traffic flow when not 
actuated.
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Table 5- 7. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 23rd Street NW 
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Table 5- 8. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 20th Street NW 
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Table 5- 10. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 17th Street NW 
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Table 5- 12. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 15th Street NE 
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Table 5- 14. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 14th Street NW
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Table 5- 16. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at US 2 
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Table 5- 16. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at US 2 Continued 
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Table 5- 16. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at US 2 Continued
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Table 5- 19. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Mn 220 at 10th Street NE  
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Table 5- 21. Alternatives Comparison Matrix – Segment B - 17th Street NW to 23rd Street NW 
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