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 Introduction 

The Mankato/North Mankato Area Planning Organization (MAPO), in collaboration with the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) 

and local communities, is planning for the future of the Highway 14 (Hwy 14) Corridor in the Eagle Lake Area. The study corridor focuses on 

Highway 14 between County State Aid Highway (CSAH) 12 and Highway 60, as shown on Figure 1. The corridor has experienced various safety and 

mobility issues over the years.  The study will evaluate opportunities to implement future improvements to address existing and future issues, 

while also being mindful of the community’s needs and priorities. The goals of the study include: 

• Define a long-term transportation system vision for Highway 14 that ensures safety, mobility, economic vitality, resiliency, and access for 

all modes of transportation. 

• Secure public and agency support for the system vision where community input and needs are meaningfully incorporated into the 

recommended vision and the study recommendations are adopted by the applicable agencies. 

• Develop a detailed, feasible implementation plan outlining future improvements, sequencing and triggers, timing, cost, and agency 

responsibility. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the study process, findings, and recommendations which were identified through a detailed 

technical evaluation and incorporates community and agency partner input on their experiences with the corridor.   
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Figure 1. Study Area 
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 Issues and Needs 

An existing and future conditions assessment was conducted to understand issues and needs within the study area. This assessment process 

included a review of a wide variety of transportation characteristics, operations, and safety. The intent of this assessment was to identify and 

summarize key issues and needs, along with identifying an approximate timeline or metrics that would prompt infrastructure changes and/or 

considerations. The following information summarizes the issues and needs assessment process, assumptions, and overall findings, which will 

inform the purpose and need and alternative development and evaluation phase of the study. 

Roadway Characteristics 

The Highway 14 corridor, with limits from CSAH 22 to Highway 60, is generally a four-lane, divided rural expressway that transitions to/from a 

freeway facility at CSAH 12.  There is a grassed median along the corridor that varies from approximately 40 to 90 feet wide and the corridor right-

of-way varies from approximately 250 to 280 feet wide.  The 5-mile study corridor includes an interchange at CSAH 12 and unsignalized at-grade 

intersections throughout the rest of the corridor, which includes a combination of right-in/right-out, Reduced Conflict U-Turn (commonly called 

“J-Turns”), and full-access intersections.  Turn lanes are provided at each of the at-grade intersections along the study corridor.  There are no 

multimodal facilities located directly along the corridor, although there is a trail facility that connects 594th Avenue (CSAH 86) and 598th Avenue 

(CSAH 56) that goes under the Highway 14 railroad bridge.   

Functional Classification 

The functional classification system is used to describe the hierarchy of roads that efficiently collect and distribute traffic from neighborhoods to 

the state highway system. A successful system coordinates and manages mobility, roadway design, and route alignment as well as seeks to match 

current and future land use and access needs with the adjacent roadway’s purpose, speeds, and spacing. Functional classification defines the part 

that any particular road or street should play in serving the flow of trips through a highway network, and is comprised of principal arterials, minor 

arterials, major and minor collectors, and local roadways. Figure 2 shows the functional classification of study area roadways. 

Highway 14 within the study area is a Principal Arterial roadway, which primarily serves a mobility function. Other prominent Highway 14 cross-

streets by functional classification include:  

• Minor Arterial: CSAH 12 and Highway 60 

• Major Collector: 598th Avenue (CSAH 56) and Marble Road (CSAH 27)  

• Minor Collector: 594th Avenue (CSAH 86), LeRay Avenue (CSAH 55), and Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) 

• Local Streets: 610th Avenue, 612th Avenue, and 615th Avenue (CR 185) 
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Figure 2. Functional Classification 
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Access 

The Highway 14 study corridor has eight (8) primary access locations / intersections, which are generally located at ½- to 1-mile spacing.  The 

intersections include an interchange at CSAH 12 and unsignalized at-grade intersections throughout the rest of the corridor. The at-grade 

intersections include a combination of right-in/right-out, J-Turn, and full-access intersections, which are outlined below. Note that the Highway 

60 intersection includes a southbound to westbound channelized right-turn lane.  

• CSAH 12:  Interchange 

• 594th Avenue (CSAH 86):  Right-in / Right-out 

• 598th Avenue (CSAH 56):  J-Turn 

• LeRay Avenue (CSAH 55):  3/4 Access Intersection 

• Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) / Marble Road (CSAH 27):  J-Turn 

• 610th Avenue:  Full-Access 

• 612th Avenue:  Full-Access 

• Highway 60 / 615th Avenue (CR 185):  Full-Access 

Land Use 

Existing land use within the study area, which is illustrated in Figure 3, includes commercial, residential, public / park, and agricultural uses. 

Industrial and commercial areas are primarily centered around CSAH 12 and 598th Avenue (CSAH 56) and transitions to commercial / residential 

areas near the City of Eagle Lake.  East of Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) and Marble Road (CSAH 27), the existing land use along Highway 14 becomes 

primarily agricultural.  

Multimodal / Transit Networks 

The existing multimodal (i.e., trail and sidewalk) networks within and adjacent the study area are illustrated in Figure 4 and Figure 5, respectively. 

In general, there are no multimodal facilities located directly along the corridor, although there is a trail facility that connects 594th Avenue (CSAH 

86) and 598th Avenue (CSAH 56) that goes under the Highway 14 railroad bridge.  However, there are multimodal facilities within the study area, 

such as along Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) connecting with the City of Mankato, the St. Clair Eagle Lake Loop, and the Sakatah Singing Hills State 

Trail.   

From a transit perspective, there are no Mankato Transit System (MTS) fixed routes within the study area. Service from MTS is not provided in 

Eagle Lake because they are outside the Federally defined Mankato Urban Area. However, Both TRUE Transit and paratransit/mobility bus service 
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is provided within the study area. TRUE Transit provides demand response service to the area. Customers must call and schedule rides. 

Paratransit/mobility bus service is a shared ride, origin-to-destination complimentary service for eligible individuals with disabilities.    

Figure 3. Existing Land Use 
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Figure 4. Multimodal Network 
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Figure 5. Transit Routes  
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Safety and Crash History 

Five years of crash history were obtained using the Minnesota Department of Transportation Crash Mapping Analysis Tool (MnCMAT) along the 

Highway 14 study corridor. This included data from 2019 through 2023, which was used to identify existing crash and severity (i.e., Fatal / Serious 

Injury) rates for the study intersections and overall study corridor. Table 1 provides a summary of the detailed crash and severity rate analysis, 

while Figure 6 provides an overview of the corridor crash history.  Detailed crash reports by intersection are provided in Appendix A.  

The crash rates are presented as the number of crashes per one million entering vehicles (for intersections) or the number of crashes per one 

million vehicle miles traveled (for the corridor). The crash rates are then compared to the critical crash rate, which is statistical measure that is 

significantly above the state average rate.  A crash rate above the critical crash rate often indicates a potential safety issue or concern. The critical 

index is the ratio of the actual crash rate to the critical rate, meaning any critical index above 1.00 indicates a potential safety issue or concern.  

Based on the crash history analysis, the following safety trends were identified:  

• A total of 171 crashes were reported along the Highway 14 corridor; 74 crashes were intersection and 97 were non-intersection related 

• The study corridor has a crash rate significantly higher than corridors with similar characteristics, and is above the critical rate 

• The study corridor has an above average fatal and serious injury crash rate compared to similar corridors, but is under the critical rate 

• Three (3) study intersections have crash rates significantly higher than intersections with similar characteristics: 

o 598th Avenue (CSAH 56); Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) / Marble Road (CSAH 27); and Highway 60  

• Three (3) fatal crashes and two (2) serious injury crashes occurred along the study corridor within the last five years: 

o Fatal Crashes:  598th Avenue (CSAH 56) – July 2020; Marble Road (CSAH 27) – September 2022; 610th Avenue– October 2023 

o Serious Injury Crashes:  594th Avenue (CSAH 86) – September 2021; Highway 60 – November 2023  

Note that several corridor improvements have been implemented over the years to address existing safety issues (Figure 7). The only 

improvements implemented within the five (5) year crash analysis period was the J-Turn at the 598th Avenue (CSAH 56) intersection (i.e., 

implemented May 2022) and the eastbound left-turn restriction at the Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) / Marble Road (CSAH 27) intersection (i.e., 

implemented Spring 2024).   

The crash analysis at the 598th Avenue (CSAH 56) intersection indicates that there were 15-crashes prior to the J-Turn implementation and 11-

crashes post-implementation.  Prior to implementation, the crash frequency was significantly higher than similar intersections, and the fatal and 

serious injury crash rate was above average but below the critical rate, putting the actual crash rate within the normal expected range.  Post-

implementation, the crash frequency remained elevated, but below the critical crash rate, and there were no fatal or serious injury crashes post-

implementation. 
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Since the eastbound left-turn restriction at the Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) / Marble Road (CSAH 27) intersection was implemented Spring 2024, 

there is not sufficient data to determine the overall effectiveness of this change at this time.  Therefore, from a crash history perspective, there 

are intersection and corridor safety issues that should be evaluated further as part of this study. 

 

Table 1. Highway 14 Crash Rates 

Highway 14 Intersection  
Total 

Crashes 
Total Crash Rate Fatal & Serious Injury Crash Rate 

 

    Actual 
State 

Average 

Critical 

Rate 

Critical 

Index 
Actual 

State 

Average 

Critical 

Rate 

Critical 

Index 
 

CSAH 12 North Ramps 3 0.243 0.952 1.710 0.14 0.000 0.336 6.510 0.00  

CSAH 12 South Ramps 2 0.140 0.952 1.650 0.08 0.000 0.336 5.820 0.00  

594th Avenue (CSAH 86) 3 0.075 0.116 0.270 0.28 2.501 0.726 3.700 0.68  

598th Avenue (CSAH 56) 26 0.611 0.116 0.260 2.35 2.350 0.726 3.580 0.66  

LeRay Avenue (CSAH 55) 1 0.028 0.116 0.280 0.10 0.000 0.726 3.980 0.00  

Parkway Ave (CSAH 17) / Marble Rd 

(CSAH 27) 
16 0.426 0.116 0.270 1.58 2.665 0.726 3.840 0.69  

610th Avenue 2 0.057 0.116 0.280 0.20 2.838 0.726 3.980 0.71  

612th Avenue  0 0.000 0.116 0.280 0.00 0.000 0.726 3.970 0.00  

Highway 60 21 0.587 0.116 0.280 2.10 2.794 0.726 3.950 0.71  

Total Intersection Crash Count  74         
 

Segment 
Total 

Crashes  
Total Crash Rate Fatal & Serious Injury Crash Rate  

 

 

Hwy 14 Study Corridor 171 0.831 0.491 0.620 1.34 2.429 1.328 2.600 0.93  
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Figure 6. Crash History Overview 
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Figure 7.  Intersection Improvements Timeline 
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Vehicle Speeds 

The posted speed limit along the Highway 14 study corridor is 65 miles per hour (mph).  Existing vehicle speed data, which was obtained from 

Streetlight user data, identified that average vehicle speeds along the corridor ranged from 66 to 70 mph. The 85th percentile speeds, defined as 

the speed at which 85 percent of drivers are below and 15 percent of drivers are above, are often used as a factor when determining speed limits. 

The 85th percentile speed on Highway 14 was 73 mph. Note that while there were minor speed differences based on the time of day and year (i.e., 

seasonal variation), this data indicates that motorists are regularly exceeding the posted speed limit on the corridor.   

 

Traffic Volumes 

A combination of resources was utilized to identify existing traffic volumes within the study area, including a review of historical daily traffic counts, 

automated traffic recorder (ATR) data, Streetlight user data, and new 48-hour intersection turning movement counts at each study intersection.  

Hourly Traffic Volumes are shown in Figure 8, while existing daily traffic volumes are shown in Figure 9. The following information summarizes the 

traffic volume data reviewed as part of this study. 

• Historical Annualized Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes were provided by MnDOT and utilized to help develop future traffic forecasts 

• Existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes along the Highway 14 corridor range from approximately 13,000 to 22,000 vehicles per day 

(vpd) 

o ADT volumes along the cross-streets vary from approximately 100 to 7,000 vpd 

• 48-Hour intersection turning movement were collected at the study intersections from Wednesday, April 24 and Thursday, April 25, 2024 

o The a.m. and p.m. peak hours along Highway 14 occur between 7:15 and 8:15 a.m. and 4:15 and 5:15 p.m., respectively 

o Highway 14 hourly traffic volume profiles by direction shown illustrate the commuter peaking characteristics 

• Heavy Commercial Activity (i.e., freight / trucks) represents approximately 10 to 15% of overall traffic along Highway 14 
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Figure 8. Hourly Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 9. Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)  
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Travel Patterns 

Existing travel patterns and user demographics were identified using a combination of StreetLight user data and traffic data collected as part of 

this study.  The StreetLight data was obtained for three periods (April 2023, July 2023, and October 2023) to provide a more robust dataset for 

comparison purposes.  This data was used to develop typical travel patterns, origins, and destinations for both westbound and eastbound Highway 

14 motorists, which are illustrated in Figure 10 and Figure 11, respectively.  This data was also used to identify various Highway 14 user 

demographic data, such as average trip length, race, and ability. The following information summarizes the travel patterns and user demographics 

along the Highway 14 corridor: 

Westbound Travel Patterns 

• Approximately one-third (1/3) of westbound motorists enter the corridor via Highway 60; most others enter via Highway 14  

• Approximately 75 percent of westbound motorists travel through the corridor without exiting at one of the cross-street 

• Approximately 11 percent of westbound motorists exit the corridor at CSAH 12 

• Approximately eight (8) percent of westbound motorists exit the corridor at Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) / Marble Road (CSAH 27) 

Eastbound Travel Patterns 

• Approximately 18 percent of eastbound motorists enter the corridor via CSAH 12; most others enter via Highway 14  

• Approximately 74 percent of eastbound motorists travel through the corridor and exit at Highway 60 (24 percent) or continue along 

Highway 14 (49 percent) 

• Approximately 20 percent of eastbound motorists exit the corridor at CSAH 86 (5 percent) or CSAH 56 (15 percent) 

• Approximately four (4) percent of eastbound motorists existing the corridor at Parkway Avenue (CSAH 17) / Marble Road (CSAH 27)  

User Demographics 

• Approximately 10 percent of corridor users are traveling less than 10-miles 

• Approximately 45 percent of corridor users are traveling between 10- and 30-miles 

• Approximately 35 percent are traveling between 30- and 100-miles 

• Approximately 10 percent of corridor users are traveling over 100+ miles 

• 10 percent of corridor users identify as having a disability 

• Approximately 90 percent of corridor users identify as Caucasian, five (5) percent as African American, and 5 percent (5) as other 
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Figure 10. Westbound Highway 14 Travel Patterns  



 

                                           18 

  

Figure 11. Eastbound Highway 14 Travel Patterns  
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Traffic Forecasts 

Traffic forecasts were developed for year 2045 conditions in collaboration with the Project Technical Advisory Committee (PTAC). Since MAPO 

does not have a regional travel demand model, several approaches were reviewed to assist with the traffic forecast approach.  The traffic 

forecast development process included a review of historical AADT volumes, use of MnDOT’s MnESAL Traffic Forecast Spreadsheet (Figure 12), 

Blue Earth and MAPO’s Long Range Transportation Plans, and land use / utility expansion information provided by the City of Eagle Lake.  Results 

of the traffic forecast development process resulted in the following annual growth rates being used for the corridor and cross-streets as noted.  

Detailed traffic forecast summary documentation is provided in Appendix B.  

     

The following annual growth rates are recommended for the study area roadways: 

• Highway 14:  2% 

• 589th Avenue / CSAH 12:  5% 

• 594th Avenue / CSAH 86:  5% 

• 598th Avenue / CSAH 56:  5% 

• Le Ray Avenue / CSAH 55:  2% 

• Marble Road / CSAH 27 (North of Hwy 14):  5% 

• Parkway Avenue / CSAH 17 (South of Hwy 14):  5% 

• 610th Avenue:  2% 

• 612th Avenue:  2% 

• Highway 60:  1% 

• 615th Avenue / CR 185:  2% 
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Figure 12. Sample MnESAL Traffic Forecast Spreadsheet 
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Intersection Capacity Analysis 
  Table 2. Level Of Service Thresholds 

Existing and year 2045 no build conditions were evaluated from an intersection capacity 

perspective using VISSIM software, which incorporates methods outlined in the 

Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition. The software is used to develop calibrated 

models that simulate observed traffic operations and identify key metrics such as 

intersection Level of Service (LOS) and queues. These models incorporate collected 

traffic, freight, pedestrian, and bicyclist volumes, traffic controls, and driver behavior 

factors.  Level of Service (LOS) quantifies how an intersection is operating. Intersections, 

approaches, and movements are graded from LOS A through LOS F (Table 2), which 

corresponds to the average delay per vehicle values shown. An overall intersection LOS 

A through LOS D is generally considered acceptable in the study area. LOS A indicates 

the best traffic operation, while LOS F indicates a location where demand exceeds 

capacity.   

For side-street stop-controlled intersections, special emphasis is given to providing an 

estimate for the level of service of the side-street approach. Traffic operations at an 

unsignalized intersection with side-street stop control can be described in two ways.  

First, consideration is given to the overall intersection level of service, which accounts for the total number of vehicles entering the intersection 

and the capability of the intersection to support the volumes.  Second, it is important to consider the delay on the minor approach. Since the 

mainline does not have to stop, most delay is attributed to the side-street approaches. It is typical of intersections with higher mainline traffic 

volumes to experience high levels of delay (i.e., poor levels of service) on the side-street approaches, but an acceptable overall intersection level 

of service during the peak hours.  

Results of the existing traffic operations analysis are summarized Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 13, which includes level of service, delay, and 

queue information for both the overall intersection, as well as the worst movement.  The existing operations analysis indicates that all study 

intersections currently operate at an acceptable overall LOS B or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  However, several movements 

operate at LOS F, which are primarily side-street motorists trying to access or cross Highway 14.  Note that several of the poor side-street 

operations occur at relatively low-volume locations. From a queuing perspective, all peak hour queues are maintained within the existing turn 

lanes. That said, the eastbound left-turn movement queues from Highway 14 to northbound Highway 60 can extend up to approximately 500 feet 

during the p.m. peak periods, which equates to about 20 vehicles.   No other existing significant queuing issues were identified. Detailed existing 

operational results for all movements are available in Appendix C. 

Level of 

Service 

Average Delay / Vehicles  

Stop, Yield, and 

Roundabout 

Intersections 

Signalized 

Intersections 

A < 10 

seconds 

< 10 

seconds 

B 10 to 15 seconds 10 to 20 seconds 

C 15 to 25 seconds 20 to 35 seconds 

D 25 to 35 seconds 35 to 55 seconds 

E 35 to 50 seconds 55 to 80 seconds 

F > 50 seconds > 80 seconds 
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Table 2. E xisting Traffic Operations Analysis 

 
1 Abbreviations in the “Mvmt” columns indicate direction of travel and vehicular movement. For example, NBT means Northbound Through movement, EBU means 

Eastbound U-Turn, WBL means westbound left turn, SBR means southbound right-turn, etc. 

Table 3. Existing Traffic Operations Analysis 1 
 

Hwy 14 Intersection 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Intersection Worst Movement Intersection Worst Movement 

Delay LOS Mvmt Delay LOS 
Queue 

(feet) 
Delay LOS Mvmt Delay LOS 

Queue 

(feet) 

CSAH 12 North Ramp (roundabout)  1 A NBT 1 A 100 1 A SBR 1 A 100 

CSAH 12 South Ramp (roundabout) 1 A WBL 2 A 50 1 A SBT 1 A 75 

594th Avenue / CSAH 86 (side street stop) 0 A SBR 12 B 75 0 A NBR 14 B 75 

598th Avenue / CSAH 56 (side street stop) 3 A NBR 28 D 250 4 A NBR 51 F 225 

598th Avenue / CSAH 56 Eastbound U-Turn   2 A EBU 12 B 175 0 A EBU 7 A 75 

LeRay Avenue / CSAH 55 (side street stop) 0 A NBR 8 A 125 0 A WBL 14 B 50 

Parkway Ave (CSAH 17) / Marble Ave (CSAH 

27) Westbound U-Turn 
0 A WBU 4 A 50 0 A WBU 8 A 50 

Parkway Ave (CSAH 17) / Marble Ave (CSAH 

27)  

Middle Intersection (SSS) 

2 A WBL 20 C 125 2 A WBL 51  F 150 

Parkway Ave (CSAH 17) / Marble Ave (CSAH 

27) Eastbound U-Turn 
0 A EBU 9 A 75 0 A EBU 7 A 75 

610th Avenue (side street stop) 0 A NBL 22 C 100 0 A NBT 50 F 75 

612th Avenue (side street stop) 0 A SBL 32 D 75 0 A SBL 22 C 75 

Highway 60 and 615th Avenue / CR 185 (side 

street stop) 
3 A NBT 

>2min

. 
F 100 10 B NBT 

>2min

. 
F 50 
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Figure 13. Existing Traffic Conditions 
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Results of the year 2045 no build traffic operations analysis are summarized Table 4 and illustrated in Figure 14, which again includes level of 

service, delay, and queue information for both the overall intersection, as well as the worst movement.  The year 2045 no build operations analysis 

indicates that several study intersections along the Highway 14 corridor will operate poorly (i.e., overall intersection LOS F) under peak hour 

conditions.  Although motorists along Highway 14 do not have to stop and incur less delay, the motorists that are attempting to access, cross, or 

turn left from Highway 14 will become more difficult as traffic volumes along the corridor increase.   

The poor operations will also result in significant queues along the corridor and cross-streets and extend beyond existing turn lanes.  Of note, the 

eastbound left-turn movement from Highway 14 to northbound Highway 60 during the p.m. peak hour is expected to operate over capacity and 

result in queues extending beyond the existing turn lane and impact mainline Highway 14 operations and adjacent intersections to the west.  It is 

important to note that these are modeled results and as access becomes more difficult for motorists, they tend to choose smaller gaps and make 

more aggressive behaviors, which influences overall corridor safety.   

Detailed year 2045 no build operational results for all movements are available in Appendix D.   
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Table 3. Year 2 045 No Build Traffic Operations Analysis 

 
1 Abbreviations in the “Mvmt” columns indicate direction of travel and vehicular movement. For example, NBT means Northbound Through movement, EBU means 

Eastbound U-Turn, WBL means westbound left turn, SBR means southbound right-turn, etc. 

Table 4. Year 2045 No Build Traffic Operations Analysis 1 

 

Hwy 14 Intersection 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Intersection Worst Movement Intersection Worst Movement 

Delay LOS Mvmt Delay LOS 
Queue 

(feet) 
Delay LOS Mvmt Delay LOS 

Queue 

(feet) 

CSAH 12 North Ramp (roundabout)  2 A NBL 3 A 200 3 A SBT 3 A 325 

CSAH 12 South Ramp (roundabout) 2 A WBL 5 A 75 2 A SBT 3 A 225 

594th Avenue / CSAH 86 (side street stop) 1 A SBR 17 C 75 1 A NBR 26 D 125 

598th Avenue / CSAH 56 (side street stop) 91 F NBR >2min. F 1000+ 81 F WBL >2min. F 1000+ 

598th Avenue / CSAH 56 Eastbound U-Turn   4 A EBU 33 D 325 169 F EBU >2min. F 875 

LeRay Avenue / CSAH 55 (side street stop) 0 A NBR 10 B 125 18 C WBL 45 E 75 

Parkway Ave (CSAH 17) / Marble Ave (CSAH 

27) Westbound U-Turn 
0 A WBU 6  A 50 5 A WBU 13 B 100 

Parkway Ave (CSAH 17) / Marble Ave (CSAH 

27)  

Middle Intersection (SSS) 

9 A WBL 107 F 375 31 D WBL >2min. F 1000+ 

Parkway Ave (CSAH 17) / Marble Ave (CSAH 

27) Eastbound U-Turn 
1 A EBU 14 B 100 11 B EBU 32 D 600 

610th Avenue (side street stop) 1 A EBL 36 E 25 98 F EBT >2min. F 1000+ 

612th Avenue (side street stop) 1 A SBL 46 E 75 184 F SBL >2min. F 100 

Highway 60 and 615th Avenue / CR 185 

(side street stop) 
25 D NBT >2min. F 25 214 F NBT >2min. F 150 
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Figure 14. Projected 2045 Traffic Volumes 
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Environmental Considerations 

A social, environmental, and economic (SEE) scan was conducted to identify key considerations within the area, including areas such as: 

• Wetlands 

• Water Resources 

• Floodplains 

• Wildlife, Threatened, and Endangered Species 

• Fisheries 

• Utilities 

• Farmland and Soils 

• Erosion and Steep Slopes 

• Contaminated Properties 

• Parks and Recreation 

• Section 6(f) Properties 

• Community Facilities 

• Cultural Resources 

• Environmental Justice Populations 

The following information summarizes the preliminary SEE scan, with detailed metrics and additional mapping provided in the Appendix E.  

Wetlands 

Considerations include wetlands that may be impacted by partial or complete filling, excavation or drainage, or severance of water supply. There 

are numerous wetlands directly adjacent to Highway 14, including freshwater ponds, freshwater emergent wetlands, freshwater forested 

wetlands, and freshwater shrub wetlands. Most of these wetlands are located between CSAH 12 and CSAH 17. 

Water Resources 

Considerations include effects to water resources. The closest water resources are Eagle Lake Creek, which runs directly under Highway 14, and 

Eagle Lake, located 0.02 miles north of the study corridor. The study area is also located within two Watersheds. The western segment is in the 

Minnesota River, Mankato watershed, while the central and east segments of the study area are located within the Le Sueur River watershed. 

Floodplains 

Considerations include development encroachment on the 100-year floodplain. The designated 100-year floodplain is near the south side of the 

Highway 14 corridor in the Le Sueur River Watershed along the Eagle Lake Creek crossing of Parkway Avenue (CSAH 55) and near 610th Avenue 

and Highway 60. 

Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species 

Considerations include unique habitats, widened section, and federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. 

The USFWS Information for Planning and Consulting (IPaC) tool identified four Federally-listed or candidate species that may be affected by 

activities within the study area: Northern Long-eared Bat (Threatened), Western Regal Fritillary (Proposed Threatened), Salamander Mussel 
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(Proposed Endangered), and Monarch Butterfly (Candidate). There are no Critical Habitats identified within the study area. Additionally, eleven 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) defined endangered species were identified within Blue Earth County. These species are: 

• A Lichen (Leptogium apalachense) 

• Butternut (Juglans Cinera) 

• Eared False Foxglove (Agalinis auriculata) 

• Henslows’s Sparrow (Centronyx henslowii) 

• Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) 

• Pistolgrip (Tritogonia verrucosa) 

• Rock Pocketbook (Arcidens confragosus) 

• Salamander Mussel (Simpsonaias ambigua) 

• Two Leaf Waterweed (Elodea bifoliata) 

• Winged Mapleleaf (Quadrula fragosa) 

• Yellow Sandshell (Lampsilis teres) 

Fisheries 

Considerations include: 

• Trout Streams 

• Fish Migrations 

• Spawning runs 

• Unique Habitats 

There are no trout streams or other fisheries near the study corridor. 

Utilities 

Considerations include impacts to utilities may incur additional costs. Three pipelines cross under the study corridor, Including two hazardous 

liquid pipelines and one gas transmission pipeline. In addition, drainage structures, power lines and telephone lines cross Highway 14 on poles at 

various intersections.    
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Farmlands and Soils 

Considerations include: 

• Minimization of effects to agricultural land 

• Properties of soils 

• Suitability for roadway construction 

The study area contains soils that are well drained and classified as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. The study corridor 

travels through both rural and urban areas comprised of previously disturbed residential, commercial, and industrial land. There is agricultural 

land surrounding the Hwy 14 corridor. 

Erosion and Steep Slopes 

Considerations include: 

• Erosion effects 

• Water pollution 

There are no steep slopes identified within the study area. 

Contaminated Properties 

Considerations include disturbance of contaminated properties may increase cost. The MPCA What's in My Neighborhood mapper identified 

numerous contaminated properties located within the study area, including 46 sites within 1/2 mile of the highway. Of these 46 sites, there are 

17 multiple program sites, 3 feedlots, 16 hazardous waste sites, 4 investigation and cleanup sites, 2 subsurface sewage treatment systems 

(SSTS), and 4 Tanks. 

Parks and Recreation 

Considerations include minimization of negative effects to parks and recreational properties. The nearest park and recreational property is Lake 

Eagle Park, a City-owned park, located approximately 0.66 miles south of the study area. 

Section 6(f) 

Considerations include avoidance of impacts to properties purchased with Land and Water Conservation (LAWCON) funds. The nearest Section 

6(f) property is Lake Eagle Park, a city-owned park, located approximately 0.66 miles south of the study area. 
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Community Facilities 

Considerations include: 

• Hospitals 

• Schools 

• Libraries 

• Churches 

• Government Buildings 

• Post Offices 

There are five community facilities within a half mile of Highway 14: Eagle Lake Elementary School, Eagle Lake City Hall, Eagle Lake Fire Station, 

Epiphany Lutheran Church, and a United States Post Office. 

Cultural Resources 

Considerations include: 

• Buildings that exceed 50 years in age 

• Archaeological sites 

• Traditional Cultural Properties 

There are 24 inventoried historical sites within the study area, including approximately 17 within a half mile of Highway 14. These inventoried 

sites can be seen in Appendix E. 

Environmental Justice Populations 

Considerations include disproportionate effects to low-income or minority populations. Within one mile of the study area, there is a population 

of 5,456. This population is 92% White, 2% Black, 2% Hispanic, and 3% Two or more races, is 24% low income, and has an average per capita 

income of $37,294. The minority population is lower than the state average (20%), while the percentage of the population considered low 

income is above the state average of approximately 10%. More details about the demographics of the study area can be found in Appendix E. 

  



 

 

                                           31 

  

 Phase 1 Community Engagement Summary 

As part of the issues and needs assessment, the community was engaged in a variety of 

ways, including in person and online equivalents. Activities included selecting top corridor 

priorities, filling out comment cards, conducting surveys, identifying map comments, and 

providing demographic information. The communities’ priorities for the corridor included:  

• Improve Safety 

• Traffic Flow 

• Speed Management  

• Business and Neighborhood Access 

• Desire for Intersection Changes 

Figure 15 shows an example of results from the community priorities’ survey at the Tator 

Days Pancake Breakfast. Most participants reported traveling across or along the study area of Highway 14 daily or several times a week. The 

reasons for these trips included errands, medical appointments, visiting friends and family, and recreation or entertainment.  

A detailed summary of the first phase of engagement is provided in Appendix F. 

Figure 15. Priority Results Exercise – Tator Days Pop-Up Event   



 

 

                                           32 

  

 Summary of Issues 

Based on the technical evaluation and stakeholder input, the following issues and needs were identified. These issues and needs were used as 

the basis to develop and evaluate potential infrastructure concepts.  

• Capacity Needs: The existing conditions analysis showed that overall, all intersections operate acceptably during the existing peak hours 

with the exception of the following movements experiencing high delay: 

o Northbound right turn at CSAH 56 (598th Ave) 

o Westbound left turn at CSAH 17 (Parkway Ave) 

o Northbound thru movement at 610th Ave 

o Northbound and southbound thru movements at Hwy 60 

Traffic volumes are projected to grow by approximately 5% due to anticipated growth in the region and in Eagle Lake. Existing 

movements with high delays are expected to worsen by 2045 without improvements, degrading intersection operations and mainline 

mobility.  

• Speed Management: 85th percentile vehicle speeds exceed the posted limit of 65 mph causing unsafe conditions, especially for traffic 

entering the corridor. 

• Safety:  Intersection safety is a primary issue, in particular at the following Hwy 14 intersections exceeding the critical crash rate: 

o CSAH 56 (598th Ave)  

o CSAH 17/CSAH 27 (Parkway Ave / Marble Road)  

o Hwy 60  

In addition, the entire Highway 14 study corridor has a crash rate significantly higher than corridors with similar characteristics. 

• Local Connectivity & Accessibility: Desire for safe and efficient access to and from Highway 14 for access to the City of Mankato, freight 

industrial areas along CSAH 12, City of Eagle Lake, agricultural areas north and south of the corridor, and other regional destinations via 

Highway 14 and 60. 

• Environmental Considerations: Water resources, cultural resources, wildlife/threatened and endangered species, and prime farmland 

are the primary environmental considerations of the study area. 



 

 

                                           33 

  

• Freight and heavy commercial: Heavy Commercial Activity (i.e., freight / trucks) represents approximately 10 to 15% of overall traffic 

along Highway 14. 

• Bike and Pedestrian Infrastructure: Highway 14 is difficult and unsafe to cross as a pedestrian or bicyclist; Desire for safe connection to 

Sakatah Singing Hills State Trail. 

• Future Development: Development is likely to continue to occur in and around Eagle Lake. 

The technical analysis and stakeholder input leading to this summary of issues was used as the basis to develop the purpose and need 

framework for this corridor study.  
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 Purpose and Need  

The purpose of the Highway 14 Eagle Lake Corridor Study is to identify opportunities for future improvements on Highway 14 from CSAH 12 to 

Highway 60 to address vehicle safety and mobility while incorporating the goals and needs of the surrounding communities. 

This purpose and need was developed for a corridor study, not a specific improvement; therefore, it quantifies corridor-wide needs that may be 

addressed with future improvements. Because those improvements are not yet identified, it is not possible to differentiate between primary and 

secondary needs. Future study area improvements will be able to utilize the corridor-wide needs documented here for study specific Purpose 

and Need statements and primary and secondary needs and additional considerations as appropriate. 

Corridor-wide needs identified for the study corridor include: 

• Vehicle mobility 

• Vehicle safety 

• Walkability/bikeability 

• Social, Economic, and Environmental Considerations 

• Right of way impacts 

• Water resources 

• Cost 

Evaluation criteria were developed and used to evaluate improvement concepts’ performance relative to purpose and need. The evaluation 

criteria can be viewed in Appendix G. 
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 Concept Development  

Corridor concepts were developed based on the process outlined below.  

1. Determine the range of access options  

a. MnDOT access management guidelines were referenced 

b. Existing and proposed changes to primary and secondary intersections were considered  

2. Confirm access options to be considered 

a. The following access options were considered 

i. Option 1 – Primary accesses at CSAH 12, CSAH 56, CSAH 17, and Hwy 60; Secondary accesses at 594th Ave, CSAH 55 (Le 

Ray Ave), 610th Ave, and 612th Ave 

ii. Option 2 – Primary accesses at CSAH 12, CSAH 56, and Hwy 60; Secondary accesses at 594th Ave, CSAH 55 (Le Ray Ave), 

CSAH 17, 610th Ave, and 612th Ave 

iii. Option 3 – Primary accesses at CSAH 12, CSAH 17, and Hwy 60; Secondary accesses at 594th Ave, CSAH 56, CSAH 55 (Le 

Ray Ave), 610th Ave, and 612th Ave 

iv. Option 4 – Primary accesses at CSAH 12 and Hwy 60; Secondary accesses at 594th Ave, CSAH 56, CSAH 55 (Le Ray Ave), 

CSAH 17, 610th Ave, and 612th Ave 

b. Option 1 keeps primary and secondary intersections the same as the existing condition, Options 2 and 3 convert one primary 

intersection to a secondary intersection along the corridor, and Option 4 converts two primary intersections to secondary 

intersections  

3. Review the range of intersection types at each access location, high level design impacts, and initial screening of traffic operations  

a. At the primary intersections along the corridor the following intersection types were considered as shown by location 

i. CSAH 56  

1. High T 

a. Northbound left movement is assumed to be stop controlled, westbound left is free, eastbound right is 

yield controlled. All movements operate with LOS D or better from initial screening 

b. Casey’s entrance and Le Ray Ave are less than 350’ from Hwy 14 and will need to be restricted 

2. Interchange 

a. Westbound ramp terminal would require signalization or a roundabout to accommodate heavy 

westbound left movement in conflict with heavy northbound movement (if no access at CSAH 17/27) 

b. Full take of Casey’s and potentially another business to the south 
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c. CSAH 55(Le Ray Ave) would need to be realigned, closed, or incorporated into a 5 -Leg Roundabout with 

eastbound ramp terminal 

d. Impacts to Eagle Lake on the north side of Hwy 14 

e. Very costly and impactful option 

3. Right-In/Right-Out 

a. Acceleration lanes could be designed like ramps for proper acceleration/deceleration in entering/exiting 

lane and limit impact to mainline Highway 14 lanes 

b. May still want to consider restricted access at Casey’s and CSAH 55 (Le Ray Ave) due to proximity 

ii. CSAH 17/27 

1. High T 

a. Southbound left movement is assumed to be stop controlled, eastbound left is free, westbound right is 

yield controlled. All movements operate with LOS A from initial screening 

b. Could have eastbound Hwy 14 access to and from south leg or could close the south leg. 

c. Closure would eliminate an at grade railroad crossing.  

d. Church entrance and Millie Ln are 400’ from Hwy 14 and will need to be restricted 

2. Interchange 

a. Westbound ramp terminal would require signalization or a roundabout to accommodate heavy 

westbound left movement in conflict with heavy northbound movement if there is no access at CSAH 

56.  

b. If access remains at CSAH 56 all movements operate with LOS B or better with stop control.  

c. Hwy 14 would go over CSAH 17 (Parkway Ave) to accommodate access at railroad crossing 

d. Limitations with: 

i. Wetland in southwest quadrant 

ii. Cemetery in northwest quadrant 

iii. Church in northeast quadrant 

iv. Railroad in southeast quadrant 

3. Right-In/Right-Out 

a. Acceleration lanes could be designed like ramps for proper acceleration/deceleration in entering/exiting 

lanes and limit impact to mainline Highway 14 lanes 

b. May still want to consider restricted access at Millie Ln due to proximity 
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iii. Realigned CSAH 27  

1. High T at realigned roadway paired with High T at CSAH 56 and right-in/right-out at CSAH 17 

a. Soil issues were noted around CSAH 27/17  

b. This option could lessen property impacts at CSAH 17  

iv. Hwy 60 

1. High T 

a. Southbound left movement is assumed to be stop controlled, eastbound left is free, westbound right is 

yield controlled. All movements operate with LOS B or better from initial screening 

b. This option closes the south leg. Closure would eliminate an at grade railroad crossing.  

2. Interchange 

a. All movements operate with LOS B or better with stop control from initial screening  

b. To avoid railroad, Hwy 14 needs to be realigned to the north 

c. Hwy 14 can be over or under depending on the desire for the at grade railroad crossing to the south   

4. Pair viable intersection types with corridor concepts 

a. Table 5 below shows the initial list of concepts  

Table 5. Level 1 Concepts or “Options” 

 

 

Option CR 86 CSAH 56 Le Ray (CSAH 55) CSAH 17 610th Ave 612th Ave MN 60

Hybrid Option 1A Full Closure High T Full Closure Interchange Full Closure Full Closure High T or Interchange

Hybrid Option 1B Full Closure High T Full Closure Overpass Full Closure Full Closure High T or Interchange

Hybrid Option 1C Full Closure High T Full Closure RIRO Full Closure Full Closure High T or Interchange

Hybrid Option 1D Full Closure Full Closure Full Closure Interchange Full Closure Full Closure High T or Interchange

Hybrid Option 1E Full Closure High T Full Closure High T Full Closure Full Closure High T or Interchange

Hybrid Option 1F Full Closure High T High T (North) RIRO (South) Full Closure Full Closure High T or Interchange

Hybrid Option 1G Full Closure RIRO Full Closure Interchange Full Closure Full Closure High T or Interchange

Freeway Option 2B Full Closure High T Full Closure Full Closure Full Closure Full Closure Interchange

Freeway Option 2C Full Closure Full Closure Full Closure Overpass Full Closure Full Closure Interchange
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 Concept Evaluation 

Level 1 Screening 

An initial screening of the nine corridor concepts was completed to help narrow the list of concepts. This was referred to as the Level 1 

screening. The evaluation criteria analyzed and methodology for the Level 1 screening are described below. 

Evaluation Criteria  

The evaluation criteria analyzed for the Level 1 screening are listed below and sorted by the corridor need of improving vehicle safety, vehicle 

mobility, and the social, economic, and environmental impacts to consider.  

• Vehicle Safety 

o Anticipated number of crashes reduced  

o Conflict points 

o Crash reduction – frequency 

o Crash reduction – severity 

• Vehicle Mobility 

o Mainline delay 

o Side street delay 

o Overall intersection delay 

o Queue analysis 

o County Rd 90 expansion compatibility 

o Rerouted volume 

o Accessibility to Eagle Lake 

• Social, Economic, and Environmental Impacts 

o Property impacts 

o Relocations (residential) 

o Relocations (business) 

o Wetland/floodplain impacts 

o High level cost estimate 
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Each evaluation criteria category is listed below along with details on the methodology applied and key findings. The evaluation matrix for the 

Level 1 screening is included in Appendix G and shows how the concepts compare to one another.  

Vehicle Safety Analysis 

A preliminary safety evaluation was completed to compare and screen each concept. This analysis focused on the total number of vehicle 

conflict points (i.e., crossing, diverge, and converge conflicts) for each concept. The number of conflict points were quantified for each 

intersection location based on the concept alternative’s geometric configuration / traffic control, and then aggregated into a total number of 

conflict points by concept. Figure 16 shows an example of an intersection conflict point diagram. Table 6 shows the conflict point convention 

that was utilized for the 4-lane divided highway configuration.   

 

Table 6. Conflict Point Convention for 4-Lane Divided Highway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intersection Configuration Total Crossing Diverge Converge

Full Access - 4 Approaches 42 24 10 8

Full Access - 3 Approaches 11 5 3 3

Three-Quarter - 4 Approaches 12 4 4 4

Three-Quarter - 3 Approaches 6 2 2 2

Right-in / Right-Out - 4 Approaches 4 0 2 2

Right-in / Right-Out - 3 Approaches 2 0 1 1

J Turn - 4 Approaches 24 4 10 10

J Turn - 3 Approaches 10 2 4 4

Interchange 4 0 2 2

High-T 7 1 3 3

Overpass 0 0 0 0

Conflict Points at a 4-lane Divided Highway
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Figure 16. Conflict Point Diagram 

                

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Results of the preliminary safety evaluation indicated that each of the preliminary concept would significantly reduce the number of vehicle 

conflict points along the study corridor. Table 7 shows that based on the preliminary concepts, there would be a range from four (4) to 23 

vehicle conflict points depending on the concept. The freeway concepts would provide the lowest number of total conflict points. How the 

reduction in vehicle conflict points is expected to translate to a reduction in vehicle crashes and / or crash severity is outlined later in this report. 

Note that for reference, there is currently 139 vehicle conflict points within the study corridor.     

In addition to the conflict point analysis, Table 8 shows crash modification factors (CMF’s) from FHWA’s CMF Clearinghouse that were utilized to 

help understand the percent reduction in the frequency and severity of intersection crashes based on the various concept geometric 
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configurations. The average CMFs for various geometric changes shown were applied to the existing crashes at each intersection based on the 

concept. The totals were then aggregated for each concept, which are shown in the evaluation matrix. This analysis found that the concepts are 

expected to reduce crash frequency by 24 to 40% and crash severity by 53% to 68%, depending on the concept.   

Table 7. Alternative Conflict Point Analysis 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8. Intersection Crash Modification Factor Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alternative
Total Conflict 

Points

Hybrid Option 1A 18

Hybrid Option 1B 14

Hybrid Option 1B with RIRO 18

Hybrid Option 1C 18

Hybrid Option 1D 11

Hybrid Option 1E 21

Hybrid Option 1F 23

Hybrid Option 1G 13

Freeway Option 2B 11

Freeway Option 2C 4

By Crashes By Severity

At-grade to Interchange 34% 42%

At-grade to partial interchange (High T) 17% 21%

Full-intersection to a right-in / right-out 35% 50%

Any Access to closure 100% 100%

Overpass 75% 75%

Crash Modifcation Factors
Geometric Change
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Vehicle Mobility Analysis 

Mainline delay, side street delay, overall intersection delay, and the queue analysis were evaluated based on the 2045 AM and PM peak hour 

operations in Synchro. Only the worst operations were shown in the evaluation matrix. All options were found to operate well with minimal 

delay anticipated except Option 2C which shows failing LOS for the westbound left movement at the CSAH 12 interchange (south roundabout). 

This option reroutes a significant amount of traffic to CSAH 12 with no access to Hwy 14 between Hwy 60 and CSAH 12. With the westbound left 

movement anticipated to fail at CSAH 12, the intersection overall operates with LOS D during both peak hours. All other options show LOS A for 

all intersections during both peak hours. Maximum traffic queues are anticipated to be 225 ft or less at all intersections and for all options 

except Option 2C. Option 2C shows a maximum queue of around 500 ft at the south roundabout of the CSAH 12 interchange.  

County Rd 90 expansion compatibility – Each alternative was also analyzed based on the compatibility the concept has with a future County Rd 

90 expansion which would potentially connect to Hwy 60 at Hwy 14. The options that consider a High T at Hwy 60 and Hwy 14 would prohibit a 

connection to the south where the options that consider an interchange at Hwy 60 and Hwy 14 retain connectivity to the south of Hwy 14.    

Rerouted volumes – the amount of 2045 daily traffic that has to reroute to CSAH 17 with each alternative was determined. Options 1D and 2C 

require the most amount of traffic to reroute with access closures and restrictions. Option 1A adds no traffic to CSAH 17 with all movements 

accommodated CSAH 56 and CSAH 17. All other options have some traffic added to CSAH 17 with access closures and restrictions. There are no 

capacity concerns with traffic added to CSAH 17. 

Accessibility to Eagle Lake – the concepts were rated good, fair, or poor based on how much access is retained for vehicles going to and from 

Eagle Lake. Options with no or only one access to Eagle Lake were rated poor, options with one full access and one partial access were rated fair, 

and options with two full accesses were rated good.  

Social, Economic, and Environmental Impacts  

Property impacts – the number of properties impacted by each option were quantified. All options impact four properties except options 1C and 

1E which impact two and three properties, respectively.  

Relocations (residential and business) – none of the concepts would require relocation of residential homes or businesses.  

Wetland/floodplain impacts – the total acreage of wetland and floodplain impacts were quantified with each option. Options 1A, 1D, 1E, and 1G 

have the largest impact to wetland and floodplains with 1.79 acres impacted. Options 1B, 2B, and 2C impact between 0.21 – 0.23 acres and 

Options 1C and 1F have no wetland or floodplain impacts.  

Cost – High level cost estimates were determined for each alternative to show the magnitude is cost difference anticipated between options. An 

interchange was assumed to cost ~$30 M, a High T was assumed to cost ~25 M and an overpass was assumed to cost ~25 M. Other factors such 
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as property impacts and access closures were considered as well and ultimately a range in cost was shown. Options 1A and 1F were found to 

have the highest cost, Options 1D, 1G, 2B, and 2C were found to have the lowest cost, and Options 1B, 1C, and 1E were found to have moderate 

cost.  

PTAC Decision on Concepts 

Based on discussion with the PTAC the decision on which concepts to dismiss based on the Level 1 screening and which to carry forward for a 

more detailed analysis are as follows: 

• Hybrid Option 1A – This option was dismissed based on the high cost, and since other concepts provide adequate access 

• Hybrid Option 1B – This option was kept for further evaluation with a right-in/right-out added to provide better access at CSAH 17 

• Hybrid Option 1C – This option was kept for further evaluation with and overpass added at CSAH 55 (Le Ray Ave) to improved 

connectivity 

• Hybrid Option 1D – This option was dismissed since it only has one access to Eagle Lake and no access at CSAH 56 

• Hybrid Option 1E – This option was kept for further evaluation  

• Hybrid Option 1F – This option was dismissed based on the high cost and substantial realignment needed  

• Hybrid Option 1G – This option was kept for further evaluation 

• Freeway Option 2B – This option was dismissed since it only has one access to Eagle Lake 

• Freeway Option 2C – This option was dismissed since it has no direct access to Eagle Lake 

Level 2 Screening 

A more detailed analysis was completed for the four concepts that were carried forward with additional evaluation measures added. The 

options were renamed as follows: 

• Concept A = Hybrid Option 1B 

• Concept B = Hybrid Option 1C 

• Concept C = Hybrid Option 1E 

• Concept D = Hybrid Option 1G 

• Concept D2 = High-T at CSAH 56 with Interchange at CSAH 17/27  

Evaluation Criteria  

The Level 2 screening added the following measures to the evaluation matrix: 
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• Vehicle Safety 

o Risk factor analysis 

• Vehicle Mobility 

o Mainline delay (Vissim) 

o Side street delay (Vissim) 

o Overall intersection delay (Vissim) 

o Queue analysis (Vissim) 

o Travel time 

• Social, Economic, and Environmental Impacts 

• Walkability/bikeability  

• Preliminary cost estimate (2025 dollars) 

• Benefit-cost ratio 

Each new or modified evaluation criteria category is listed below along with details on the methodology applied and key findings. The evaluation 

matrix for the Level 2 screening is included in Appendix G and shows how the concepts compare to one another.  

Vehicle Safety Analysis 

To further evaluate safety associated with the remaining concepts, a risk factor analysis was conducted utilizing FHWA’s Surrogate Safety 

Assessment Model (SSAM). SSAM is an FHWA-sponsored computer program that quantifies vehicle conflicts using vehicle trajectory information 

derived from the outputs of Vissim traffic simulation models. SSAM quantifies conflict totals for rear-end, crossing, and lane change conflicts. It 

is important to understand that SSAM-tabulated conflicts reflect both modeled vehicle collisions and near-misses. As such, SSAM results should 

not be interpreted as the number of crashes, rather the number of situations that have a high potential for collisions to occur. This approach 

leverages the VISSIM traffic model to simulate vehicle movements under various traffic conditions and analyzes vehicle trajectory data to 

identify conflict events. These conflicts serve as surrogate measures of safety, offering insights into potential risks before actual crashes occur.  

Results of the risk factor analysis, which are illustrated in the evaluation matrix, indicate that each alternative will provide a significant 

improvement from the no build condition. 

Vehicle Mobility Analysis 

Mainline delay, side street delay, overall intersection delay, and the queue analysis were evaluated based on the 2045 AM and PM peak hour 

operations in Vissim. The operational results are highlighted for each option below. 
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• Concept A: The more detailed Vissim analysis indicated that at the CSAH 56 High T the eastbound right needs to be yield controlled 

instead of stop controlled to operate acceptably. With the eastbound right stop controlled, the movement operates with LOS F during 

the PM peak hour with 90 seconds of delay per vehicle. With the eastbound right yield controlled, the movement operates with LOS A 

during the PM peak hour. 

• Concept B: The more detailed Vissim analysis indicated that at the CSAH 56 High the eastbound right needs to be yield controlled 

instead of stop controlled to operate acceptably. With the eastbound right stop controlled, the movement operates with LOS F during 

the PM peak hour with 303 seconds of delay per vehicle. With the eastbound right yield controlled, the movement operates with LOS B 

during the PM peak hour. 

• Concept C: The more detailed Vissim analysis indicated that at the CSAH 56 High the eastbound right needs to be yield controlled and 

both the northbound left and westbound left need to be stop controlled to operate acceptably. With the eastbound right stop 

controlled, the movement operates with LOS F during the PM peak hour with 473 seconds of delay per vehicle and queues are 

anticipated to extend onto mainline Hwy 14. Also, with the northbound left stop controlled and the westbound left a free movement, 

the northbound left movement also fails with 219 seconds of delay per vehicle during the AM peak hour. With the eastbound right yield 

controlled the movement operates with LOS A during the PM peak hour. With the westbound left stop controlled, the northbound left 

movement operations are improved to LOS C during the AM peak hour. 

• Concept D: The more detailed Vissim analysis shows no operational concerns with this option. All movements operate with LOS D or 

better and all queues are less than 300 ft in length.  

For more detailed operational results see Appendix H. 

Access / Travel Time Changes: Access to / from Hwy 14 was reviewed for each alternative to understand how the potential changes would 

impact local travel patterns.  This evaluation quantified the total change for all users of an alternative, while recognizing some users would have 

longer travel times, while others would experience shorter travel times depending on their origin / destination.  In general, Concepts A, B, and D 

would all result in a similar level of access / travel times for area users, while Option C would be expected to increase travel times for several 

users, particularly CSAH 17 / CSAH 27 users. 

Social, Economic, and Environmental Impacts  

Walkability / Bikeability: Since there are no existing or planned multimodal facilities along Hwy 14 given the context of the corridor, the 

multimodal analysis focused on the ability for pedestrians / bicyclists to maneuver across (north-south) the Hwy 14 corridor.  In general, each 

alternative except for Option C would provide a similar level of north-south connectivity. However, the complexity of the High T configuration at 

CSAH 17 would be challenging for pedestrians / bicyclists to maneuver safely across Hwy 14. With future development opportunities expected 

along the north side of Hwy 14 in this area, ensuring good multimodal connectivity to / from this area is important. 
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Cost: Preliminary cost estimates were determined for each alternative based construction costs, right-of-way costs, and engineering costs 

combined. Actual quantities from the concept drawings were used to determine the costs rather than high level overall costs as completed for 

the level 1 screening.  

Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA): MnDOT’s benefit-cost analysis approach was utilized to compare each of the remaining concepts. This analysis was 

conducted in two parts, which accounts for delay (VHT - vehicle hours of travel) and safety (i.e., crash reduction) savings. For the safety BCA, 

MnDOT’s Traffic Safety Benefit-Cost Calculation worksheet was used, which identifies the 20-year cost savings, while the delays savings are 

calculated based on the traffic operations analysis results. Results of the BCA analysis shown in Table 9 indicate that each alternative will provide 

a positive BCA ratio of 3.0 or higher, which indicates the safety / delay benefits outweigh the project costs by approximately three (3) times. 

Note that Concept D, which is the lowest cost alternative, provided the highest BCA ratio. Option D2 was only considered for the benefit cost 

analysis. This concept assumed a High T at CSAH 56 and an interchange at CSAH 17/27. 

 

Table 9. Benefit-Cost Analysis 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

High Estimate
From Delay 

Saved

From Crash 

Reduction

Combined 

Benefit 

Amount

From Delay 

Saved

From Crash 

Reduction

Combined 

Benefit 

Amount

Hybrid Option 1B with RIRO Concept A $75,000,000 128,166,782$  108,000,686$  236,167,468$  1.71 1.45 3.15

Hybrid Option 1C Concept B $67,000,000 127,833,550$  98,072,854$    225,906,404$  1.91 1.47 3.38

Hybrid Option 1E Concept C $65,000,000 128,347,707$  87,981,442$    216,329,149$  1.98 1.36 3.33

Hybrid Option 1G Concept D $45,000,000 128,671,363$  106,295,687$  234,967,050$  2.86 2.37 5.23

Hybrid Option 1G alt Concept D2 $72,500,000 128,671,363$  95,527,554$    224,198,917$  1.78 1.32 3.10

ConceptAlternative

Project Cost 2035-2054 Aggregate Present Value of Savings Benefit-Cost Ratio (20 years analyzed)
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 Phase 2 Engagement Summary 

The second public engagement phase focused on gathering feedback from the public on potential future concepts and how well each 

concept meets their needs. The community was engaged at: 

 

• Totcho Night Tator Days Fundraiser on March 28, 2025 

• Mankato Hy-Vee on April 6, 2025 

• Mankato Travel Center on April 14, 2025 

• Public meeting at the Eagle Lake American Legion on April 8, 2025 

• Online survey through the project’s Social Pinpoint site 

 

Figures 17 and 18 below summarize the key themes and public input collected during Phase 2. Appendix F includes the full Phase 2 Engagement 

Summary. 

In addition, an update was shared with the Blue Earth County Board on April 8, 2025. The purpose of meeting was to share the range of concepts 

under consideration and the preliminary evaluation results that would be shared with the public at the open house later that evening. 
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Figure 17. Key Themes from Phase 2 Engagement – Public Meetings and Pop-Up Events  
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Figure 18. Key Themes from Phase 2 Engagement – Online Engagement 
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 Study Recommendation and Outcome  

Concepts Recommended to Dismiss 

A preliminary study recommendation, based on the concept evaluation findings, was presented to the PMT and PTAC.  Figures 19-23 show a 

history of all concepts considered and the project team recommendations of concepts to dismiss. 
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Figure 19. Summary of all Concepts Considered 
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Figure 20. Concep A Recommendation to Dismiss 
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Figure 21. Concept B. Recommendation to Dismiss 
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Figure 22. Concept C Recommendation to Dismiss 
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Figure 23. Highway 60 High T Recommendation to Dismiss 
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Recommended Concepts 

Appendix I includes a layout showing the recommended concept for the full corridor.  

The PMT recommended an Interchange at the Hwy 60/Hwy 14 intersection as shown in Figure 24. 
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Figure 24. Highway 60 Recommendation 

The PMT, except for the City of Eagle Lake, recommended Concept D, which included a right-in, right-out at CSAH 56, an interchange at CSAH 

17/27 and an interchange Hwy 60. This preliminary recommendation was also presented and discussed at Eagle Lake City Council Meetings and 

an Agency Meeting as summarized below. Based on feedback from these meetings, a phased approach to implementation was included with the 

Concept D recommendation as shown in Figure 25 and 26 and described below: 

• Initial Build Out Phase – Concept D with a right-in, right-out at CSAH 56 and an interchange at CSAH 17/27 to be developed 

concurrently. The Hwy 60 interchange would be an independent project with timing to be determined based on need. 

• Long-Range Vision – High T at CSAH 56. The City of Eagle Lake may pursue funding for design and construction of a High T at CSAH 56 

after the initial build out of Concept D is complete. 
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Figure 25. Eagle Lake Area Recommendation – Initial Build Out (Concept D) 
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Figure 26. Eagle Lake Area Long Range Vision – High T  
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Phase 3 Engagement Summary 

The final phase of engagement included a series of updates to the Eagle Lake City Council, a joint agency meeting with Eagle Lake, Blue Earth 

County, MAPO, and MnDOT, and a public open house and public hearing at an Eagle Lake Council meeting. Each of these meetings are detailed 

below. 

• Eagle Lake City Council Meeting – June 2, 2025 

o A study update was presented to the council to review each corridor alternative, the evaluation results, and public input. The 

Council expressed support for a High T at CSAH 56 and said it would be difficult to support concepts that do not show full access 

at that location. They also showed interest in full access at CSAH 17/27 either through an overpass with right-in/right-out design 

like Concept A or an interchange like Concept D. The Council was briefed that an Agency Meeting was scheduled for June 4, 

2025, to bring staff and elected officials from the city, county, MnDOT, and MAPO together to further discussion study concepts 

and recommendations since Blue Earth County and MnDOT had concerns about the likelihood of securing funding for a High T at 

CSAH 56 and an interchange at CSAH 17/27.  

 

• Agency Meeting – June 4, 2025 

o Staff and elected official representatives from the City of Eagle Lake, Blue Earth County, MAPO, and MnDOT met on June 4, 

2025, to discuss study recommendations following the June 2, 2025, Eagle Lake city council input that suggested they could not 

support the loss of full access at CSAH 56. Below is a summary of that meeting: 

 The CSAH 17/27 interchange is important to Eagle Lake for east side development and access north of Highway 14 

 The CSAH 17/27 interchange is important to Blue Earth County for county road network connectivity 

 Previous investments in CSAH 17 and CSAH 12 roadway network provide safe and reliable access to the west and to 

Highway 14, approximately 1.5 miles from CSAH 56 

 Concept A is unlikely to score well for competitive funds compared to Concept D. 

 Blue Earth County would be unlikely to support Concept A due to required investment levels, given recent investments 

in surrounding county road network. 

 Although Eagle Lake would also prefer a High T at CSAH 56, Concept D is better than a do-nothing alternative. Concept D 

would require future planning on east side of Eagle Lake. City would want to be proactive with a future land use and 

transportation network plan. 



 

 

                                           61 

  

 Concept D is recommended, it should include a recommendation to solicit MAPO planning dollars to study additional 

traffic control and pedestrian/bicycle crossing safety needs on local roadways such as CSAH 17/Parkway Ave, 598th and 

CSAH 27/Agency Street due to the shift in traffic patterns that would come with Concept D. 

 

• MAPO Policy Board Meeting – June 5, 2025 

o A study update was presented to the MAPO Policy Board to review each corridor alternative, the evaluation results, and public 

input. A summary of the June 4, 2025, agency meeting was shared with the Policy Board as well indicating the preliminary study 

recommendation was likely Concept D. The study team noted additional meetings with the Eagle Lake City Council and a final 

public meeting are planned for later summer 2025. The Policy Board was not requested to take formal action on the study at this 

point but expressed an understanding of the need to provide a safe corridor and balance mobility, access, and the realities 

funding availability for large infrastructure investments that is leading towards a Concept D recommendation.  

 

• Eagle Lake City Council Meeting – July 14, 2025 

o Discussion from the June 4, 2025 agency meeting was shared with the Council for consideration. Additional details on how 

projects like this are typically funded was shared with the council as well as further details on the proposed Concept D 

recommendation. 

o Blue Earth County and MnDOT shared their concerns about securing funding for both a High T at CSAH 56 and an interchange at 

CSAH 17/27. Blue Earth County also expressed concern about staff resources required to develop the CSAH 56 High T, given the 

County’s other priorities and limited capacity. 

o The Eagle Lake City Council directed staff to schedule a special council meeting and public hearing to gather resident input on 

Concept D on August 12, 2025. 

After the meetings above were completed, study engagement focused on sharing the Highway 60 recommendation and the phased Concept D 

recommendation with the Eagle Lake City Council and the public as summarized below.  

• Public Open House – August 12, 2025  

o The meeting was open to the public and advertised through social media, press release, website, and email blasts to encourage 

wide participation by the public, commuters, and interested stakeholders. The meeting was held prior to the Eagle Lake special 

council meeting and public hearing on the proposed study recommendations. The following summarizes verbal input collected 

by project staff at the open house regarding the proposed study recommendation: 

o The majority of Eagle Lake residents in attendance did not support a right-in, right-out at CSAH 56 and preferred a High T be 

implemented as part of the initial build-out phase. 
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o There was support for full access at CSAH 17/27 with many supporting an interchange at that location. Several asked questions 

about why Highway 14 was shown over CSAH 17/27 instead of the county road going over the highway. Staff explained the 

planning-level nature of these concepts and that a preliminary constructability analysis was completed and found it was more 

cost-effective to take Highway 14 over the local road. However, this will be further evaluated in future design phases when 

survey and additional design information is available. 

o Township residents had many questions about the timing of potential access closures to Highway 14. Staff shared MnDOT will 

continue to monitor township access to Highway 14 and address safety issues as needs dictate. Access is not anticipated to be 

modified unless needed prior to interchange construction. 

o Attendees supported the recommendation for an interchange at the Highway 60/Highway 14 intersection. 

 

• Eagle Lake City Council – August 12, 2025 

o A special Eagle Lake City Council Meeting was held to discuss the Concept D recommendation with the initial build out and long-

range vision approach. A public hearing was held during the meeting to collect resident input on the recommendation. The 

Council did not recommend support of Concept D and instead passed a motion by a 3-2 vote in support of Concept A. This 

concept includes a High T at CSAH 56 and an overpass with right-in, right-out at CSAH 17/27. 

Study Outcome 

The Highway 14 Eagle Lake Corridor Study did not conclude with full consensus by all partners on a corridor vision. The following summarizes 

where agencies did agree and where disagreement remained. 

 

• Agencies agreed on: 

o Recommendation for an interchange at the Highway 14/Highway 60 intersection. This recommendation was supported by the 

PMT and PTAC. 

o Full access at CSAH 17/27. As noted below in the section below, the design of the full access was not agreed upon. Blue Earth 

County and MnDOT supported an interchange design (Concept D). The City of Eagle Lake supported an overpass with right-

in/right-out design (Concept A). 

• Agencies did not agree on: 

o The design of full access at CSAH 17/27  

 The Eagle Lake City Council passed a motion by a 3-2 vote on August 12, 2025, in support of Concept A. This concept 

includes an overpass with right-in/right-out design at CSAH 17/27. The council stated this design was best for the City of 

Eagle Lake. No further details were shared.   
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 The PMT (except the City of Eagle Lake), Blue Earth County, and MnDOT recommended Concept D with a traditional 

interchange design at CSAH 17/27. This design did not require construction of new roadway and provided full access at 

the existing county road intersection with Hwy 14, providing continuity of the county network north and south of 

Highway 14. 

o Access at CSAH 56 

 The Eagle Lake City Council passed a motion by a 3-2 vote on August 12, 2025, in support of Concept A. This concept 

includes full access with a High T design at CSAH 56 with the initial build out phase. 

 The PMT (except the City of Eagle Lake), Blue Earth County, and MnDOT recommended Concept D with a right-in/right-

out at CSAH 56 in the Initial Build Out phase and a High T at CSAH 56 in the Long-Range Vision if Eagle Lake pursued and 

secured design and construction funding for the improvement. 

 

Next Steps 

The PMT met for a final time on August 28, 2025, to agree on the following documentation of next steps: 

 

• Eagle Lake Area (CSAH 12 to CSAH 17/27) 

o There is no funding for improvements beyond pavement project in MnDOT’s current 10-year plan. 

o There are no current plans to seek state or federal funding for Hwy 14 improvements in the Eagle Lake Area due to lack of 

consensus by project partners. 

o If the City of Eagle Lake can secure complete external funding for both projects, project partners are willing to revisit project 

support and next steps. 

o MnDOT will continue to monitor access to Hwy 14 and address safety and operational issues as needs dictate. It is anticipated 

that individual movements and/or access points will be modified or closed as needs dictate. 

• Hwy 60 Area (CSAH 17/27 to Hwy 60) 

o MnDOT will continue to monitor township access to Hwy 14 and address safety issues as needs dictate. Access is not anticipated 

to be modified unless needed prior to interchange construction. 

o The Hwy 60 interchange timing will be driven by future traffic volumes, safety issues, and local road connections. 

 

 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A – Detailed Crash Summaries 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B – Traffic Forecast Summary 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Appendix C – Existing Detailed Operational Results



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D – Year 2045 No Build Detailed Operational Results



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E – Social, Environmental, and Economic (SEE) 

Analysis  

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix F – Phase 1 and 2 Engagement Summaries 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Highway 14 Corridor Study Eagle Lake 

Phase 1 Engagement Summary 

The first public engagement phase focused on gathering user experiences along and across Highway 
14 in Eagle Lake. The community was engaged at the Tator Days Pancake Breakfast on July 20, 2024, 
at a public meeting at the Eagle Lake City Hall on July 29, 2024, and through continued online 
engagement through the project’s Social Pinpoint site.  

Key Themes 

Usage 

• Most participants live near and drive on or across Hwy 14 

• Top destinations along Hwy 14 include work, running errands, medical appointments, visiting 
family and friends, recreation or entertainment, and traveling to destinations beyond the study 
area 

• Most participants travel on or across Hwy 14 daily or several times a week 

• Seeking access to Sakatah Trail and CSAH 17 trail (from Eagle Lake to Mankato) 

Priorities 

• Improve safety 
o Concern about safely using J-turns. 
o Visibility at some intersections is limited making it difficult to enter and exit Hwy 14 
o Challenging to cross multiple lanes of  traffic after entering Hwy 14 from J-turns  
o Residents actively avoid driving on Hwy 14 

• Traffic flow 
o J-turns need acceleration and deceleration lanes to allow drivers to more easily enter 

and exit Hwy 14  
o Extended queuing in the morning and evening on side roads. 

• Speed management 
o Challenging to enter Hwy 14 due to high speeds  

• Business and neighborhood access 
o Frustration with access being reduced to local businesses and surrounding 

neighborhood  
o Desire to explore acceleration and deceleration lanes to better interact with traffic flow  

• Desire for intersection changes  
o People would like to see full grade-separated interchange, overpass/underpass, or 

High T at J-turn intersections  

 

 

 

Engagement Activities 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Tator Days Pancake Breakfast 

Staff interacted and distributed project information to approximately 66 people at the Pancake 
Breakfast. Engagement consisted of  having people identify their top three priorities for improvements 
to Hwy 14 by placing a plastic potato into a jar. Participants also filled out information on how they 
interact with Hwy 14.  

Key Findings 

 

Themes 
Safety • Many dislike the J-turns on Hwy 14 due to them being difficult to 

enter and exit Hwy 14 without an acceleration lane  

• The J-turn at Casey’s intersection specifically feels the most 
dangerous  

• A few mentioned their vision is limited due to foliage making it a 
dangerous turn onto Hwy 14 

• Parents don’t feel comfortable allowing their children to drive on Hwy 
14 due to the dangerous intersections  
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• Feels unsafe due to high speeds and unclear speed limit signage  
Traffic Flow • Emphasis on adding acceleration lanes and lengthening deceleration 

lanes to make it easier to enter and exit Hwy 14 
Business Access • Residents are frustrated that access to local businesses has been 

reduced  

• J-turns limit access to Casey’s and the surrounding neighborhood  
Transit Access • Some mentioned that the community has a lot of  retirement aged 

folks that would like to see better transit and mobility services 
Bike & 
Pedestrian 
Infrastructure 

• Some people mentioned that the latest updates to Hwy 14 have 
made it more difficult to walk and bike across the highway 

Quotes 

“The intersections are scary every time. I can’t see incoming traffic!” 

“I’m glad we reduced the number of  lanes – there was no need for a four-lane highway going through 

Eagle Lake.” 

“We used to use highway 14 all the time. Now I only use it when I have to, and I will never let my kids 

use it.” 

“My kids aren’t allowed to use highway 14 when they get their licenses.” 

Public Meeting 

A public meeting was held on July 29, 2024, at Eagle Lake City Hall. The meeting was advertised on 
MnDOT’s social media and website, a postcard mailer, GovDelivery, and a news release. 35 attendees 
signed into the meeting and talked with project staff. The meeting included display boards, a priority 
activity, and a map of  the project area to add comments to.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Themes 

 

Themes 
Safety • People feel unsafe at Hwy 60 intersection due to drivers getting 

frustrated with delays and making bad decisions like taking risky gaps 
and using eastbound left turn lane as a dual-left turn lane 

• Strong desire for acceleration lanes at J-turn locations and currently 
feel vulnerable entering the highway due to high speeds  

• Speeds on Hwy 14 are a problem  

• Sight lines are an issue due to the curve of  Hwy 14  

• Some farmers (with their equipment) would rather enter at one 
intersection, travel along the Hwy 14 shoulder, and exit at the next 
intersection than try to fit within the median to cross directly. 

Business & 
Neighborhood 
Access 

• Concern about impacts to Casey’s  

• Some said that J-turns are working much better than previous 
intersection control. 

• Suggestion to add a widened outside shoulder pavement area that 
allows larger vehicles to more easily complete a U-turn at the CSAH 
56 for those accessing westbound Hwy 14. 

Traffic Flow • Hwy 60 intersection is difficult to navigate  

• Movements trying to cross Hwy 14 have long delays in the 
morning/evening due to drivers taking left turns  

• Traffic trying to access Casey’s can cause back ups 

• Drivers on Hwy 14 do not move over for those waiting to enter 
mainline traffic 

• West bound traffic using the left lane travels slower than typical 
passing speeds as they prepare to use the J-turn. 

• Some questions about whether a new SE Bypass would pull traffic off 
the corridor 
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Online Engagement 

The community was invited to participate online on the project’s Social Pinpoint site through an 
interactive map and survey. Between July 18, 2024, and August 12, 2024, when the online survey 
was closed, the site had: 

• Over 500 visits 
o 196 from social media links  

• 106 surveys completed 

• 40 contributions to the interactive map 

Survey  

 

Question Theme 
If  you could 
change one 
thing about 
Hwy 14, what 
would it be? 

• Remove J-turns 

• Add acceleration and deceleration lanes at J-turn locations 

• The J-turn at Casey’s 

• Don’t want to cross two lanes of  traffic to turn  

• Reduce traffic speeds  

• Add an overpass instead of  a J-turn 

• Make entering and exiting Hwy 14 safer  
Is there 
anything else 
you think the 
study team 
should know? 

• It is difficult and unsafe to cross two lanes of  traffic after j-turns 

• Visibility issues  

• The Casey’s intersection is particularly difficult to navigate and unsafe  

• J-turns need acceleration and deceleration lanes  

• Add signage to indicate Hwy 14 drivers should move over for traffic 
entering the highway  

• Traffic during rush hour coming from Mankato makes it challenging to 
cross into Eagle Lake  

• Residents currently avoid driving on Hwy 14  

• Make safety a priority  

• Reduce Hwy 14 speed limits  
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Interactive Map 

 

Location Themes 
Hwy 14 & CR 12  • Vegetation by the onramp to westbound Hwy 14 causes a visibility 

issue  

• Lengthen the acceleration lane  

• Add signs to use this exit for Walmart access 
Hwy 14 & CR 
86/594th Ave 

• Add an acceleration lane for people turning on Hwy 14 due to high 
speeds  

• Some want access to CR 86/594th Ave closed off and some do not   
Hwy 14 & CSAH 
56/598th Ave 
(Caseys J-turn) 

• Reduce speed limits  

• Add a full grade-separated interchange, overpass, underpass, or High 
T intersection instead of  J-turn 

• Visibility issues due to curve and elevation of  Hwy 14 

• Dangerous and busy intersection 

• Difficult to enter and exit Hwy 14  
Hwy 14 & CR 
55 

• Needs a grade separated interchange or stoplight for safe access 

• Need full interchange  

• Safety concerns, need an overpass 
Hwy 14 & CSAH 
17/CSAH 27 

• J-turn is dangerous and needs acceleration lanes  

• Drivers feel unsafe entering Hwy 14  

• Replace with a grade-separated interchange or overpass 

• Keep northbound left turn lane closed  
Hwy 14 & Hwy 
60 

• Replace with a grade-separated interchange or overpass 

• This intersection has high traffic and is dangerous  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Phase I Engagement Summary Appendix 

Engagement Data 

Note: Responses below are recorded verbatim; no edits to spelling or grammar.  

Combined Usage Data 
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Combined Optional Demographic Data 

Filling out demographic data was optional for participants at the public meeting, pop-up, and online 
survey. 

Question Results 
Gender  Out of  130 responses: 

• 59% identified as female and 41% identified as male 
Age Out of  130 responses: 

• 17% were between the age of  22 and 34 

• 38% were between the age of  35 and 44 

• 15% were between the age of  45 and 54 

• 17% were between the age of  55 and 64 

• 13% were 65 and older  
Disability  Out of  107 responses: 

• 99% identified as not having a disability  
Race Out of  138 responses: 

• 98% identified as white 
Language Out of  111 responses: 

• 100% identified English as their main language 
Education level Out of  109 responses: 

• 7% High school or less 

• 15% Technical school 

• 11% Some college 

• 47% College grad 

• 20% Post grad 
City Out of  100 responses:  

• 62% Eagle Lake 

• 16% Mankato/North Mankato 
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• 10% Madison Lake 

• 3% Saint Peter  

• 2% Janesville 

• Other cities included: Saint Clair, Duluth, Waseca, Richfield, New Ulm, 
Winthrop, and Minneapolis  

How you heard 
about the study 

Out of  110 responses: 

• 54% social media 

• 15% internet 

• 10% other 

• 8% newsletter  

• 6% word of  mouth  

• 5% newspaper 

• 1% TV 

Public Meeting 

Map Comments 

Map Comments (From West to East) 

• Left turns across and on Hwy 14 are hard to judge at Hwy 60 

• Merge/diverge still influences CSAH 56 intersection  

• Cut off all access except for 60 and 12  

• Grade difference at J-turn gets icy and hard to navigate  

• Bring CSAH 17 and TH 60 into one interchange?  

• Better mowing  

• Traffic not stopping at U-turn, prefer traditional intersection 

• Make 17/27 a 2-lane overpass  

• Like EB LTL closure at CSAH 17/27 (x2) 

• Offset WB RTL would help SB traffic  

• Hard to find gap, due to people in J-turn  

• Better mowing (x2) 

• Interchange at CSAH 56 or to east 

• Review loon for CSAH 56 median u-turn  

• Move CSAH 56 U-turn to east, add acceleration lane  

• Hard to see with curves and sun 

• Need acceleration lanes westbound  

• Mix of  entering traffic and slowing traffic = safety concern 

• Remove J-turn, go back to full access (comment at CSAH 56) 

• Explore bridge with underpass (or overpass) and tear-drops. Speed reduction and law 
enforcement on Hwy 14 (comment at CSAH 56) 

• Prefer acceleration lanes (EW+WB), education for proper use  

• Won’t use Casey’s intersection, too dangerous  

• Miss acceleration lane 

• Cannot identify lane at W J-turn 

• Cannot see traffic coming at E j-turn  

Comment Cards 

Comment Card Answer 



 

 

 

 

 

 

J-turns are too dangerous along Eagle Lake. Consider older or younger drivers and trucks and trailers 
trying to merge. Eagle Lake needs a grade-separated interchange. Hwy 60 also needs one. Half  of  
Hwy 14 traffic crosses or merges there. The longer they are delayed, the more people will die and 
more it will cost. If  Hwy 14 through Eagle Lake were being built, there would be an interchange at 
Hwy 60 and 1 or 2 at Eagle Lake. Add them to comply with design standards for safety rather than 
waiting for deaths to rise to crisis level.  

In-person Survey 

Question Answer 
If  you could change 
one thing about 
Hwy 14, what would 
it be and why?  

Slow the traffic to a reasonable speed  
Grade-separated interchange by Casey’s (by church or east) and at Hwy 60. (3 
total) 
Remove J-turns it is difficult to determine which lane oncoming traffic is in. 
Install clover leafs 
It is difficult to accelerate at the industrial park access to Hwy 14. It's at a 
turn on Hwy 14 so it's kind of  blind 

Is there anything 
else you think the 
team should know? 

Interchanges can connect Sakatah Trail to Eagle Lake. 
Merging into traffic from the left lane is not well received by other drivers and 
not safe due to speed differences  

 

Online Engagement 

Online Survey Comments 

Question Answer 
If  you could 
change one 
thing about 
Hwy 14, what 
would it be and 
why? 

Go back to the old days where people could drive. 
An acceleration lane when entering the westbound traffic after the J turn. There 
used to be an acceleration lane beforehand, why was it ever taken out!! 
Get rid of  J turns. They gave caused more accidents 
No idea 
safe crossing with an overpass 
Not having to cross both lanes of  traffic to head into Mankato. There needs to an 
acceleration lane or something 
Acceleration lanes on the j-turns. Grass cut in a more timely manner - hard to see 
to get on if  in a lower profile (sedan) vehicle. Reduced speeds and also enforced!! 
One interchange at the church, close Casey’s intersection 
The flipping J-turn by Casey's. Crossing 2 lanes of  traffic to get to a turn point that 
is VERY hard to judge which lane cars heading west are in with an immediate turn 
lane into Eagle Lake. Whoever designed that had to have been smoking meth. 
There should be some kind of  safer on/off ramp in Eagle Lake. I understand it 
can't go by Casey's,  but there a multiple other placed it could go. 
Not having to turn right to turn left. 
Putting an acceleration lane coming out of  the j-hook to westbound 14 
slow the traffic down  starting at the eagle lake (Parkway exit coming from the 
east all the way to County RD 12). 65 mph is too fast, 55 mph would alow for 
better reaction time and help eliminate some of  the accidents 
Lower speed limit in study area to 55 and enforce it 
Speed. There is no acceleration lane making the uturn to go went into Mankato. 
Acceleration lanes. Not for semis but being a semi driver I’ve seen too many car 
act like the left lane is their acceleration lane and expect traffic to move for them 
Go back to acceleration lane to westbound 14 
I would prefer controlled access throughout the entire corridor. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

I would figure out a way to have an on ramp going towards mankato. 
Get rid of  J turns 
Add acceleration lane going east from hwy 17 towards janesville 
Get rid of  the J-turn. Visibility is horrible. Dangerous pulling out in front of  traffic 
going 70+ miles per hour. 
Going eastbound and turning back westbound is scary to drive by the Casey’s gas 
station 
The j turns. It's to hard to cross 2 lanes of  traffic 
Better on/off traffic. 
ir i very hard to go west on hwy 14 from caseys corner  or go into Eagle Lake and 
do the J turn.  We did that once and felt it was VERY unsafe. We go to the hwy 12 
interchange to go West on Hwy 14.  (We just moved here to Eagle Lake last fall.) 
People not stopping, having to cross multiple lanes of  traffic to turn 
I would enter Hwy 14 westbound without a J turn.  I feel less safe entering from 
the j turn than I did with just crossing eastbound traffic and entering westbound 
across from Casey’s.  Have accidents and fatalities been reduced by having the j 
turn? 
Hard to pick one thing, lately it has been everyone speeding and weaving in/out 
of  traffic 
Turns by Eagle Lake are dangerous 
Add acceration lanes to 'j' turns. Especially on hwy 56 west bound entrance & hwy 
60. 
Get rid of  the J Turn and bring back an acceleration lane for our residents to safely 
enter HWY 14. 
An oasis between Mankato and Rochester 
The speed limit !  Lower the speed limit to 50 MPH & ENFORCE it.  Police 
presence rarely see in this area   It is really not necessary to change the entire 
roadway ~ just make drivers accountable for their actions !   Stop them & give out 
hefty fines 
Reduced US 14 access to Eagle Lake; residents should utilize the CR 12 
interchange and CSAH 17 
J-ramps - they need an acceleration lane 
There just needs to be an on and off ramp. It’s expensive but worth the price of  
many lives. At this point if  they had made this change right away it would have 
been just as expensive as the 5 redesigns.I mean I am not a civil engineer but exits 
seem to 
Eagle Lake needs 2 full interchanges, and another one is needed at highway 60 
intersection. 
Have an overpass to control traffic instead of  everyone pulling out in front of  each 
other. 
Place acceleration lanes on J Turns, enable turning traffic to safely merge into 
traffic 
EITHER EXTENDING THE J TURN  OR GET RID OF IT. WHEN BUSY WAY TO 
DANGEROUS  CROSS 2 LANES TO GET TO j-TURN 
Nothing, it’s finally perfect since the Nicollet to new Ulm four-lane got done. 
Safer westbound access because the current j-turn solutions don’t allow clear 
visibility or proper acceleration. 
Get rid of  u and j turns . Get rid of  round a bouts 
An East Bound merge lane for Eagle Lake. Sometimes the only way to get on 14 
from Eagle Lake is to pull out in front of  on coming cars, because they do not 
move over to the fast lane. 
Acceleration lanes 
Safety - reduce speeds 



 

 

 

 

 

 

It should have went south of  Eagle Lake 
Aggressive Driving 
Should be an acceleration lane after EVERY J-TURN,and a speed reduction lane 
that is long enough to reduce your speed, most often the traffic is going around 
70mph and its very hard to merge in that traffic, and during the winter is a gamble 
at best. 
Better impass at 60/14 
Highway 60 exit heading West to East (from Mankato / Eagle Lake to Madison 
Lake) 
The super scary J Hooks leaving and getting into Eagle Lake 
Make safety improvements to intersection at Hwy 14 & 60.  Add auxiliary lane on 
Hwy 14 westbound between Victory Dr and Riverfront Dr. 
separated grade interchanges, eliminate at-grade access 
Safe access. High volume of  accidents at intersections. 
How hard it is to get on hwy 14 in eagle lake 
Safer access to highway from Eagle lake or crossing by Eagle Lake 
Access getting onto and off of  the highway from side roads.  It is extremely 
dangerous.  Accidents, and unfortunately fatalities, seem to be common now. 
Slow traffic down between this area to 50mph, both east and westbound 
directions. This will allow for easier access to crossing at Casey's to get in the lane 
to go westbound and not feeling like you are in danger when getting in the lane to 
head west 
Get rid of  the J turn !!!!! Have you ever been behind A dump truck that’s loaded 
with dirt trying to make a left-hand turn onto 14 W. it’s almost impossible and 
sometimes the back up lane to turn on the J turn is backed up 
Put back in the acceleration lane. 
Eagle Lake deserves easy and most especially safe access from Highway 14. A 
proper intersection at the Casey's location would improve safety and likely drive 
additional economic development. 
Adding an acceleration lane near caseys in Eagle lake on both sides by j-turn 
An overpass or on and off ramps where hwy 14 intersecs with county Rd 27 for 
safer access for vehicles and pedestrians 
Interchange at Highway 60 with a southern bypass to connect with County Road 
90. 
People pulling onto hwy 14 out of  eagle lake. I see near accidents almost daily 
become of  people not estimate traffic speed correctly or cars not stopping before 
entering the highway 
The turn coming in from 14 to Casey’s… it’s too dangerous to cross too many 
accidents 
Add entrance and exit ramps with overpasses. 
Add highway exits/overpasses so crossing highway is safer and getting on/off 
highway is safer 
People pulling onto hwy 14 out of  eagle lake. I see near accidents almost daily 
become of  people not estimate traffic speed correctly or cars not stopping before 
entering the highway 
The turn coming in from 14 to Casey’s… it’s too dangerous to cross too many 
accidents 
People pulling onto hwy 14 out of  eagle lake. I see near accidents almost daily 
become of  people not estimate traffic speed correctly or cars not stopping before 
entering the highway 
The turn coming in from 14 to Casey’s… it’s too dangerous to cross too many 
accidents 
Add entrance and exit ramps with overpasses. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Add highway exits/overpasses so crossing highway is safer and getting on/off 
highway is safer 
Add an interchange at CR56 and Highway 14 
over pass 
Get stupid drivers off the road 
J Turn, need accelerating lane. 
No turning lanes 
Move the Casey's intersection further to the east so line of  site is better. 
The J turns. They are ridiculous in states with snow and ice. 
The J turn near Casey’s is very hard to enter/exit due to high traffic and speeds. 
Very dangerous! 
No more J turns, better plan for going westbound, maybe an overpass 
An exceleration lane for westbound traffic leaving Eagle lake 
acceleration lanes when using the j turns or turning onto the highway 
There needs to be an overpass bridge to allow traffic to enter/exit Eagle Lake 
safely.  The u-turns are dangerous 
Somehow, there needs to be safe access on and off of  HWY 14 near Eagle Lake. 
The current solutions seem temporary at best. There needs to be an option that 
doesn't require crossing two lanes of  traffic or turning into a passing lane to gain 
access. 
Slower speed and/or better enforcement for violations.  The majority of  the 
problems the result of  human behavior: Pulling out in front of  others, ignoring the 
STOP signs, not moving over to allow traffic to enter, etc. 
Move where Parkway meets 14 coming from Eagle Lake further East in order to 
create a new overpass for Eagle Lake access 
Make it safer to enter Hwy 14 westbound from Eagle Lake at Casey’s gas station. 
The new “J-turn” feels even less safe than the previous solution. There needs to be 
some sort of  acceleration lane like before where you have time to speed up before 
merging. 
Slow down traffic by J turns 
I don’t care for the u-turn strategy for left turns. 
The fact that people are turning onto a highway with speeds at 70+, without a 
window or assuming others will move for their vehicle is a very unsafe practice. 
Why are we changing this for a 3rd time? Waste of  resources! Do it right this time! 
Move J turn- 598th to west 14 further East, add acceleration lane, less overlap of  
cars exiting west14 onto 598th w/ the traffic merging onto 14 from 598th. This 
will eliminate the low visibility of  the current J turn 
Put in bridge(s) and ramps, especially by Casey's. Get rid of  the j-turns. 
I would add an overpass at the Casey’s Convenience Store exit. 
consolidate side road access/crossings - there are a lot of  intersections along this 
stretch and many that connect to the same/similar direction or destination; feeling 
of  unsafe has to do primarily with intersections more than anything else 

Is there 
anything else 
you think the 
study team 
should know? 

The J turn seems to not be the most thought out option as crossing 2 lanes of  
fast moving traffic is nerve wracking and often very unsafe.  Hopefully the team 
can come up with a better solution.  Maybe raise the highway there for ramps or 
lower the speed 
Not much to do, unless Blue Earth county will actually provide justice 
It is difficult to see oncoming cars at the Casey's intersection looking west and 
then east to merge into traffic. 
Above listed 
Caseys was informed when the established at that intersection by MN DOT there 
was NO guarantee that that would be an intersection forever 
I'm sure whatever ya'll decide to do won't fix the problem... 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Please do not close intersections to get from eagle lake to Mankato. There needs 
to be more safe infrastructure built by Casey's and even the church to make it safe 
for everyone. 
signage could be placed for through traffic to move to the left lane giving entering 
traffic a safer chance to enter 
The J turn is as dangerous as any option that there has ever been. 
Most of  the accidents and near accidents are the result of  the intersections in the 
corridor. 
Shutting down entrances to and from eagle lake should not be an option. This will 
cause businesses to shy away from a town that needs this. 
No 
Make sure grass is cut for visibility 
Need an over pass without round abouts. 
No 
It's not safe. 
With the j-turns, why isn't there acceleration lanes?!? 
Involves in cat accident near here and have seen plenty of  near misses! 
Would it work to have the same sort of  setup as the Hwy 13 split in Savage?  
(Where 13 goes east thru Savage/Burnsville and south thru Savage to Prior Lake)? 
I think there are several improvements that needs to be made, safety, better not so 
stressful access on/off the highway in the study area. 
We need and deserve an acceleration lane. 
No 
We could save thousands of  dollars by positioning a Highway Patrol at the Hwy 
12 point & again at the "Casey's corner" & another at the 14 & 60 exit.  Stop 
speeders & tailgaters!!! 
The eagle lake intersection have been redone so many times and never seem to 
improve. 
Don't wait to ask for money for full interchanges after a bus gets in a crash and 50 
children die. Design safe access to 14 for the people who live in Eagle Lake, and 
all of  the people that drive through it. Make it a priority - leadership needs apply 
$$. 
Reduce speed limits between from Eagle Lake to TH 60 to 55, more enforcement. 
This is a waste of  money, the responsibility for the accident should be put on the 
people not the road. 
No, except that I greatly appreciate the time and attention to keeping Eagle Lake 
safe. Thank you! 
It's a little late to be asking for advice now that you've screwed with it for multiple 
years. 
Going East Bound from Eagle Lake while towing a trailer is really difficult, some 
people drive all the way to County HWY 12 just to go East. 
I really hate the stop sign that makes you stop before crossing 14 at the most east 
eagle lake intersection. Sometimes I feel that it would be safer to yield bc you 
don't have to quickly accelerate across the highway, especially when towing 
From county rd12 it should go south and avoid Eagle Lake and hook back up east 
of  Eagle Lake 
Love Roundabouts that keep traffic flowing smoothly.  Drivers do not stop at stop 
signs and run red lights constantly 
The cut across from 60 onto 14 toward Janesville and 14 onto 60 is dangerous. 
Please do not do what you did at Eagle lake with a u turn lane. 
The U turn lanes often have people crossing both lanes after leaving Eagle Lake to 
get to the lane to do a turn back to Mankato.  Drivers do not signal and move into 
oncoming traffic that has no idea they are going to use the lane, this is dangerous. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

It is a super scary section of  the highway and maybe come up with a better way to 
access Eagle Lake like Elysian has 
No 
Something needs to change before more people die 
The J turns aren’t well thought out, still need to get across traffic 
We don't care if  you reduce speed on the highway near Eagle Lake!  Make it safer 
for goodness sake!! 
J turns suck!!!! 
Build a bridge with exit ramps at the church just east of  eagle lake. Shutdown the 
crossing at Casey’s 
Check the sales figures at Caseys in EL and see if  they are among the top stores. 
There would likely be additional business development if  the intersection were 
safe and guaranteed to remain open. 
Utilize this plan to help reduce traffic on US 14 and TH 22: 
https://www.aaroads.com/forum/index.php?topic=33911.0 
The police officer at this intersection agrees with me. 
Something must change. I see daily near accidents 
Just that that area needs to change. Maybe have lights there instead 
Reduce speed limit near the intersection of  CR56 and Highway 14. 
Rather than the intersections we need to improve driving skills for people 
Traffic is coming at a fast pace. Sometimes it's difficult to get across the highway. 
Build a bridge entrance by Casey's and take away all other entrances to Eagle Lake 
town. 
I try to avoid taking hwy 14 because getting on it is a hassle 
We eventually need an overpass to get on 14 to go west from Eagle Lake 
The study team should share the accident rate, including injuries and fatalities, in 
comparison to other stretches of  HWY in the state with the community. This is 
data which needs to be mined, not generated and should be shared with local 
residents. 
While some at MNDOT think slowing the speed to 55mph wouldn't work, I see it 
happen in Byron.  Maybe they don't go all the way to 55mph, but people DO slow 
down. 
It feels very unsafe turning onto Hwy 14 westbound from the “J-turn” right into 
high-speed traffic coming up the hill from the east. The last solution with the 
acceleration lane helped with this issue. 
I live on county rd 86. Every day, I see an almost accident caused by someone 
turning onto 14 from 56. It is a very big problem, and the increased semi traffic to 
Walmart soon will not help. Just yesterday a gentleman 80+ yrs old pulled in front 
of  3 cars 
Thanks for all your work! 
The traffic flow coming out of  Mankato especially around 5 pm on weekdays is 
heavy and can make it difficult to cross into Eagle Lake. We don't have a huge rush 
hour, but you can definitely tell the increased traffic between 7-8 am & 4:30-
5:30pm 
I believe J-turns in this area are especially dangerous as the congested traffic on 
Highway 14 is moving so quickly; I believe overpasses would be much safer. 
personal experience of  3 near misses at the Casey's intersection going eastbound 
on 14 with someone turning left/southbound; fail to yield or gauge spacing and 
on 14 i've had to pump the brakes - near misses; hill/curve causing misjudgment? 

 

Map Comments 

Location Comment 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Hwy 14 & CR 12  • IDEA: Clear vegetation along onramp to WB TH 14 from Cty Rd 12, 
difficult to see WB traffic until about to merge onto highway. Perhaps 
lengthen acceleration lane to allow vehicles to merge safely. (2 upvotes) 

• IDEA: Add signs to use this exit for Walmart access, with the soon to be 
increasing traffic. Too many semis use 22 and 86 for access which is the 
opposite of  the reasoning behind building 12. (2 upvotes) 

Hwy 14 & CR 
86/594th Ave 

• IDEA: An acceleration lane for people turning off of  cty rd 86, it is hard to 
turn onto 14 during busy times and people do not know how fast cars are 
moving. (1 upvote, 2 downvotes) 

• IDEA: Close access to county road 86 north, semis sit and use this road, 
when you specifically built 12 for their traffic. (1 upvote, 1 downvote) 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Hwy 14 & CSAH 
56/598th Ave 
(Caseys J-turn) 

• IDEA: Drop the speed to 50 MPH from here to the Cemetery RD. Put 
yellow warning lights on Hi-way 14 to let traffic Know someone is in 
the intersection. Just these two moves and you can get rid of  the 
JTurn< (2 downvotes) 

• IDEA: Lower the speed limit to 50 mph from 700 feet west of  the 
intersection on 598th carry that speed limit past the last entrance to 
the east. If  anyone does the numbers this would slow down your trip 
to Rochester or Mankato by 30 seconds. 

• IDEA: Full grade-separated interchange here. Bridge can be angled 
like hwy 169 interchange north of  Belle Plaine (2 upvotes, 1 
downvote) 

• IDEA: Full grade-separated interchange here. Bridge can be angled 
like hwy 169 interchange north of  Belle Plaine (2 upvotes, 1 
downvote) 

• IDEA: I believe that a "High T" intersection much like the one at the 
intersection on Highway 13 in Savage is the best solution to this 
particular intersection. It looks like it would fit within the current road 
configuration and eliminate at grade crossing (1 upvote, 1 downvote) 

• IDEA: I believe that a "High T" intersection much list the intersection 
on Highway 13 in Savage (1 upvote, 1 downvote) 

• IDEA: Atleast a sign that indicates the risks of  pulling out in front of  
a vehicle, IE: #1. Warning! Speed limit is 65. #2. Injuries or even 
death can occur if  you are not confident in your spacing. #3. 
Oncoming traffic shouldnt have to move lanes to avoid you. (2 
upvotes) 

• IDEA: would ease wariness of  turning when traffic is present 

• CONCERN: Dangerous and very busy intersection (4 upvotes, 2 
downvotes) 

• CONCERN: There are several times of  day when both lanes tend to be 
filled and visioin over and around the bridge can make seeing 
oncoming traffic difficult. The Change to a forced right hand turn 
seems to have provided little if  any relief  at this intersection. (2 
upvotes, 2 downvotes) 

• CONCERN: the combo of  the curve and hill that eastbound 14 traffic 
is coming on makes it difficult for people turning onto the highway 
(sight lines? easy to miss seeing a car with the curve and the hill?) (4 
upvotes, 1 downvote) 

• CONCERN: Just as dangerous as before, still having to move through 
2 lanes of  60+mph cars 

• CONCERN: People unfamiliar, old or not an advanced driver pull out 
without a window, or so slow that traffic has to react. (1 upvote) 

• CONCERN: When looking east for oncoming traffic it is difficult to 
distingush traffic between lanes. Currently forces drivers to enter the 
passing lane with traffic travelling at high speeds. Especially 
dangerous during heavy traffic periods of  the day. (3 upvotes, 2 
downvotes) 

• CONCERN: It is very hard to see the oncoming westbound traffic from 
this J-turn (4 upvotes, 3 downvotes) 

• CONCERN: The sightlines here to the east are not great. Additionally, 
too many people pull into the far lane (in front of  people who moved 
over to let them enter!) instead of  the near lane like they should. (5 
upvotes, 1 downvote) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

• CONCERN: Dangerous to merge (1 upvote, 1 downvote) 

• CONCERN: When trying to merge on, it's difficult to see what lane 
oncoming traffic is in. No acceleration lane has vehicles pulling out 
when someone is trying to exit and has them pulling out not up to 
speed. (4 upvotes, 2 downvotes) 

• CONCERN: Need a better way to go onto incoming traffic 
Hwy 14 & CR 
55 

• IDEA: Eagel Lake needs safe access to HWY 14 in both directions. 
This likely means either a grade separated interchange or a stop light. 
Meriden and Nicollet smaller populations, but each have grade 
separated interchanges to make HWY access safe (7 upvotes, 1 
downvote) 

• IDEA: Possible grade-separated full interchange here. (2 upvotes, 1 
downvote) 

• IDEA: If  they truely cared about safety money wouldn't be a concern. 
The only reason they didn't build overpasses here was because they 
don't care about safety. 

Hwy 14 & CSAH 
17/CSAH 27 

• IDEA: J turns are dangerous, there needs to be acceleration lanes, it's 
difficult to enter into traffic lane from a stop to gain traffic speed. 
Reduce speed limits between Eagle Lk & Hwy 60 would greatly 
improve using J Turns. Sign - "Accident Reduction Zone" (1 upvote, 1 
downvote) 

• IDEA: Possible grade-separated full interchange here. (2 upvotes) 

• IDEA: Keep the northbound left turn lane closed. Every since it's been 
closed that intersection feels much safer! It does need a sign for 
westbound travelers to move over when they can to allow traffic to 
enter. 

• IDEA: I really don't like dodging into traffic on these J turns, especially 
2x in order to get into Eagle Lake lake. Would an overpass be out of  
the question? I often need to merge onto the highway with a large 
truck or truck and trailer. It is very challenging (7 upvotes, 1 downvote) 

• IDEA: It would be safer to have an acceleration lane when turning 
right onto HWY 14. It’s difficult to see the traffic traveling East coming 
at you around the curve. The other idea is to have an overpass bridge 
with an on/off ramp system (6 upvotes, 2 downvotes) 

• IDEA: there should be one or perhaps two (one east and one west) 
overpasses' with on & off ramps to access Eagle Lake & HWY14 (5 
upvotes, 2 downvotes) 

• IDEA: Integrated intersection Parkway/Marble, block 598th Ave & 
594th Ave Accesses, use Frontage Roads 17 and Parkway Ave. 

• CONCERN: MNDOT leadership needs to know that there are many 
drivers that are extremely anxious with using J-turns onto a 65 MPH 
highway. Especially when there is added pressure of  cars waiting 
behind them or trying to get them to just go when they don't feel safe 
(1 upvote) 

• CONCERN: as a CMV w/HazMat driver I find this intersection 
dangerous and forget about trying to go 14 east as its very rare that I 
can get the truck going fast enough to merge left safely in that short 
distance. (2 upvotes) 

• CONCERN: The oncoming traffic stays in the left lane and there is no 
sign telling them that there is traffic entering. Will the hill it is hard to 
see if  traffic is coming. We need stop lights. (1 downvote) 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Hwy 14 & Hwy 
60 

• IDEA: Place an overpass on this intersection with on/off ramps from 
Highway 14 to Highway 60, 615th Ave and railroad tracks. Too many 
blind spots, high speed, obstructions causing increase of  serious 
injuries and fatalities over the years with increase traffic. (5 upvotes) 

• IDEA: Grade-Separated Full Interchange here - also extending over 
railroad tracks. This is a major intersection with traffic crossing 
highway 14 at full 65 mph. It's probably the most high traffic and 
most dangerous intersection of  state highways along hwy 14 (2 
upvotes) 

216th St • CONCERN: Add more speed limit signs on this road as everyone 
drives 45 mph instead of  55 mph. (2 upvotes) 

211th St  • CONCERN: Reduce speeds to 50 mph. Start 700 ft before 5 (2 
downvote) 
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Appendix G – Level 1 and Level 2 Screening 

Evaluation Matrices and Cost Estimate 
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Highway 14 Eagle Lake Corridor Study

Concept Alternative Cost Estimates (2025 Dollars)

Concept 594th TWP RD 332 612th* TH 60 - Interchange TH 60 - High T
Total Corridor Cost 

with TH 60 High-T

Total Corridor Cost

with TH 60 Interchange

A $80,000.00 High T $28,717,000.00 RIRO Overpass $21,700,000.00 $80,000.00 $21,151,000.00 $13,902,000.00 $64,500,000.00 $71,800,000.00

B $80,000.00 High T $28,717,000.00 Overpass $11,500,000.00 RIRO $3,000,000.00 $80,000.00 $21,151,000.00 $13,902,000.00 $57,300,000.00 $64,600,000.00

C $80,000.00 High T $28,717,000.00 High T $13,643,000.00 $80,000.00 $21,151,000.00 $13,902,000.00 $56,500,000.00 $63,700,000.00

D $80,000.00 RIRO $1,450,000.00 Interchange $19,745,000.00 $80,000.00 $21,151,000.00 $13,902,000.00 $35,300,000.00 $42,600,000.00

D2 $80,000.00 High T $28,717,000.00 Interchange $19,745,000.00 $80,000.00 $21,151,000.00 $13,902,000.00 $62,600,000.00 $70,000,000.00

*Removal Costs included in the TH 60 Interchange and High-T

Closed

 Cost Ranges Used in 

Evaluation Matrix 

(Includes 

contingencies due to 

Planning Level stage 

of work)

$64-$75M

$56-$67M

$57-$65M

$36-$45M

$63-$75M

Closed

CSAH 56 CSAH 55 CSAH 17

Closed

Closed



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix H – 2045 Build Vissim Operational Results 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option A/Hybrid Option 1B with EBR Stop – 2045 AM Peak Hour Operations  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option A/Hybrid Option 1B with EBR Stop – 2045 PM Peak Hour Operations  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option A/Hybrid Option 1B with EBR Yield – 2045 PM Peak Hour Operations  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option B/Hybrid Option 1C with EBR Stop – 2045 AM Peak Hour Operations  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option B/Hybrid Option 1C with EBR Stop – 2045 PM Peak Hour Operations  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option B/Hybrid Option 1C with EBR Yield – 2045 PM Peak Hour Operations  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option C/Hybrid Option 1E with EBR Stop – 2045 AM Peak Hour Operations  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option C/Hybrid Option 1E with EBR Stop – 2045 PM Peak Hour Operations  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option C/Hybrid Option 1E with EBR Yield and WBL/NBL Stop – 2045 AM Peak Hour Operations  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option C/Hybrid Option 1E with EBR Yield and WBL/NBL Stop – 2045 PM Peak Hour Operations  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option D/Hybrid Option 1G – 2045 AM Peak Hour Operations  

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Option D/Hybrid Option 1G – 2045 PM Peak Hour Operations  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix I – Recommended Concept D Layout



 

 

 

 

 

 

 


