Mankato/North Mankato Area Planning Organization
Technical Advisory Committee
Thursday, January 19, 2017 – 1:30PM
Intergovernmental Center,
Minnesota River Room
10 Civic Center Plaza, Mankato, MN 56001
I.

Call to Order

II.

Introductions

III.

Approval of Agenda

IV.

Approval of Minutes – October 20, 2016

V.

New Business
1.

VI.

Proposed MAPO 2017-2020 Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) Amendments
a.

137-591-003 – Mankato SRTS project

b.

TRF-0756-17 – MRCI Mankato Purchase two buses

c.

TRS-0028-16 – Transfer STP Funds for purchase of one class
400 low floor bus.

2.

Proposed 2017 Unified Planning Work Program Amendment

3.

Local Projects Seeking Federal Funds in 2021 through the Mn/DOT
District 7 Area Transportation Partnership

4.

Proposed MAPO TAC Bylaw Amendment

5.

Riverfront Drive & Belgrade Avenue Corridor Study Update

Other Business & Updates
1. Transit Development Plan
2. 2016 ICE Studies
3. 2017 ICE Studies
4. Trunk Highway 22 Corridor Study

VII.
VIII.

November 3, 2016 MAPO Policy Board Minutes (Informational)
Adjournment

SUMMARY OF MEETING
Mankato/North Mankato Area Planning Organization
Technical Advisory Committee Regular Meeting
Thursday, October 20, 2016 – 1:30 p.m.
Minnesota Valley Room
Intergovernmental Center,
10 Civic Center Plaza,
Mankato, MN 56001
A meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the Mankato Area
Planning Organization was held on October 20, 2016, at 1:30 p.m. in the
Minnesota Valley Room of the Intergovernmental Center. Present Jeff Johnson –
City of Mankato Public Works Director, Paul Vogel – MAPO Executive Director,
Lisa Bigham – District 7 Minnesota Department of Transportation, Jake Huebsch
– MAPO Transportation Planner, Scott Hogen for Shari Allen – ISD 77, Ed
Pankratz – Mankato Township, Sam Parker, Region Nine Development
Commission, Ryan Thilges – Blue Earth County Engineer, Karl Friedrichs – Lime
Township, Seth Greenwood – Nicollet County Public Works Director, Mark
Anderson – City of Mankato Transit and Mike Fischer – City of North Mankato,
Dan Sarff – City of North Mankato. Others present: Scott Poska – SRF
Consulting.
I. Call to Order
Chair Fischer called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.
II. Introductions
Introductions were made.
III. Approval of Agenda
Mr. Friedrichs moved and Mr. Vogel seconded a motion to approve the agenda.
With all voting in favor, the agenda was approved.
IV. Approval of Minutes, July 21, 2016
Mr. Pankratz moved and Mr. Sarff seconded a motion to approve the minutes.
With all voting in favor, the minutes were approved.

MAPO TAC Meeting Summary
V. New Business
1.

Proposed 2017 Unified Planning Work Program Amendment
Based on local feedback and direction from MnDOT and FHWA, staff
proposed moving the ADA Transition Plan from 2018 to 2017 and moving
the Pavement Management Plan from 2017 to 2018. The purpose of ADA
transition plan is to incorporate all necessary elements required to ensure
the local jurisdictions with the MAPO area are in compliance with current
ADA regulations. The ADA transition plan provides an inventory of all
existing facilities so that the local jurisdiction can identify existing
obstacles and barriers to develop a long term plan for necessary
upgrades.
It was noted by Mr. Thilges and Mr. Greenwood they would like the RFP to
include separate costs options for Blue Earth and Nicollet County to cover
the remaining county area outside of the MAPO planning boundary.
Mr. Johnson motioned and Mr. Greenwood seconded the motion to
recommend to the MAPO Policy Board that the 2017 work plan be
amended to include the ADA transaction plan and to move the Pavement
Management Plan to 2018 with no change in the budget for 2017. With all
voting in favor, the motion carried unanimously.

2.

Selection of Intersection Locations for Intersection Control
Evaluation (ICE) Studies in 2017
In 2016 MAPO contracted with SRF Consulting Group to perform ICE
Studies at
 Lor Ray Drive / Howard Drive
 Stadium Road / Pohl Road
 Balcerzak Drive / Pohl Road
The 2017 budget included $32,000 to perform 3 ICE studies at key
locations identified in the Long Range Transportation Plan and included
feedback from TAC members. The TAC identified 4 locations where they
would like to see ICE studies completed:
 Hoffman Road / Victory Drive
 Lookout Drive / Howard Drive
 Lor Ray Drive / Carlson Drive
 Pleasant Street / Stoltzman Road
MAPO staff noted the 2017 budget included $5,000 for the development of
a MPO web-site, but that money could be added to the existing ICE
studies budget of $32,000 for a total of $37,000 because MAPO was able
to work with the City of Mankato Information Technology Department and
develop the web-site in-house which saved the MAPO $5,000 by not
having to hire an outside firm to develop the web-site. The additional
funds would be used towards the additional ICE location/study.

MAPO TAC Meeting Summary

Mr. Friedrichs motioned and Mr. Johnson seconded the motion to
recommend to the MAPO Policy Board that Hoffman Road / Victory Drive,
Lookout Drive / Howard Drive, Lor Ray Drive / Carlson Drive, and
Pleasant Street / Stoltzman Road have Intersection Control Evaluation
(ICE) Studies performed in 2017.
3.

Draft 2016 Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) Reports
Scott Poska with SRF provided an update on the three intersection control
evaluation reports for Howard Drive / Lor Ray Drive, Pohl Road/ Stadium
Road and Pohl Road / Balcerzak Drive. North Mankato staff noted they
would like language added to the Howard Drive / Lor Ray Drive ICE report
to highlight the safety aspect of a roundabout vs signalized intersection.

4.

City of North Mankato Transportation Alternatives Project
Solicitation & Requested Letter of Support
North Mankato staff informed the MAPO TAC of their intent to apply for
funding through the Transportation Alternatives Program Monroe/Garfield
Safe Routes to School Project and the development of trail along Lookout
Drive. North Mankato request a letter of support for their projects. Mr.
Johnson motioned and Mr. Hogen seconded the motion to have MAPO
staff write a letter of support for the two projects. With all voting in favor,
the motion carried.

5.

Proposed MAPO 2017-2020 Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) Amendments
Mr. Anderson reported that upon review by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) of the 2017-2020 TIP, the following comments by
FTA need to be addressed in the 2017-2020 TIP which requires a TIP
amendment and MAPO Policy Board to approval.







The FTA Section 5307 annual apportionment for Mankato Transit
averaged more than $880,000 from 2014-2016. A reasonable
assumption for the 2017-2020 program years is that a total of about
$3.5 million in Section 5307 funds will be available. Additionally,
about $2 million in 2014-2016 Section 5307 funding remains
unobligated. Thus, a total of about $5.5 million in Section 5307
funding is available for the duration of the TIP. However, only about
$2.2 million of this is programmed. Additional projects should be
programmed to account for this discrepancy.
Mankato Transit has about $1.5 million in FY2013/14 Section 5307
funds that are obligated but have not been used. The TIP should
explain this apparent lack of project implementation and how it will be
resolved.
Transit projects in the tables should reflect the City of Mankato in the
Agency column and not MnDOT.
Bus purchases should reflect replacement or expansion.
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Mr. Anderson provided a memo to the TAC and FTA on how the Mankato Transit
has addressed the above referenced items which will be reflected in the 20172020 TIP pending MAPO Policy Board approval.
Mr. Thilges motioned and Mr. Anderson seconded the motion recommending to
the MAPO Policy Board approval of the 2017-2020 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) Amendments. With all voting in favor, the motion carried
unanimously.
VI. Other Business & Updates
Mr. Johnson provided an update of the City of Mankato intent to apply for
Local Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) to construct a
roundabout at Highway 22 and Hoffman Road. Mr. Johnson explained that
MnDOT District 7 is also planning to apply for State HSIP funding to
construct a roundabout as well. Mr. Johnson requested a Letter of
Support from the MAPO TAC for the project. Mr. Friedrichs motioned and
Mr. Parker seconded the motion to have MAPO staff write a letter of
support for the project. With all voting in favor, the motion carried. Mr.
Anderson provided an update on the Regional Transit, the Mankato
Transit Development Plan and timeline as well as the Highway 169
mobility study. MAPO staff provided an update on recent activities of the
Riverfront Drive Corridor Study & Belgrade Avenue Corridor Study which
included public and business outreach meetings as well as a public open
house for Riverfront Drive on October 18th. Staff presented the new MAPO
website www.mnmapo.org which was developed in-house by the City of
Mankato Information Technology Department which saved the MAPO
$5,000 by not having to hire an outside firm to develop the web-site.
MnDOT and MAPO staff provided an update on draft Trunk Highway 22
Corridor Study RFP which is planning to be released in quarter 1 of 2017.
The September 8, 2016 MAPO Policy Board Minutes were included as
Informational
VII. Adjournment
Mr. Johnson moved and Mr. Greenwood seconded a motion to adjourn the
meeting. With all voting in favor, the motion carried unanimously.
________________________
Chair, Mr. Fischer

Meeting Date: January 19, 2017

AGENDA RECOMMENDATION
Agenda Heading: Proposed MAPO 20172020 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) Amendments
No: 5.1

Agenda Item: Proposed 2017-2020 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
Amendments
Recommendation Action(s): Motion to recommend to the MAPO Policy Board
amending the 2017-2020 TIP to include amendments to projects 137-591-003, TRF0756-17 and TRS-0028-16.
Summary: Amendment to Project 137-591-003 is in FY17 and is sequence #999 in
the 2017-2020 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). This project
was entered in the STIP as if it was a safe routes to school project. However, the project
was a District 7 Area Transportation Partnership (ATP) Transportation Alternatives
Program (TAP) project. A STIP/TIP amendment is needed to remove the **SRTS**
smart code from the description as well as the reference to CE (construction
engineering). Additionally, the reference to Main Street needs to be removed. Main
Street had to be removed from the project due to the lack of right of way to add sidewalk
on this street.
Addition of Project TRF-0756-17
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Meeting Date: January 19, 2017
Amendment to TRS-0048-16 Sequence #1069A. This amendment will transfer Surface
Transportation Program (STP) funds to MNDOT for the purchase of 1 class 400 Low
floor bus for a total cost of $200K ($160K state funds and 40K local funds). This bus
will replace an existing vehicle within the City of Mankato.
Attachments:
1) MRCI Award Letter

Meeting Date: January 19, 2017

AGENDA RECOMMENDATION
Agenda Heading: Proposed MAPO 2017
Unified Planning Work Program
Amendment No: 5.2

Agenda Item: Proposed 2017 Unified Planning Work Program Amendment
Recommendation Action(s): Motion to recommend to the MAPO Policy Board
amending the 2017 Unified Planning Work Program to include the ADA transaction plan
and moving the Pavement Management Plan to 2018.
Summary: The purpose of this work program is to provide a detailed description of all
transportation related planning activities anticipated by the MAPO within the
metropolitan planning area during 2017. In addition, the work program provides
detailed work activities and budget information, including local, state and federal funding
shares, to allow the state to document the requirements for planning grants distributed
through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).
MAPO staff would like to propose moving the ADA Transition Plan from 2018 to 2017
and moving the Pavement Management Plan from 2017 to 2018 with no change in the
budget for 2017.
The purpose of ADA transition plan is to incorporate all necessary elements required to
ensure the local jurisdictions within the MAPO area are in compliance with current ADA
regulations. The ADA transition plan provides an inventory of all existing facilities so
that the local jurisdiction can identify existing obstacles and barriers to develop a long
term plan for necessary upgrades.
This request was presented and approved by the TAC and Policy Board in October and
November, but because the Policy Board approved the amendment before FHWA
approved the 2017 UPWP, the action by the Policy Board was said to be invalid.
Attachments:
None

Meeting Date: January 19, 2017

AGENDA RECOMMENDATION
Agenda Heading: Local Projects Seeking
Federal Funds in 2021 through the MnDOT
District 7 Area Transportation Partnership
No: 5.3

Agenda Item: Local Projects Seeking Federal Funds in 2021 through the MnDOT
District 7 Area Transportation Partnership
Recommendation Action(s): Informational
Summary: The following projects applied through the Mn/DOT District 7 Area
Transportation Partnership (ATP) which are seeking Federal Funds in FY2021 and
inclusion in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
Surface Transportation Program (STP) Rural:
 Nicollet County, CSAH 13
Surface Transportation Program (STP) Small Urban:
 City of North Mankato, Commerce Drive
Transportation Alternatives (TA):
 City of North Mankato, Monroe Elementary and Bridges Elementary Safe Routes
to School Project
A sub-committee of the MAPO TAC will be reviewing the STP applications and
providing a regional significance ranking to the Mn/DOT District 7 ATP.
Attachments:
1. Project Applications

ATP-7
2018-2021 Project Identification/Reporting Form
Type of Project: (Check Appropriate Category)
STP Rural – County Roads

Funding Information

Applicant Information

STP Rural – County Bridges

☐
☐

STP Small Urban – City Streets
STP Small Urban – City Bridges

County or City Name (Applicant):

City of North Mankato

Applicant contact information:
Name:

Daniel R. Sarff, P.E.

Address:
Phone:

1960 Premier Drive, Mankato, MN 56001
507-625-4171 ext. 2077

Years funding will be accepted
(Check all years acceptable)
2019
2020
2021
2018

☐

☒

☒

Funding
Federal Eligible:
Federal Non-Eligible:
Total Construction Cost:
80% of Federal Eligible:
20% Local match:
Other funding amount:
Source of Other funding:
Federal Amount requested:

Revised August 2016

Title: City Engineer

☒

Preferred Year: 2021

$1,725,400
$0
$1,725,400
$1,380,300
$345,100
$0
N/A
$1,380,300

☒
☐

Project Information (as applicable):
Route Number: Commerce Drive (MSAS Route 119)
From: Lookout Drive
From Reference Post: N/A

Functional Class: Major Collector

To: Lor Ray Drive
To Reference Post: N/A

Length: 0.9 miles

Project Information

Old Bridge Number: N/A
Bridge Location: N/A
Section, Township and Range: Sect. 11 T108N R27W
Legislative District: District:23A
Project map attached:

Congressional District: 1

☒

Brief Project Description:
Partial reconstruction of Commerce Drive between Lookout Drive and Lee Boulevard. The
project would include the complete removal of the existing full-depth bituminous pavement
section and replacement of a new bituminous pavement section with aggregate base and edge
drains. The project would include isolated removal and replacement of the existing curb and
gutter and sidewalk as well as ADA pedestrian ramp improvements at the intersecting streets.
The new street section will be re-striped to provide for one lane in each direction, a center turn
lane and designated bicycle lanes on both sides of the street. New street lights are proposed along
the length of the project. It is anticipated that the project will also include the closure of some of
the driveways between Roe Crest Drive and Lor Ray Drive to improve safety by reducing
conflicting left turn movements and reduce traffic congestion.

Revised August 2016

DISTRICT 7 STP SMALL URBAN FUNDS
Ranking of City Streets/Bridges
ATP 7, 2018 - 2021

City of North Mankato, Minnesota
(Applicant Name)

Commerce Drive Improvement Project
(Project Description)

Unit Feature

Traffic Safety and
Hazard Elimination

Submitters
Pts Assigned

10

Traffic Volume *
Current ADT or
estimated Current ADT if
actual counts are not
available

Examples

6

Prevent deaths with documented accident
20 history
Proactive safety with no accident history
10 (incl. new or non-existing roadway)
6 Reconstruction - no safety improvement
2 Reconditioning - no safety improvement
10 > 18,000 ADT
9 16,000 - 18,000
8 14,000 - 16,000
7 12,000 - 14,000
6 10,000 - 12,000
5 8,000 - 10,000
4 6,000 - 8,000
3 4,000 - 6,000
2 2,000 - 4,000
1 < 2,000 ADT

Total Pts

Max Pts

(Ranking) Available

10

20

6

10

10

15

Comments

Proposed access management measures
and street lighting will enhance safety for
vehicular traffic, bicycles and pedestrians.

15 Failed (0-10)
13 Serious (11-25)
10 Very Poor (26-40)

PCI - (Pavement Condition
Index) See Guidance
Document for examples of
roadway conditions

10

7 Poor (41-55)
5 Fair (56-70)
3 Satisfactory (71-85)
1 Good (86-100)

Economic Development

7

Recent or Prior Project

12

Multi-jurisdictional

1

Multimodal/Complete
Streets

10

Identified in a local,
regional, or state plan

5

RDO/MPO Regional
Significance rating
TOTAL POINTS
(100 points possible)

5

0 Non-existing pavement
10 Leads to new business opportunities
Creates opportunities for existing
5 businesses
1 Maintains status quo
15 No project in the current STIP
12 Have a project in Year 1 of the STIP
9 Have a project in Year 2 of the STIP
6 Have a project in Year 3 of the STIP
3 Have a project in Year 4 of the STIP
3 or more entities (each contributing
10 financially toward the required match)
2 entities (both contributing financially
5 toward the required match)
1 Stand-alone project
Promotes safe and convenient access and
10 travel to all available modes
Provides limited access to avaialble
5 modes
1 Addresses motor vehicle traffic only
Project is included in an Approved Capital
Improvement Plan, regional, or state plan,
5 that involved public input
Project is included in an Approved Capital
3 Improvement Plan, regional, or state plan
1 Project has not been identified in a plan
Insert value from RDO or MAPO
0-5 evaluation

PCI is estimated

7

10

12

15

1

10

10

10

5

5

Addressing and correcting access and
traffic issues will create opportunities for
existing businesses and may lead to new
opportunities

Addition of on-street bike lanes in both
directions is proposed as well as ADA
improvements on the existing sidewalk
system.

Identified in the MAPO Long Range
Transportation Plan and the City's CIP
5

5

66

100

MPO Regional Significance Rating to be
determined by MAPO TAC

66%
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Note: The solicitation for transportation alternatives funding for the seven-county Twin Cities
metropolitan area (Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott and Washington counties) is
conducted by the Metropolitan Council and the Transportation Advisory Board. For more information
about the metro area solicitation, visit the Met Council website.
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Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full
Application
Section 1: General Information
NOTES: If your overall project contains non-eligible or non-transportation related elements, please
mention the entire project in the brief project description, but concentrate the application, budget, etc. on
the elements that are eligible and transportation related.
Sponsoring Agencies, if sponsoring for another project applicant, are advised to have dialog with the
project applicant to ascertain the level of commitment by the applicant to follow through on delivery of
the project – including the potential use of Eminent Domain.
Project Information
Name of project: Monroe Elementary and Bridges Community School Safe Routes to School Project
Project is located in which area transportation partnership(s): ATP-7
Project is located in which county:

Please Select

Brief project description:
Infrastructure improvements in the areas surrounding Monroe Elementary School and Garfield Elementary School as outlined
in the North Mankato Safe Routes to School Plan facilitating the ability of children to walk and bike to school safely.

Project applicant:
City of North Mankato

Contact Information
Contact person (from applicant agency / organization): Michael Fischer, City Planner
Mailing address: 1001 Belgrade Avenue
City:

North Mankato

Phone: (507) 625-4141

State: MN

Zip: 56003

Fax:

Email: michaelf@northmankato.com
Sponsoring agency (if different than applicant): NA
Contact person (from sponsoring agency, if different than applicant):
NA

Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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Signatures

________________________________________________________________

(Applicant Signature)

1/12/17

_____________________

(Date)

1/12/17

________________________________________________________________

_____________________

(Sponsoring Agency Engineer Signature)

(Date)

________________________________________________________________

_____________________

(Local Unit of Government Signature)

________________________________________________________________

(If in MPO area, signature of MPO Executive Director)

Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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(Date)

_____________________

(Date)
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Section 2: Project Budget
Please identify what costs will be incurred to carry out the proposed project, using the following budget
categories as a guideline. Where appropriate, break down your costs by units purchased. For example:
number of acres, cubic yards of fill, etc. (Attach additional sheet(s) if necessary.)
Cost estimates are to be submitted in current year dollars 1.
Table A – Eligible Items
Eligible work / construction
item
See Attached Engineer's Estimate

Estimated quantity

Unit cost

1

Total cost
$ 345,415.00

345,415.00

$ 0.00
$ 0.00

$ 0.00
$ 0.00

Table A: Total

Table B –Non-Eligible Items 2
Non-eligible work /
construction item
See Attached Engineer's Estimate

Estimated quantity

Unit cost

1

$345,415.00

Total cost
$ 69,123.00

$ 69,123.00

$ 0.00
$ 0.00
$ 0.00

$ 0.00

Total Project Budget

Table B: Total

1. Total cost of proposed project: (Total Table A + Total Table B):
2. Items not eligible for Alternative funding: (Total Table B):
3. Total eligible costs – recommended range $100,000 to $1 million3 (Total Table A):

$69,123.00

Ψ

414,538.00

Ψ

69,123.00

Ψ

345,415.00

4. Applicant’s contribution toward the eligible alternative project costs – minimum 20% match required:

Ψ

69,083.00

Ψ

276,332.00

5. Total amount requested in transportation alternatives funds (#3 minus #4):

1

Grant recipients will need to provide a match based on the year of construction estimate developed when the grant is
awarded.
2

Includes Right of Way or Land Acquisition (appraisal fees, legal fees, etc.), Administrative Costs (preliminary and
construction engineering and contingencies)

3

See ATP Project Evaluation section of this document for any additional requirements related to project costs

Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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Section 5: ATP Project Evaluation
Name of Project:

Monroe Elementary and Bridges Community School Safe Routes to School Project

Legislative District:

Congressional District:

19A

1

For the nearest impacted roadway (if applicable):
Route name/number:

Monroe Avenue/Garfield Avenue

Functional classification:
AADT:

Local/Local
HCAADT:

NA/1000

Beginning reference post:
Total length of project:

NA/NA

Garfield Ave/Center St Ending reference post:

.7 Miles

Below are four criteria sections that the application must satisfy. Based on the information you provide,
the ATP will determine project eligibility and prioritization.
1. Eligibility. The project is eligible for Transportation Alternatives funding.
a. The project must fall within one of the eligible activities listed below (please check the appropriate
category(ies)):
☐ Construction, planning, and design of on-road and off-road trail facilities for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and other non-motorized forms of transportation.
☐ Transportation projects to achieve Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 compliance.
☐ Construction, planning, and design of infrastructure-related projects and systems that will provide
Safe routes for non-drivers, including children, older adults, and individuals with disabilities to
access daily needs.
☐ Conversion and use of abandoned railroad corridors for trails for pedestrian, bicyclists, or other
non-motorized transportation users.
☐ Construction of turnouts, overlooks, and viewing areas.
☐ Inventory, control, or removal of outdoor advertising.
☐ Historic preservation and rehabilitation of historic transportation facilities.
☐ Vegetation management to improve roadway safety, prevent against invasive species, and to
provide erosion control.
☐ Archaeological activities.
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Environmental mitigation to address storm water management.
Reduce vehicle-caused wildlife mortality or restore/maintain habitat connectivity.
Safe Routes to School projects
Recreational trails
Scenic byways

Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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b. Describe the work you want to do for which you are seeking TA support. Provide a
description of the project development activities for this project to date (1750 character
maximum):

The project includes infrastructure improvements in the areas surrounding Monroe
Elementary School and Bridges Community School (formerly Garfield Elementary) as
outlined in the North Mankato Safe Routes to School Plan that will facilitate the ability of
children to walk and bike to school safely. Specifically, the project will include:
• Constructing curb extensions/bump outs in intersection areas to shorten crossing
distance and provide traffic calming. Improvements to visibility of crosswalks in the
intersections will also be provided by using block striping in crosswalks. Curb
extensions/bump-outs are proposed in the following intersections: Monroe Avenue/Cross
Street, Monroe Avenue/Center Street, Monroe Avenue/Range Street, Garfield
Avenue/Center Street, Garfield Avenue/Range Street.
• Construct parent drop-off/pick-up area. Areas that will be considered for this
improvement include: Off of Center Street between Garfield Avenue and Monroe Avenue
and Utilizing a portion of the Garfield Elementary parking lot on the north side of the
school.
• Construct a sidewalk link on the south side of Garfield Avenue between Center Street
and Range Street.
• Construct a paved trail across Wheeler Park to connect Page Avenue and Garfield
Avenue, including trail lighting.
• Construct a paved trail across Wheeler Park to connect Page Avenue and Garfield
Avenue, including trail lighting.
The City has worked with several partners and the community to identify infrastructure
deficiencies surrounding the school grounds through the SRTS planning process.
Schools plan to continually monitor student travel preferences and parent's willingness to
allow children to walk/bike to school while providing education and encouragement.

2.

Serves a Transportation Purpose. TA projects must serve a transportation purpose.
For the TA program, “Transportation purpose” is defined as primarily serving a commuting
purpose and / or that connect two destinations points; a facility may serve both transportation and
recreation purposes; a facility that connects people to recreational destinations may be considered
to have a transportation purpose (200 words maximum):
a.

Describe how your project serves a transportation purpose. (700 characters maximum)

Monroe and Bridges Schools share a block in lower North Mankato surrounded by
single-family residential housing. Traffic conditions have been documented at student
arrival and departure as congested with vehicles using rolling stops at intersections,
traveling at high speeds and children crossing unattended while ignoring safety
precautions. Curb extensions/bump-outs would provide a measure of traffic calming and
shorten the crossing distance for children. This application of trails, sidewalks and
streetscape enhancements will work collectively to create a safer walking/biking
environment encouraging sidewalk and trail use by children and providing a more
controlled driving environment.
Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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b. Describe any potential for mode switch after the project is implemented (e.g. switching from
driving to walking or biking, or transit, resulting in reduced VMT [vehicle miles traveled]). (1050
characters maximum).

Increases in children choosing to walk and bike to school inherently leads to a
decreased need for parents to drive personal vehicles to get children to school. The
student population is 700 for both schools combined. The parent survey received 180
complete survey responses from Monroe of which 60% live within one mile of school
and 56 complete survey responses from Bridges (Garfield) of which 21.5% live within
one mile of the school.
According to this, approximately 120 people, or 51% of the total 236 respondents,
reside within one mile from the schools which may indicate a high likelihood of having
children who currently, or have potential to, walk or bike to school.
A large portion of families in close proximity to the schools, and 65% of total
respondents suggest they would allow children to walk or bike if conditions were
changed. This may indicate that the schools could expect a significant decrease in
parents driving children thus a decrease in cars driven for that purpose.

c. Describe how the proposed project will address or alleviate safety and accessibility issues or
concerns. (1050 characters maximum).
Curb extensions at intersections will reduce the crossing distance for children and
provide traffic calming to address the issue of high speeds. This adds an element of
safety for children who were seen crossing intersections unattended and carelessly.
Block striping in crosswalks will enhance visibility of crosswalks for drivers. Parents line
both sides of Monroe Ave, Garfield Ave and Center Ave creating congested streets.
Parent pick-up and drop-off zones would remove vehicles from streets while parents
wait for children, enhancing traffic flow through the area. Extending a segment of
sidewalk terminating at the beginning of Wheeler Park would complete the only missing
segment in the area surrounding the schools and will provide a connection to a
proposed trail in Wheeler Park. Children accessing the school grounds by passing
through Wheeler will benefit from an improved path with enhanced lighting in the park
and a marked mid-block crossing over Garfield Avenue. Currently, the path is a worn
dirt path from students passing through.

Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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d. Does this project involve new construction or is it a rehabilitation/replacement of existing
infrastructure? (1050 characters maximum).
This project involves both rehabilitation of existing infrastructure as well as new
construction. There are several improvements to intersections such as curb extensions
and the application of continental or zebra striping that will enhance the safety of the
intersections providing driver and pedestrian awareness and traffic calming measures.
New construction includes a sidewalk addition on the south side of Garfield between
Center Street and Range Street. A segment of sidewalk exists on the south side of
Garfield fronting the residences on the eastern end of the roadway. The sidewalk
addition will tie into that existing segment, completing the sidewalk on the south side of
Garfield. Other items of new construction would be the proposed parent pick up and
drop off areas on the western portion of the Monroe Elementary School property as well
as trail lighting additions in Wheeler Park along the paved trail connecting Garfield
Avenue and Page Avenue. A mid-block crossing will accommodate children crossing
Garfield from Wheeler Park.

3.

Planning. The project must be identified in a Plan that has undergone a public process.
Examples of plans include: State, Regional, MPO Transportation Plan, Safe Routes to School Plan,
Scenic Byway Corridor Management Plan, ADA Transition Plan, GreenStep City, Active Living
Plan, Comprehensive/Land Use Plan :
a. Preference will be given to projects identified in a plan(s) that has undergone a robust public
planning process. From what planning process did this project emerge? Describe the goals of
the plan and how this project will advance those goals. Explain how the public was involved
in the planning process. (1050 characters maximum).
The City of North Mankato worked in cooperation with ISD 77, Region Nine
Development Commission, the North Mankato Bicycle Commission, and Nicollet County
Public Health to develop the 2015 North Mankato Safe Routes to School Plan which
includes improvements to the Monroe Elementary/Garfield Elementary (currently
Bridges) schools. A vision was developed. Data collection included observations of
arrivals and dismissals at the schools and walking audits. Schools completed parent
surveys and student travel tallies. Strategies and action steps were developed and
prioritized by the SRTS group into an action plan to guide implementation. Plan goals
are engrained in the Five E’s meant to increase the number of students who will walk
and bike to school. Schools plan to continually monitor and evaluated student travel
behaviors annually while also educating and encouraging parents and students on the
benefits of walking/biking to school. Engineering projects recommended in this plan
serve as the basis for this application for funding.
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b. Have there been objections to the project and how were they resolved? (1050 characters maximum).
There have been no objections to the proposed project to date.

c. Is the project construction and future maintenance budgeted? Explain. (1050 characters maximum).

The improvements located on the school property will be maintained by the ISD 77. The
City of North Mankato has adopted the maintenance resolution stating that they will take
full responsibility for project maintenance outside of the school property and funding for
maintenance will come from the City's general fund.

Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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d. When do you anticipate construction/implementation of the project to begin? When will
construction/implementation be complete? (1050 characters maximum).
It is anticipated that if the project is selected for funding it would be placed on the STIP
in FY 2021. It is possible that the City of North Mankato may choose to advance
construction to an earlier year using City funds or Municipal State Aid funds, which
would be reimbursed when the federal funds become available. A timeline for
construction will be established after the funding for the project has been awarded.
Since portions of the proposed project may have impacts to vehicular, bicycle and
pedestrian traffic in the areas surrounding Monroe and Bridges Schools, it is anticipated
that the construction will take place between June and August while school is out of
session.

e. Is this project part of a larger plan or does it increase the connectivity of transportation facilities
that have already been funded or implemented? (1050 characters maximum).

As mentioned previously, the project is part of the 2015 North Mankato SRTS Plan. It
will enhance existing facilities to provide increased safety while adding in missing
segments to complete connectivity of sidewalks in the area.

*Please include pages from the plan(s) that relate to or support the project described in this
application (do not send the entire plan).

Transportation Alternatives Solicitation Full Application
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4.

Ensure Project Deliverability. Transportation Alternative funds must be used in the federal fiscal
year in which they are approved. In previous years, ATPs permitted projects to slide a year if they
were not ready for construction. The ATP no longer has this flexibility. It is important that the
applicant describe processes that have been completed/planned and will lead to timely project
delivery:
a. Describe the Project Sponsor/Applicants role and support of the project (staff and elected official
roles, project and maintenance funding, knowledge and commitment to on-going maintenance
needs). If the applicant is different than the sponsor, describe how the responsibilities will be
delegated. (1050 characters maximum).

The City of North Mankato has undertaken several Federally funded transportation
projects in recent years, including:
• CSAH 41 Bituminous Trail - Federally Funded Transportation Enhancement project
constructed in 2010;
• TH 14/CSAH 41 Interchange – Federally Funded STP project constructed in 2013;
• Lookout Drive Reconstruction and Roundabout Project constructed in 2015;
• TH 14 Trail Project – Federally Funded Transportation Project constructed in 2015;
The City was responsible for the environmental documentation and design of each of
these projects. The City was responsible for the inspection, contract administration,
testing and documentation of the Lookout Drive Reconst. and Roundabout Project and
the TH 14 Trail Project through the Delegated Control Process (DCP). As such, the City
is familiar with the special requirements associated with federally funded projects and
will continue this track record with these infrastructure improvements. NM City staff and
ISD77 were involved plan preparation and fully support the project.

b. Transportation Alternative projects must be submitted through/by a public agency, regional
transportation authority, tribal government, county or a city with a population greater than 5,000
persons. Cities with less than 5,000 population, townships, school districts, and organizations must
have their alternative application/project sponsored by their respective county. The sponsoring
county or city must pass a resolution (see Section 3) indicating their willingness to be the project
sponsoring agency with responsibility for seeing the project through to its completion, with
compliance of all applicable laws, rules and regulations. The local unit of government, if
different from the Sponsoring Agency, must also adopt a Resolution of Support.
i. In Section 1: General Information, multiple signatures are required (from each involved
governmental entity). In lieu of acquiring multiple signatures, each governmental unit may
provide a “Resolution of Support”.
ii. If the project involves partnering with and / or crossing state or federal agency controlled
land / rights of way, the full application should also include a Letter of Support from the
agency(ies) involved.
c. Projects should have an estimated total eligible cost of at least $100,000 (TA subcommittee has
the authority to recommend the amount of funding for each project) with a minimum of 20 percent
match. Proposers may "bundle" projects together to meet this requirement. For instance, bundled
projects could consist of signing and lighting a number of bike trails in several counties.
Communities may want to consider using joint powers agreements for implementing bundled
projects. If funded, from what sources will the match come*? If additional funds are needed due
to unforeseen circumstances, from where will the additional funds come?
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c. Projects should have an estimated total eligible cost of at least $100,000 (TA subcommittee has
the authority to recommend the amount of funding for each project) with a minimum of 20 percent
match. Proposers may "bundle" projects together to meet this requirement. For instance, bundled
projects could consist of signing and lighting a number of bike trails in several counties.
Communities may want to consider using joint powers agreements for implementing bundled
projects. If funded, from what sources will the match come*? If additional funds are needed due
to unforeseen circumstances, from where will the additional funds come? (1050 characters
maximum).

The match and any additional funding needed will come from the City of North
Mankato's General Fund. The City is fully prepared to assume additional costs if the
need arises.

*Projects must have an assured match of at least 20 percent of the eligible construction costs of
the proposed project. The match must be in hard dollars.

Applicants should be aware of the following potential issues:
■
☐Yes

☐No

☐Yes

■
☐No

☐Yes
☐Yes

■
☐No
■
☐No

Does the project involve placement of fill into Waters of the U.S.?
Does the project encroach into a floodplain /wetlands?
Does the project significantly impact air quality in a negative manner?
Is the project anticipated to be controversial?

☐Yes
☐Yes
☐Yes
☐Yes

■
☐No
■
☐No
■
☐No
■
☐No

Will the project involve relocation of utilities? (water, sewer, electric, cable)
Will the project address ADA?
Does the project involve removal of trees?

☐Yes
■
☐Yes
☐Yes

■
☐No
☐No
■
☐No

Does the property involve redevelopment of an area?
Does the project involve properties with previous uses that involved hazardous
materials?
Does the project come near (within 600’) of railroad property?

☐Yes

■
☐No

☐Yes
☐Yes

■
☐No
■
☐No

Is the project within the airport influence zone?

☐Yes

■
☐No

Does the project use Section 4(f) Park Lands or properties and / or Section 6(f)?
Does the project occur within any areas of effect on properties listed, or eligible
for listing, on the National Register of Historic Places?
Does the project affect species or critical habitat protected by the Endangered
Species Act?
Does the project have a high risk of hazardous materials involvement?
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Section 6: ATP-7 Application Checklist
CHECKLIST OF COMPLETION: This checklist is for the convenience of the Applicant to ensure all Transportation
Alternative elements have been addressed. Applications must specifically and directly address each criterion to qualify and
receive points.
X
______

Applicant completed the Letter of Intent (LOI)
X
_____

_____
_____

X
______

Regional Development Organization/MPO reviewed LOI and recommended that the project move
forward to full application
Regional Development Organization/MPO reviewed LOI and suggested applicant wait until project is
further developed, but we are submitting anyway
No LOI was submitted

Application Form Information
Section 1
X
X

City
X

Provided project description
Eligible Sponsoring Agency
ofProject
NorthApplicant
Mankato
Contact Person/information

Section 2
X
X

X

Itemized Project Budget
Meets Minimum ($100,000) eligible cost
Documentation of 20% or more funding match

Section 3
X

Resolution of Sponsorship from Eligible Agency

Section 4
X

Resolution to Maintain / Operate Facility

Section 5
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
______

Project is eligible for TA funding
Project was in a plan and a copy of the page was provided
Identified how it serves a transportation purpose
Project Deliverability – answered risk assessment questions
Adequately identified role of Project Sponsor vs. Project Applicant
Resolution of Support from Local Unit(s) of Government
Letter of Support from State or Federal agency(ies), if applicable

Other Enclosures (where applicable)
X
X

X
X

Project Location Map (with enough detail to show the proposed project in relation to surrounding features)
Documentation of financial support (letters, agreements, etc)
Documentation of Plans and Public participation
Maps, Graphics, photos
_________________________________
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Section 8: ATP-7 Project Scoring
All projects must meet the specified qualifying criteria to be eligible for funding consideration. If a project
is submitted and the review committee does not believe the qualifying criteria have been met, that project
may not be scored.

1. Project eligibility, description, and overview.
a.
b.
c.

Project meets the criteria for at least one of the eligible activities.
Application thoroughly and accurately describes the proposed project.
Project serves a transportation purpose.

2. Project was identified in, or helps implement, an existing plan.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

The project was identified in a plan that underwent a robust public input process.
There is public consensus.
The applicant included a copy of the page from the plan where the project was identified as
well as a copy of the page from the plan outlining the public input process.
The project addresses health, safety, and accessibility issues (how the projects affect your
area).
If Safe Routes to School (SRTS) project, the applicant included appropriate documentation
from the MnDOT SRTS Coordinator.
Rehabilitation of existing infrastructure.

3. The project demonstrates a high degree of deliverability.
a.
b.
c.

Applicant understood and was able to favorably answer all of the “risk assessment” questions
(e.g. right-of-way acquisition, etc.).
The project is not anticipated to be controversial.
Licensed Engineer is overseeing project.

4. The project has a Project Sponsor and is supported by the local unit of
government.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

c.

d.
e.
f.

20 points
possible

25 points
possible

10 points
possible

All local units of government have come together to support the project.
Resolutions of support have been obtained and submitted.
An “Agreement to Maintain Facility” resolution has been completed and submitted.
Applicant thoroughly describes the Project Sponsor/Applicant role and support for the
project, including the need for on-going Maintenance.
If the applicant is different than the Project Sponsor, the applicant clearly described how the
responsibilities will be delegated.

5. Financial information.
a.
b.

25 points
possible

The application falls within the designated project $minimum identified for TA projects.
The project must have a match of at least 20% of the eligible construction costs. Identifies
where these funds will come from.
Describe project’s total budget and where the funds are coming from or are expected to
come from (describe elements of the project are eligible for TA funding and which are not
eligible).
If this project is part of a larger project, in addition to TA funds, what other funding sources
have been identified.
If additional funds, beyond what is listed in your estimate, are needed to complete the
project due to unforeseen circumstances, where will these funds come from?
Describe the budget for operations and maintenance of the project and the source of the
funds needed for operations and maintenance.
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6. Other factors.
This ranking criteria is not to be addressed specifically by the applicant, but will be rated using
information provided throughout the application. It is an opportunity for the ranking team
members to make judgments about the application in consideration of factors other than those
specifically named in the application, including, but not limited to:
a. Explanation of trail connections and trail gaps
b. Communication with landowners on proposed use of land
c. Explanation of later phases or special maintenance needs
d. Geographic area or eligible activity that has received little TAP funding
e. Sponsor’s previous history with TA project implementation
f. Provided project map/graphics/photos

10 points
possible

100 points
possible

0
SUBTOTAL
7. Project was reviewed through the LOI (Letter of Intent) process and
recommended to move to full application.
(BONUS POINTS: +5)
0

TOTAL POINTS

Submit
Applications should be submitted on-line at: include
link

For more information contact:
Ronda Allis, Principal Planner
MnDOT District 7
2151 Bassett Drive
Mankato, MN 56001
ronda.allis@state.mn.us
507-304-6196
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Meeting Date: January 19, 2017

AGENDA RECOMMENDATION
Agenda Heading: Proposed MAPO TAC
Bylaws Amendment No: 5.4

Agenda Item: Proposed MAPO TAC Bylaw Amendment
Recommendation Action(s): Discussion and Recommendation for Amendment to the
TAC Bylaws.
Summary: The MAPO TAC bylaws were originally adopted April 17, 2013 and amended by
the TAC June 18, 2015. In accordance with the Amendment of Bylaws Section, the TAC
bylaws should be revised and updated if needed at least every two years. Specifically staff
would like to make changes to the quorum requirements. Currently the bylaws state:
A. A quorum shall consist of ten (10) of the total number of members. A quorum is
necessary for a vote to be taken on any matter before the TAC.
MAPO staff will like to either lower the number for a quorum or modify the language to
indicate that as long as representation from Blue Earth County, Nicollet County, Mankato
and North Mankato is present action can be taken on all matters.
Attachments:
1) TAC Bylaws with proposed changes

MAPO Technical Advisory Committee Bylaws
(Originally Adopted by the MAPO April 17, 2013)
(Amended by the TAC June 18, 2015)
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) TO THE
MANKATO/NORTH MANKATO AREA PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MAPO)
BYLAWS
I.

PURPOSE AND FUNCTION OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
A. The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) reviews and formulates recommendations
to the Policy Board regarding technical aspects of transportation planning prepared by
the MAPO.
B. Review staff work products and make recommendations:
 Review the Unified Planning Work Plan.
 Review the Long-Range Transportation Plan.
 Review the Transportation Improvement Plan.
 Review other plans and studies prepared by the MAPO.
 Review of the Transit Development Plan.
 Review other matters as requested by the Policy Board in relation of the
Powers and Duties contained in Article V of the Joint Powers Agreement
(JPA) between governmental units in the Mankato/North Mankato urban area.
C. Determine and evaluate transportation and land use alternatives during the update of
the Unified Planning Work Plan, Long-Range Transportation Plan, and the
Transportation Improvement Plan:
 Assist in verification of current employment and demographic inventory in
member governmental units.
 Assist in verification of current land use maps in member governmental units.
 Assist in the determination of land use and growth policies and zoning
impacts in forecasting future demographics and employment.
 Review forecasts for consistency with governmental objectives.
 Review roadway deficiencies forecasted by traffic demand model and assist in
the development and evaluation of alternatives.
 Review and evaluate public input on proposed alternatives.
 Review and evaluate costs of proposed alternatives.
 Select most appropriate alternative for inclusion in the Unified Planning Work
Plan, Long Range Transportation Plan, and the Transportation Improvement
Plan.
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D. Review, evaluate and recommend adoption of MAPO policies and plans; establish
sub-committees as desired:
 Develop and recommend policies, official controls, and other actions
promoting orderly development and multi-modal transportation consistent
with MAPO planning.
 Review and recommend other matters as requested by the Policy Board in
relation to the Powers and Duties contained in Article V of the JPA.
 Assist with defining the overall vision and goals for transportation and land
use in the Mankato/North Mankato urban area.
 Review recommendations for any established sub-committee.
 Review Environmental Justice policies.
 Review Public Participation Plan and policies.
 Review the Unified Work Plan, Long-Range Transportation Plan, and the
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) schedule and public transportation
activities.
E. Solicit, evaluate and prioritize projects for MAPO programs:
 State and Federal funds and/or grants or gifts to accomplish MAPO planning
and planning related activities.
 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) development projects.
 Surface Transportation Program (STP) Urban funding projects.
 Statewide Multi-Modal Improvement Projects (Enhancements).
F. Serve as technical experts:
 Provide technical assistance to member governmental units for development
of local plans consistent with MAPO plans.
 Implement the Unified Planning Work Plan, Long-Range Transportation Plan,
and the Transportation Improvement Plan.
 Analyze and review costs for efficiency/appropriateness.
 Advocate for transportation and land use policy issues.
 Review if transportation improvement plans and make recommendations.
 Validate technical data.
 Review Transit Development Plan.
 Evaluate impacts of new developments, transportation grant applications, and
other matters as apparent or assigned and make recommendations to the
Policy Board of MAPO.
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II.

MEMBERSHIP
A. Membership shall include staff from the governmental units within the MAPO
planning area boundary. TAC staff shall include the following:
City and County Engineers of the, City of North Mankato, Blue Earth County, and
Nicollet County; the Community Development Directors of the City of Mankato and
City of North Mankato; planning staff from Blue Earth County and Nicollet County;
the City Administrator for the City of Eagle Lake; a member of the City Council of
the City of Skyline; the City or Mankato Public Works Director; a representative
from the Transit Operator; a representative from Independent School District #77; a
representative from Minnesota Department of Transportation District 7; a
representative from Minnesota State University, Mankato; a representative from
Region 9 Development Commission, and the Town Board Chairs of the Townships.
B. The governmental units may designate alternate members to the TAC in the event the
regular member of the TAC will be absent.
C. Each staff member shall have one vote. Any action voted upon that has a financial
impact shall be ratified by a vote of the Policy Board of MAPO.

III.

OFFICERS
A. The officers of TAC shall be the Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary. The Chair and
Vice Chair shall be elected during the first annual meeting of the TAC and shall take
office upon election on a biennial basis. The Executive Director of the MAPO shall
serve as the Secretary and shall Chair the TAC meetings in the absence of both Chair
and Vice-Chair.
B. The Chairperson will preside at all TAC meetings, sign all official TAC
correspondence, call and preside at any additional meetings and/or workshops, serve
as the TAC representative before the Policy Board of MAPO and shall be the official
spokesperson for the committee. The Vice-Chairperson shall serve in place of the
chairperson during the chairperson’s absence. The Secretary shall keep all official
records of the TAC and be responsible for providing administrative support to the
Chair and Vice Chair.
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IV.

MEETINGS
A. A regular meeting schedule shall be established annually by the TAC.
B. Special meetings may be called by the chairperson with a majority vote of the TAC or
by request of the Policy Board of the MAPO.
C. Meetings shall be held in locations readily accessible to citizens.
D. A quorum shall consist of ten (10) of the total number of members. A quorum is
necessary for a vote to be taken on any matter before the TAC.
E. Robert’s Rules of Order shall serve as the authority on parliamentary procedures at all
TAC meetings.
F. Meeting notices shall be mailed prior to any regularly scheduled meeting with a
minimum of one (1) week notice. Electronic mail shall be an approved method of
distribution of meeting notices and agenda material.
G. Meeting notices shall be made available to the public as specified in the MAPO
Public Participation Plan.
H. All TAC activities shall follow the MAPO’s Public Participation Process.

V.

AMENDMENT OF BYLAWS
A. The TAC bylaws, as established by the MAPO, shall replace any previous bylaws and
will constitute the sole governance of the TAC. These bylaws shall be implemented
by motion of the MAPO.
B. Upon acceptance of the TAC bylaws by the MAPO, and at least every two years
thereafter, the TAC shall review its purpose and function and shall present a revised
summary of such purpose and function to the MAPO.
C. These bylaws can be amended at any regular meeting of the TAC by voting members
(provided there is a quorum) if the proposed amendment has been submitted in
writing to the TAC members with the notification of the meeting. All revisions of
these bylaws shall be approved by the MAPO Policy Board.
D. All amendments shall be recorded by date with clearly identified changes and
permanently appended to the bylaws in an appendix.

Page 4 of 4

Meeting Date: January 19, 2017

AGENDA RECOMMENDATION
Agenda Heading: Riverfront Drive &
Belgrade Avenue Corridor Study Update
No: 5.5

Agenda Item: Riverfront Drive & Belgrade Avenue Corridor Study Update
Recommendation Action(s): Informational
Summary: In May of 2016 the MAPO contracted with Bolton & Menk to perform corridor
studies for Riverfront Drive and Belgrade Avenue. Angie Bersaw with Bolton & Menk will
be providing an update on the two corridor studies.
Attachments:
1) Project Schedules (Additional Handouts will be provided at the MAPO TAC
meeting)

Riverfront Drive Corridor Study
Study Schedule
June

July

August

Newsletter/
Open House
Notices

Develop Public
Involvement Plan

Community Input

September

October

November

December

January

February

March

Public Open
House #1

Newsletter/
Open House
Notices

- Purpose of Study
- Project Goals
- Solicit Public Input
(Issues, Needs,
Corridor Vision)

April

May

Public Open
House #2
- Alternatives
Evaluation
- Study
Recommendations
- Solicit Public Input

PMT Meeting 1

PMT Meeting 2

PMT Meeting 3

PMT Meeting 4

PMT Meeting 5

PMT Meeting 6

PMT Meeting 7

PMT Meeting 8

PMT Meeting 9

PMT Meeting 10

PMT Meeting 11

- Purpose and
Need
- Public
Involvement Plan
- Review existing
conditions
- Env. Review

- Traffic Analysis
- Review Existing
and Future
Conditions
- Purpose and
Need
- Env. Review
- Corridor Goals

- Open House Prep
- Corridor Goals
and Objectives
- Finalize Purpose
and Need
- Environmental
Review

- Finalize Goals
and Objectives
- Evaluation
Criteria

- Open House
Debrief
- Alternatives
Development
- Evaluation
Criteria

- Alternatives
Review
- Alternatives
Evaluation

- Alternatives and
Cost Review
- Drainage
- Alternatives
Evaluation

- Aternatives and
Cost Review

- Review
Alternative
Refinements
-Select
Recommended
Alternative

- Open House Prep
- Discuss Study
Report
-Implementation
Plan
-Next Steps

- Open House
Debrief
- Discuss Study
Report
-Implementation
Plan
-Next Steps

MAPO TAC Meeting

MAPO TAC Meeting

MAPO TAC Meeting

MAPO Policy Board

MAPO Policy Board
Mankato City
Council

Mankato City
Council

-

-

Website
Agency Coordination ‐ (Environmental Resources)
Property/Business Owner Coordination
Existing Corridor Issues
Identification and
Confirmation

Future Corridor Issues
Identification and
Confirmation

Technical Input

Purpose and Need

Review Previous Studies/
Existing Conditions/Data
Collection

Development of Conceptual Alternatives and Cost Estimates
(roadway, trails, drainage, streetscaping, landscaping, etc)

Refine Recommended
Alternative/Cost
Draft Study Report/
Implementation Plan

Evaluation Criteria

Final Study
Report

Alternatives Evaluation

Corridor Vision and Goals

Future Traffic Analysis
(including forecast, safety, and
performance analysis)

Existing and No‐Build Traffic Analysis
(including forecast, safety, and performance
analysis)
Pedestrian and Bicycle Analysis

Corridor Visualizations
Environmental Review
(Screening/Agency Coordination)
QA/QC

Define the Problem

Establish Corridor Vision &
Goals

Develop and Evaluate Alternatives

Provide Recommendations

Belgrade Avenue Corridor Study
Study Schedule
June

July

August

October

November

December

January

February

Public Open
House #1

Downtown Plan
Steering
Committee #1

Develop
Public
Involvement
Plan

Community Input

September

Downtown Plan
Steering
Committee #3

- Purpose of Study
- Solicit Input on
Issues, Corridor
Vision, Initial
Range of
Alternatives

- Purpose of Study
- Role of Committee
- Solicit input on
Issues, Needs and
Opportunities

PMT Meeting 1

PMT Meeting 2

PMT Meeting 3

PMT Meeting 4

- Purpose of Study
- Review Scope
- Existing Issues
- Public
Involvement Plan

- Review existing
conditions
- Env. Review
- Prep for Steering
Committee
meeting

- Corridor Issues
- Existing
Conditions
- Evaluation
Criteria

-Finalize
Evaluation Criteria
- Alternatives
Development
-Prep for Steering
Committee

PMT Meeting 5
- Alternatives
Development
-Prep for Open
House

Downtown Plan
Steering
Committee #2
- Solilcit input on
the Corridor
Concepts and
Streetscape

Open House
Notices

MAPO TAC Meeting

March

- Alternatives and
Evaluation
-Streetscape
Recommendations

April
Public Open
House #2
- Alternatives and
Evaluation
- Study
Recommendations
- Solicit Public Input

PMT Meeting 6

PMT Meeting 7

PMT Meeting 8

- Open House
Debrief
- Alternatives and
Cost Review
- Alternatives
Evaluation
- Prep for Steering
Committee

- Prep for SC and
Open House
- Refine
Alternative
- Discuss
Implementation

- Select
Recommended
Alternative
- Discuss
Implementation
- Review study
report

MAPO Policy Board

Open House
Notices

MAPO TAC Meeting
MAPO Policy Board

MAPO TAC Meeting

North Mankato
City Council

North Mankato
City Council

-

-

Website
Agency Coordination
Property/Business Owner Coordination
Review Previous Studies/
Existing Conditions/Data
Collection

Technical Input

Existing Corridor Issues
Identification and
Confirmation

Future Corridor Issues
Identification and
Confirmation

Existing and No‐Build Traffic Analysis
(including forecast, safety, and performance
analysis)

Development of Conceptual Alternatives and Cost Estimates
(roadway, trails, streetscaping, etc)

Evaluation Criteria

Alternatives Evaluation

Refine Recommended
Alternative/Cost
Draft Study Report/
Implementation Plan

Final Study
Report

Future Traffic Analysis
(including forecast, safety, and
performance analysis)
Corridor Visuals

Pedestrian and Bicycle Analysis

Environmental Review
(Screening/Agency Coordination)
QA/QC

Information Gathering

Develop and Evaluate Alternatives

Provide Recommendations

MINUTES
Mankato / North Mankato
Area Planning Organization
Policy Board Meeting
November 3, 2016 – 6:00 p.m.
Intergovernmental Center,
Mankato Room 10 Civic Center Plaza,
Mankato, MN 56001

A Regular meeting of the Mankato/North Mankato Area Planning Organization Policy
Board was held on November 3, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. in the Minnesota River Room of the
Intergovernmental Center. Present Policy Board members Mark Piepho, Chris Frederick,
Jack Kolars, Dan Rotchadl and Bob Freyberg. Also present was MAPO Transportation
Planner Jake Huebsch and Executive Director Paul Vogel. In attendance from the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was Ryan Thilges, Mike Fischer, Mark Anderson
and Seth Greenwood. Scott Poska from SRF was also in attendance.
Call to Order
Chair Mr. Piepho called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Motion to Approve Agenda
Mr. Freyberg motioned to approve the agenda. Mr. Rotchadl seconded the motion. The
motion carried unanimously.
Motion to Approve September 8, 2016 Meeting Minutes
Mr. Freyberg moved to approve the August 4th Policy Board Meeting minutes. Mr.
Rotchadl seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
New Business
Resolution Approving Minnesota Department of Transportation Planning Contract
#1026523
MAPO staff explained that the Minnesota State Contract #1026523 authorizes the
execution of the 2017 State Planning Agreement and that the State funds are used to
perform activities and planning efforts outlined and contained in the 2017 UPWP. Mr.
Rotchadl moved to approve the Minnesota State Contract resolution #1026523. Mr.
Kolars seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Resolution Amending the 2017 Unified Planning Work Program
MAPO staff proposed moving the ADA Transition Plan from 2018 to 2017 and moving
the Pavement Management Plan from 2017 to 2018 with no change in the budget
amount for 2017. Staff explained the purpose of ADA transition plan is to incorporate all
necessary elements required to ensure the local jurisdictions with the MAPO area are in
compliance with current ADA regulations. The ADA transition plan provides an inventory
of all existing facilities so that the local jurisdiction can identify existing obstacles and
barriers to develop a long term plan for necessary upgrades. In addition, staff explained
the 2017 budget included $5,000 for the development of a MPO web-site, however,
MAPO was able to work with the City of Mankato Information Technology Department
and develop the web-site in-house which saved the MAPO $5,000 by not having to hire
an outside firm to develop the web-site. It was recommended by the MAPO TAC that
money be added to the existing ICE studies budget of $32,000 for a total of $37,000 and
increase the number of ICE studies in 2017 from 3 to 4. Mr. Freyberg moved to approve
the proposed 2017 UPWP amendment. Mr. Kolars seconded the motion. The motion
carried unanimously.
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Resolution Amending the 2017-2020 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
Staff explained that upon review by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and
MnDOT District 7, the following comments need to be addressed in the 2017-2020 TIP
which requires a TIP amendment and MAPO Policy Board approval.







SP 007-612-021 (CSAH 12, From CSAH 17 to TH 83 construct new road):
update the description to include lighting and the trail construction. Also, the total
project length from 1.7 miles to 1.9 miles.
The FTA Section 5307 annual apportionment for Mankato Transit averaged more
than $880,000 from 2014-2016. A reasonable assumption for the 2017-2020
program years is that a total of about $3.5 million in Section 5307 funds will be
available. Additionally, about $2 million in 2014-2016 Section 5307 funding
remains unobligated. Thus, a total of about $5.5 million in Section 5307 funding
is available for the duration of the TIP. However, only about $2.2 million of this is
programmed. Additional projects should be programmed to account for this
discrepancy.
Mankato Transit has about $1.5 million in FY2013/14 Section 5307 funds that are
obligated but have not been used. The TIP should explain this apparent lack of
project implementation and how it will be resolved.
Transit projects in the tables should reflect the City of Mankato in the Agency
column and not MnDOT.
Bus purchases should reflect replacement or expansion.

MAPO and Mankato Transit staff provided information and a memo addressing the
above comments. The TIP memo will be included in these minutes as an additional
document. Mr. Rotchadl moved to approve the presented resolution amending the 20172020 TIP. Mr. Frederick seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Motion Approving the Four Recommended Intersection Control Evaluation Study
Locations in 2017
The amended 2017 Work Plan and budget includes $37,000 to perform 4 ICE studies at
key locations identified in the Long Range Transportation Plan as well as feedback from
TAC members. The TAC identified 4 locations where they would like to see ICE studies
completed:
 Hoffman Road / Victory Drive
 Lookout Drive / Howard Drive
 Lor Ray Drive / Carlson Drive
 Pleasant Street / Stoltzman Road
Mr. Frederick discussed the idea of a Highway 169 corridor through Mankato and North
Mankato which would include ICE studies at the Intersections along Highway 169. Mr.
Vogel explained the topic would be a good discussion item at a meeting between
Mankato and North Mankato and something we might want to start talking about now
and in the future, identifying a corridor study for Highway 169 in a future MAPO work
plan.
Mr. Rotchadl moved to approve the four ICE study locations. Mr. Freyberg seconded
the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
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Presentation on Final 2016 Intersection Control Evaluation Reports
Staff explained that the draft ICE reports were emailed out to local partners, MAPO TAC,
and the Policy Board on October 13th. Mr. Scott Poska from SRF presented the draft
ICE reporting to the MAPO TAC on October 20th. Mr. Poska provided an overview on
the ICE reports/process as well as discussing the decision matrices for the studies to the
MAPO Policy Board. Mr. Freyberg expressed concerns for pedestrians trying to cross
Lor Ray and Howard and in the future the City might want to look at options like midblock crossings at that location. Additionally, Mr. Freyberg discussed the
implementation dealerships located adjacent to the intersections and the importance of
considering large equipment movements in that area. Mr. Frederick and Mr. Rotchadl
discussed concerns and Stadium and Pohl Road specifically relating to events at MSU.
Policy Board Comments, Other Business and Verbal Updates
MAPO staff provided an update on the Riverfront Drive Corridor Study & Belgrade
Avenue Corridor Study and presented the new MAPO website www.mnmapo.org
TAC Comments
None
Adjournment
With no further business, Mr. Fryberg moved to adjourn the meeting, Mr. Frederick
seconded the motion. With all voting in favor the meeting was adjourned at 7:00 p.m.

________________________
Chair, Mr. Piepho

