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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In late 2017, the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation (MnDOT) assembled the Highway 
14 Task Force – New Ulm to Nicollet to develop 
a unified vision for transportation priorities 
between New Ulm and Nicollet and submit 
recommendations to MnDOT to receive funding 
for these priorities. The Task Force consisted of 
city, county, community, and business represen-
tatives from New Ulm, Courtland, and Nicollet 
County. Table 1 lists the Task Force members.

The Task Force met eight times and held two 
public open houses between December 11, 
2017, and May 14, 2018. Meetings were either 
held in person or via web conference. A facilita-
tor led the meetings, which included MnDOT 
personnel and Task Force members. The public 
attended open houses at the Courtland 
Community Center.

At the first Task Force meeting, members devel-
oped the five guiding principles listed below to 
help develop the recommendation.

 ⊲ Enhance Growth: Support transportation 
investments that lead to growth in population, 
travel and economic development. This 
includes making New Ulm and Courtland 
competitive in attracting new business and 
industry, and successful in retaining and 
unlocking the potential of existing businesses.

 ⊲ Improve Safety: Support transportation 
investments that will increase the safety of the 
traveling public, with special focus on high 
school students and the interaction of truck 
and vehicular traffic.

 ⊲ Increase Mobility: Support transportation 
investments that improve traffic flow in to and 
out of New Ulm and Courtland. This includes 
focusing on the access and mobility of trucks 
and other commercial traffic.

Table 1: Highway 14 Task Force Members

NAME REPRESENTING

Robert Beussman Mayor, City of New Ulm

Steve Koehler New Ulm City Engineer

AJ Poehler Mayor, City of Courtland

Joe Duncan City of Courtland

Marie Dranttel Commissioner, Nicollet County

Seth Greenwood Nicollet County

Audra Shaneman President, New Ulm Area 
Chamber of Commerce

Bill Swan New Ulm Area 
Chamber of Commerce 

John Giefer New Ulm Area 
Chamber of Commerce

Mark Schaefer Courtland Area 
Chamber of Commerce 

Darv Turbes Courtland Area 
Chamber of Commerce

Tim Plath Minnesota Valley Lutheran 
High School

Andrew Gieseke New Ulm Quartzite Quarry 
OMG Midwest

Brad Estochen MnDOT State Traffic Safety Engineer

Peter Harff MnDOT District 7 Assistant 
District Engineer

 ⊲ Leverage Investments: Recommend 
transportation improvements that compliment 
and capitalize on investments in industry and 
infrastructure in New Ulm and Courtland to 
maintain viability of local businesses.

 ⊲ Develop a Competitive Edge: Recommend 
improvements that optimize every dollar, so 
transportation funding can produce as many 
benefits as possible – giving the region a 
competitive edge in securing the funding 
needed for project completion.
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MEETINGS OVERVIEW
The Task Force members met eight times, either 
in person or via web conference. The number of 
meetings was higher than originally planned 
because the Task Force wanted to advance the 
recommendation and submit it to the Minnesota 
Corridors of Commerce program. MnDOT also 
hosted two open houses to review various 
concept designs and to allow the community to 
provide input on the recommendation. Following 
is an overview of each Task Force meeting, as 
well as summaries of the public open houses. 
Detailed Task Force meeting summaries and 
handouts, as well as materials from the public 
open houses can be found in the appendices.

Meeting 1: December 11, 2017
MEETING 1 AGENDA

1. Welcome and Introductions
2. MnDOT’s Goals for Planning Effort
3. Group Discussion
4. Project Status

a. Decisions
b. Corridor Overview/Open Items

5. Draft Guiding Principles
6. Discuss DRAFT Process and Schedule
7. Final Thoughts

The first meeting focused on developing draft 
guiding principles that were important to each 
Task Force member and discussing the process 
for the Task Force, including future meeting and 
open houses.

Meeting 2: January 17, 2018
MEETING 2 AGENDA

1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Integration with Corridors of Commerce (COC)
3. Draft Guiding Principles
4. Open House 1

a. Purpose
b. Integration with COC

c. Format – Stations with Boards 
(work in process)
i. Welcome/Comment Table
ii. Process/Task Force Recommendations
iii. Guiding Principles/Decision Making
iv. Open Item 1 – Where Does 4-Lane End?
v. Open Item 2 – Intersection 

Treatment Around Courtland
vi. Open Item 3 – Softball Fields/New Ulm 

Quartzite Quarry/Historic Properties
vii. Open Items 4 – CR 37
viii. Open Item 5 – DNR Mn 

River Valley Trail 
d. Date/Time/Location 

5. Future Task Force Schedule
a. Mondays, 2-4

i. Meeting 2 – Feb 26?
ii. Meeting 3 – April
iii. Meeting 4 – May/June

6. Action Items/Next Steps

The second meeting focused on getting the Task 
Force prepared for a fast-tracked schedule to 
meet the MnDOT Corridors of Commerce pro-
gram timeline. The Guiding Principles were 
finalized and plans for the first open house were 
discussed.

Meeting 3: January 29, 2018
MEETING 3 AGENDA

1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Overview of COC
3. Guiding Principles/Task Force 

Criteria to choose an Alternative
4. Open House 1
5. Action Items/Next Steps

During the third Task Force meeting, the group 
discussed the Corridors of Commerce scoring 
criteria and how they were similar or different 
from the Task Force’s Guiding Principles. The 
group also talked about the first open house. The 
Task Force decided that it would be best to share 
the scoring criteria with the public to get their 
input on which alternatives to choose for the 
recommendation.
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Open House 1: February 1, 2018

The first open house was held February 1, 2018, at 
the Courtland Community Center from 4:30-6:30 
p.m. The public was invited to meet the Task 
Force and review project information such as the 
Guiding Principles and the process and criteria for 

getting the recommen-
dation. The purpose of 
the open house was to 
inform the public about 
the project and solicit 
their input on various 
project features such 
as intersection config-
urations. A public 
announcement was 
released on January 
17, 2018.

The open house was 
formatted as an open 
forum where the Task 
Force members and 
MnDOT personnel 
were available at 
various stations 
around the Community 
Center prepared to 
answer questions from 
the public. There were 
eight boards dis-
played with informa-
tion about the Task 

Force and the project. Additionally, there were 
two sets of maps of the project area with various 
alternatives shown. 

About 100 people attended, and 34 written 
comments were received. Attendees were given 
a comment form and a one-page summary of 
project information. Additionally, attendees were 
encouraged to visit the project website to provide 
comments on a project interactive map.

▲ News piece published 
Feb. 1, 2018, by KEYC News 
12 Mankato. Retrieved June 
6, 2018, www.keyc.com.

▲ Feature story published Feb. 2, 2018, in New Ulm’s The 
Journal. Retrieved June 21, 2018, http://www.nujournal.com.
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Meeting 4: February 5, 2018
MEETING 4 AGENDA

1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Open House 1 Review
3. Review Schedule
4. Review Concepts
5. Review Action Items

At the fourth Task Force meeting, the group 
reviewed the first open house and discussed any 
comments from the public. Next, the group 
discussed the various alternative concepts that 
MnDOT had drafted for the Highway 37/Highway 
14 intersection, the New Ulm Quartzite Quarry 
intersection, the Minnesota Valley Lutheran High 
School intersection, and the Courtland bypass.

Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Comment Themes from Open House 1/Website
3. Review New Concepts
4. Review Preliminary Project Scoring 
5. Develop Task Force COC Recommendation
6. Review Action Items

At the fifth Task Force meeting, the group dis-
cussed comments received from Open House 1 
and the website, and the various themes of the 
comments. MnDOT had prepared additional 
alternatives that were discussed as well.

The Task Force members discussed how each 
of the alternatives would potentially score, 
based on the COC criteria.

After, the group discussed how each of the 
alternatives would potentially score, based on 
the COC criteria. A definitive recommendation 
was not made during the meeting, but the Task 
Force members were tasked with determining 
how they would like to proceed with the 
recommendation.

Meeting 6: February 21, 2018 
MEETING 6 AGENDA

1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Review Guiding Principles and Concepts
3. Update on COC Scoping
4. Task Force Recommendation
5. Trail Update
6. Review Open House Format
7. Next Steps and Action Items

The sixth Task Force meeting began with a 
review of the Guiding Principles. This served as 
a reminder to the Task Force of their original 
goals for the project. Next MnDOT gave an 
update on the Corridors of Commerce scoping 
and cost participation policy. Next, the Task 
Force discussed and finalized the recommenda-
tion that would be presented to the community 
during the upcoming, second open house. 

Open House 2: February 22, 2018

The second open house was held on February 
22, 2018, at the Courtland Community Center from 
4:30-6:30 p.m. The purpose of the second open 
house was to inform the public of the Task Force’s 
recommendation and determine if the community 
generally agreed with the recommendation.

The second open house was an open forum at 
which the Task Force members and MnDOT 
personnel were available to answer questions 
from the public. Two maps with the Task Force’s 
recommended alternatives were available for the 
public to view and provide comments on.

About 100 people attended the second open 
house, and 27 written comments were received. 
Attendees were given a comment form and a 
one-page summary of project information. 
Additionally, attendees were encouraged to visit 
the project website to provide comments on a 
project interactive map. 
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Meeting 7: February 26, 2018 
MEETING 7 AGENDA

1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Review Comments from Open House 2 

and Website
3. Finalize COC Recommendation
4. Next Steps and Action Items

At the seventh Task Force meeting, the group 
started by reviewing comments received during 
the second open house and additional com-
ments that were submitted through the website. 
In light of this discussion, the Task Force dis-
cussed and finalized the recommendation that 
would be submitted to the COC program. 

Meeting 8: May 14, 2018 
MEETING 8 AGENDA

1. Welcome
2. COC Results

a. Review scoring and analysis
3. U.S. DOT BUILD Transportation Program
4. Discuss Current Recommendation

a. Guiding Principles
b. Janesville/Mountain Lake 

Feedback on Bypass
c. MnDOT’s Cost Participation Policy
d. Review COC Alternative

5. Next Steps and Action Items
a. Finalize project scope, complete 

preliminary design, and identify 
right-of-way needs

b. Complete municipal consent process
c. Identify other funding sources
d. Project will be shelved until 

funding is obtained
e. Role of Task Force

The eighth and final Task Force meeting was 
held after the projects were awarded under the 
COC program. The Highway 14 New to Nicollet 
project was not selected and therefore did not 
receive funding through the program. However, 
MnDOT will continue to look for sources of 

▲ Feature story published Feb. 23, 2018, in New Ulm’s The 
Journal. Retrieved June 21, 2018, http://www.nujournal.com.
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funding to use on this project. Furthermore, 
MnDOT will continue to advance the design and 
seek municipal consent from the city and county 
in preparation for funding to become available. 
The recommendation was revised slightly from 
the recommendation submitted to the COC 
program by removing segment between 
Intersection 37 and Highway 15.

Detailed notes and handouts from all Task Force 
meetings can be found in Appendix A.

Interviews

Because similar-sized communities near 
Courtland have had bypass projects completed, 
community representatives were interviewed to 
see how the bypass project affected their 
community. The Mayor of Mountain Lake and the 
Chamber President of Janesville were 
interviewed.

Both community leaders noted that when the 
bypass projects were originally announced, the 
community members were fearful that it would 
cause local businesses to lose customers due to 
the traffic being routed out of town. However, 
both also noted that this was not the case in 
their community, and the bypass project actually 
brought more businesses to town (local and 
nonlocal) and gave existing businesses the 
opportunity to expand. Both community leaders 
also noted that their communities became safer 
and quieter after the addition of the bypass.

The Mayor of Mountain Lake and the Chamber 
President of Janesville noted that the bypass 
project actually brought more businesses to 
town (local and nonlocal) and gave existing 
businesses the opportunity to expand.

Detailed interview questions and responses can 
be found in Appendix B.

Website 

A website was created for the public to visit to 
view information about the project and submit 
comments. The website included various meth-
ods for the public to submit comments. An 
interactive map of the Highway 14 corridor was 
provided where the public could click on specific 
spots on the corridor to leave comments. 

An interactive map of the Highway 14 corridor 
was provided where the public could click on 
specific spots on the corridor to leave comments.

Additionally, the public could submit written 
comments through the website. Finally, the 
contact information for MnDOT Project Manager, 
Zak Tess, was provided on the website for the 
public to email or call. The public was encour-
aged to use the website at both open houses. 

Thirty comments were received via the interac-
tive map, two comments via the project website, 
seven comments via email, and one comment 
via telephone call. The comments can be found 
in Appendix D.
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The Task Force has held a series of task force 
and public meetings to discuss goals and guiding 
principles for the four-lane expansion of Highway 
14 between New Ulm and Nicollet. We’ve 
reviewed multiple conceptual engineering draw-
ings, analyzed traffic numbers and patterns, and 
held two open houses to review information with 
the public. The Task Force is now ready to offer 
our recommendations to MnDOT regarding 
transportation improvements on Highway 14 
between the cities of New Ulm, Courtland and 
Nicollet.

Our recommendations are based on the following 
guiding principles we developed:

 ⊲ Enhance growth

 ⊲ Improve safety

 ⊲ Increase mobility

 ⊲ Leverage investments

 ⊲ Develop a competitive edge 

The Task Force recommends the following:

1. TH 14 and CSAH 37 Intersection

The Task Force supports an Interchange at this 
location in order to provide a combination of 
the highest level of safety and mobility (travel 
time) benefits. Nicollet County will agree to 
fund a portion of the project cost, consistent 
with MnDOT’s Cost Participation Policy. If 
officially requested, the City of New Ulm may 
consider reasonable opportunities to partici-
pate in cost sharing as well.

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION

Following is the text of the Highway 14 Task Force recommendation submitted to MnDOT on June 19, 2018.

Recommendation continues on the following page ⊲

2. TH 14 Segment and Intersections 
Between 571st Lane and 561st Avenue

The Task force supports a constrained four-
lane highway in this segment with RCUTs at the 
intersections with 571st Lane, Jeremy Drive and 
561st Avenue that will reduce property impacts 
to the Minnesota Valley Lutheran High School, 
the New Ulm Quartzite Quarries, and the resi-
dential neighborhood. These improvements will 
also improve safety over existing conditions, 
benefiting less experienced drivers near the 
high school and frequent freight traffic to and 
from the quarry and other mining operations.

3. TH 14 - Courtland Bypass

The majority of the Task Force supports an 
Interchange at CSAH 24 that provides the 
highest level of safety, per analysis complet-
ed to date, and the benefits of accessing the 
interchange through the center of town, in-
cluding fire and safety and future residential 
and business growth. Additionally, the City of 
Courtland City Council voted to support this 
concept during their March 2018 city council 
meeting and this concept is consistent with the 
city’s comprehensive plan. Under this concept, 
Nicollet County will agree to fund a portion of 
the project cost, consistent with MnDOT’s Cost 
Participation Policy. This concept includes turn-
back of the Old Highway 14 east of CSAH 24 
to Nicollet County and west of CSAH 24 to the 
City of Courtland. The portion of Old Highway 
14 east of CSAH 25 will be turned back to the 
township or landowner along old Highway 14.
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The Task Force believes that these recommendations are aligned with the Guiding Principles our group 
established at the beginning of our process: enhance growth, improve safety, increase mobility, leverage 
investments, and develop a competitive edge. The task force also recognizes this is the start of the pro-
cess that includes municipal consent and advancing the design for the project.

We appreciate the opportunity to serve on the Task Force and trust that MnDOT will continue to be collab-
orative with the citizens of New Ulm, Courtland, Nicollet, and Nicollet County as improvements are 
designed and constructed..

We endorse these recommendations.
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Meeting 1: December 11, 2017
Meeting 1 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
Joe Duncan 
(City of Courtland)
Seth Greenwood 
(Nicollet County)
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce
Bill Swan (New Ulm 
Chamber of Commerce)
John Giefer (New Ulm 
Chamber of Commerce)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Peter Harff (MnDOT)
Brad Estochen 
(MnDOT) – on phone

Greg Ous (MnDOT)
Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Michelle Graham (HNTB)
Nani Jacobson (HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)

Unable to attend: 
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, 
Nicollet County)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions

a) Greg Ous thanked everyone for attending 
and agreeing to serve on the Task Force. 
He commented on how the spirit of 
cooperation from the last task force effort 
spurred good conversation and led to 
good decisions. He said now is the time to 
look carefully at options for the future, to be 
creative and innovative, and ultimately to 
be competitive for funding. 

b) Greg discussed Corridors of Commerce 
(COC) and noted that there are criteria that 
need to be met for a project to be considered 
cost effective. This is a critical element of 
being competitive for COC funding. 

c) The last time the task force met it was very 
effective to listen and learn from eachother. 
Greg said this is the task force’s table, and 
he wants them to be able do their good 
work. He will check in from time to time and 
Zak, Michelle and Nani will be leading the 
effort and helping the task force. Their role 
is to make sure all voices are heard. Greg 
looks forward to hearing the solutions and 
progress from the task force. 

2. MnDOT’s Goals for Planning Effort

a) Zak Tess began by stating that MnDOT 
wants the project to be ready if funding 
becomes available. The prior environmental 
study defined a footprint in which to 
consider different improvement options. 
MnDOT has four basic goals for this effort:
1. Develop design of the roadway to the 30% 

(preliminary) stage, and to bring this for 
Municipal Consent with the City of Courtland.

2. Develop a reasonable and updated cost 
estimate. Currently it is between $45-$80M 
for construction. This is based on early 
efforts during the environmental study.

3. Involve the public with the task force 
process – and incorporate input from both 
into MnDOT’s decision-making process. 

4. Secure local agreements. For example, 
what will happen with the old highway. 

3. Group Discussion

a) Michelle stated that her goal is to facilitate 
the discussion and help the group achieve 
informed consent. She led a discussion 
among task force members about their 
thoughts and interests in the corridor. 
Comments included:
1. Concern about the quarry and 

what will happen there

2. Safety at MVL High School

3. Need to get the project done

4. Any growth in Courtland is a great opportunity 
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5. Concern that existing businesses won’t 
survive a reduction in traffic through town

6. Need to understand how the project will impact 
businesses, the timing and the options 

7. The ease of businesses and residents 
to access Hwy 14 in a safe way 

8. A lot of truck traffic doesn’t want 
to go through town

9. Improvements could give the community 
and region a competitive advantage

10. Need to move people and product 
safely and efficiently 

11. Courtland is a high growth area with 
development pressures. There are underground 
utilities, a new water treatment plant and water 
tower. How are these investments impacted by 
this project and how will they be capitalized?

12. The industrial park was just increased 

13. Truck traffic needs to get in and out 
of Courtland with easy access

14. Shifting a highway in a small town 
can have big impacts on businesses, 
specifically drive-by impacts

15. Concern about high school drivers getting 
onto a 4-lane road. Enrollment growth 
is expected in the next 5-10 years.

16. MVL is looking at expansion. Need to 
know how the highway will impact plans 
so parent groups can be informed.

17. How did access changes impact 
Nicollet? Are there lessons learned? 

18. There will be numerous road impacts 
and connections need to be made

19. About 10 years ago MnDOT commissioned 
an origin-destination study on Hwy 
37. 80% of traffic access impacts New 
Ulm. Make sure access stays fluid.

20. This is a good opportunity to take this 
project to the next level and move 
quickly if funding becomes available

21. Nicollet has seen large housing 
growth since the road expansion

b) Michelle asked the group to think 15 years 
ahead, what would be the best thing you 
would have to say about your community. 
What’s the headline you want to see?

1. New Ulm population crossed over 
15,000 – alleviates tax burden

2. Highway project was a blessing for all involved 
– growth in Courtland and New Ulm

3. Companies experience growth to expand 
– unlock potential of existing businesses

4. Support existing growth

5. Project is an example for the state, 
roadway improves safety of all users 

4. Project Status

a) Zak provided an update on the New Ulm 
Gateway Project. MnDOT had good bidders 
and construction work will start later this 
week. Detouring will begin in April and 
construction will be happening over next 
2.5 years. The road will be raised above 
the floodplain. 

b) This project is 12.5-mile segment from New 
Ulm Hwy 14/15 to the west end of Nicollet

c) Zak acknowledged all the work that Peter 
and others have done to get us to the 
corridor we’re looking at today. MnDOT’s 
goal is to keep the alignment where it 
is today. Michelle explained that going 
outside of the footprint in the EIS would 
trigger federally required actions that take 
additional time. 

d) Zak discussed the New Ulm Spring site. 
It is a historic site eligible for the national 
register. When asked what happens to 
the houses Zak responded that this is still 
open for discussion. The one property to 
the south may need to be acquired. Access 
through these areas can be discussed and 
refined throughout this process.

e) CR 37 intersections are open for discussion 
– looking at at-grade, restricted crossings, 
roundabout, grade separated interchange, 
all open for discussion. This is a good 
example of the purpose of this Task Force 
– to provide input on what would best meet 
the needs of the community.

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 1: December 11, 2017
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f) Quartzite Quarry – the task force will 
discuss options for this area. When 
asked how trucks exiting the quarry get 
westbound, and that these trucks are 
heavily loaded and slow movers, Zak 
responded this will need to be revisited. 
When asked if MnDOT has talked with M&R 
paving, Zak responded there have been 
some early discussions. 

g) The barn in this area is a historic building. 
Peter said that when the EIS was done, 
some of the alignment was based on 
avoiding Section 4(f) impacts and working 
within the constraints of the corridor. This 
intersection was trying to limit conflicts, 
there are now some different solutions that 
could work here. Zak mentioned some 
examples. When asked if it would make 
more sense to combine a bridge with 
the school and the quarry, Zak said that 
the quarry intends to continue using the 
intersection over the next several decades. 

h) Zak noted the need to revise access points 
for single properties – what is the right 
balance between mobility and safety? 

i) Heading towards Courtland, CR 24 south 
could have a new road to Hwy 14 with a 
similar intersection as 37. 

j) What happens to Old Hwy 14? When asked 
if there is an accurate count of trucks 
through town, Zak said they will be getting 
some updated counts this winter. When 
asked why there are two bridges instead 
of a single bridge (is one less expensive 
that two) Zak and Peter said this detail can 
be discussed from what was included in 
EIS, however one bridge is not always less 
expensive, depending on site conditions. 

k) Zak continued along the corridor. Once 
it merges back with the existing Hwy 14, 
it follows fairly closely. Some farmsteads 
will likely see realignment from highway to 
local roads.

l) When asked if there has been any 
discussion with DNR on the regional trail, 
Zak said this is also one area where we 
expect recommendation from the Task 
Force at the end of the process. ACTION: 
Send out New Ulm final recommendations 
as an example. 

m) Zak summarized the big five open items for 
the corridor:
1. Where the 4 lane ends

2. Intersection treatment around Courtland

3. Softball fields/New Ulm Quartzite Quarry/ 
Secondary - historic properties

4. 37 intersection south end of New Ulm

5. DNR MN River Valley trail 

n) When asked if there is monetary value to 
include the trail, Zak said not necessarily, 
and MnDOT wants to accommodate uses 
where appropriate. 

5. Draft Guiding Principles

a) Michelle began by stating that when you 
get into the details there are actions and 
reactions. Take a step back and look at 
big picture – what are the higher goals. 
ACTION: Send Guiding Principles from New 
Ulm project.

b) Mayor Beussman explained how the last 
task force found compromises that put 
MnDOT funds to their best use while 
retaining safety as a high priority.

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 1: December 11, 2017
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c) Michelle reviewed each of the prior Guiding 
Principles against what was already stated 
by the group –
1. Enhance growth – growth 

mentioned several times

2. Improve safety - safety mentioned several times

3. Increase mobility – encompasses access, 
truck traffic, stay fluid mentioned

4. Support Completion – Get it done

5. Make smart investments – competitive 
advantage mentioned 

d) The group discussed the following 
remaining items:

A) Leverage investments already made in 
community. Since this project includes a 
bypass of a small community, this is important. 

B) A question was asked about the experience 
in Janesville? ACTION: MnDOT will 
come back with an update on this. 

C) There needs to be realistic 
expectations from the community. A 
bypass does not automatically mean 
growth will occur in that area. 

D) Is there any compensation strategy for 
businesses? For example, can signage be 
taller? Peter said that smaller communities 
tend to have more difficulty with adjusting 
to bypasses and need to understand the 
potential economic impacts? ACTION: HNTB 
develop draft guiding principles based on 
prior version, with incorporation of economic 
impacts of a bypass like in 15 years. 

6. Discuss DRAFT Process and Schedule

ACTIVITY ANTICIPATED TOPICS
ANTICIPATED 
SCHEDULE

Open 
House 1

• Goals of this 
planning effort

• Interactive map
• Needs assessment
• Identify issues

TBD January 
2018

Task 
Force 2

• Design alternatives
• Evaluation criteria

TBD Feb/
Mar 2018

Task 
Force 3

• Evaluation results
• Potential 

recommendations

TBD April 2018

Open 
House 2

• Design alternatives
• Evaluation criteria
• Potential 

recommendations
• Status of funding

TBD May 2018

Task 
Force 4

Agreements TBD May 2018

Task Force Final Recommendation 30 June 2018 

a) Open House #1 will be a starting point to 
describe the current status of the project 
and what the task force processes hopes 
to achieve. There was discussion about 
having meetings in both Courtland and 
New Ulm, as well as the possibility for an 
on-line meeting. The group agreed an on-
line meeting may be a good approach in 
addition to an open house to be held at the 
Courtland Community Center.

b) It should be noted at the public meeting 
that all design ideas are conceptual. It 
should also be made clear that there isn’t 
funding available that this time.

c) Zak said the task force will review the 
guiding principles prior to the open house. 

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 1: March 2, 2015
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 1: December 11, 2017

d) It was recommended that an open house 
be held after the final recommendation 
at end of June to state this is what is 
being recommended to MnDOT. Michelle 
suggested that perhaps it could be 
combined this with Task Force Meeting #4.

7. Final Thoughts

a) Greg suggesting having intersection 
options and explaining what the solutions 
are to get feedback from that at the 
first open house. Use it as an education 
opportunity. 

b) b. Remaining task force schedule 
– Tuesday’s are not good. Monday 
afternoons seem good for group. Action: 
Send out draft list of dates.

ACTION RESPONSIBILITY STATUS

Send out 
New Ulm final 
recommendations 
as an example

Nani Included 
with 
Meeting 
Summary

Send Guiding 
Principles from 
New Ulm project

Nani Included 
with 
Meeting 
Summary

Impacts to Janesville 
on bypass

Zak/Peter In Process

Develop draft 
guiding principles 

Michelle/Nani  In Process

Draft dates for open 
houses and task 
force meetings

Nani In Process
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Meeting 2: January 17, 2018
Meeting 2 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Bill Swan 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
John Giefer 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Peter Harff (MnDOT)
Brad Estochen 
(MnDOT) – on phone
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, 
Nicollet County)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)

Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Nani Jacobson (HNTB)
Jeanna Woodward (HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)

Unable to attend: 
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
Seth Greenwood 
(Nicollet County)
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce
Joe Duncan (City 
of Courtland)

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION RESPONSIBILITY STATUS

Impacts to Janesville 
from bypass

Zak/Nani In Process

Develop draft 
guiding principles 

Nani/Task Force Complete

Draft dates for 
open houses, task 
force meetings, and 
major milestones

Nani/Zak Complete

Send invites for task 
force meetings

Nani In Process

Submit 4-lane 
expansion once 
website is up 
and running

Mayor Buessman In Process

Send schedule 
with the critical 
milestones and 
accelerated task 
force meetings

Zak In Process

Send calendar 
invites for recurring 
Task Force meetings

Nani In Process

Submit comments 
on the DRAFT 
Guiding Principles 
to Nani and Zak 

Task Force Due: 1/24/18

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions – Nani Jacobson

a) Nani Jacobson welcomed everyone and 
thanked everyone for attending. She noted 
that the first Task Force meeting was very 
successful and there was a good level of 
sharing, information on project goals and 
needs, and how to help shape the future of 
the corridor. 

b) Next Nani gave a brief overview of the 
agenda for the meeting.
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 2: January 17, 2018

2. Integration with Corridors of 
Commerce (COC) – Zak Tess

a) Zak Tess began by talking about the 
overall schedule and the process for the 
open house. The scope and scoring of 
each alternative will be determined by 
March 15. Then it will need to go to the 
Governor. The Task Force should provide 
recommendations to the public; however, 
there is a possibility that someone from the 
public could also submit something.

b) Zak asked if the Task Force is interested 
in accelerating the schedule in order to 
try for COC funding. The project would 
need to be submitted soon to qualify for 
the funding.  The group weighed in and 
all agreed to proceed with an accelerated 
schedule. The group will discuss how 
the project will accomplish the goals 
identified and guiding principles set by the 
Task Force to provide the strongest COC 
recommendation.  

c) Next Zak discussed the schedule. Zak 
noted that a press release will be out later 
today.

d) Due to the accelerated schedule, the Task 
Force agreed that weekly meetings should 
be held beginning with the week after the 
open house. Weekly meetings will be held 
Mondays from 2:00 – 4:00 pm. ACTION: 
Zak will send a schedule with the critical 
milestones and accelerated task force 
schedule. 

e) MnDOT will identify the review criteria, and 
the Task Force will make recommendations 
to the public based on those plus the 
needs of the project.  ACTION: Mayor 
Buessman agreed to work with Zak to 
submit the 4-lane alternative to the website.

3. Draft Guiding Principles – Nani Jacobson

a) Next Nani discussed the draft Guiding 
Principles for this project. She began by 
noting that the Guiding Principles from the 
last project were used as a starting point for 
this project. Task Force members agreed 
that the document is well written, succinct, 
and is a good tool to show others. ACTION: 
Any comments on the document should be 
sent to Nani and Zak within the next week.

b) Zak noted that there are seven criteria 
that MnDOT uses to evaluate alternatives.  
While these are not guiding principles from 
the Task Force, these will be important for 
COC scoring and the Task Force should 
make each of these look as attractive as 
possible. Refer to the COC website for 
additional information at: http://www.dot.
state.mn.us/corridorsofcommerce/ 

4. Open House #1 – Nani Jacobson

a) The purpose of the open house is to 
connect with the community to inform them 
of the process, give information on COC, 
provide an opportunity for the public to 
comment and give their input. This is more 
critical now since we are fast-tracking the 
process. 

b) Format – Stations with Boards with a staff 
member at each table. 
1. Welcome/Comment Table 

2. Process/Task Force Recommendations

3. Guiding Principles/Decision Making

4. Open Item #1 – Where Does 4-Lane 
End / CR 37 intersection

5. Open Item #2 – Intersection 
Treatment Around Courtland

6. Open Item #3 – Softball Fields/New Ulm 
Quartzite Quarry/Historic Properties

7. Open Item #4 – DNR MN River Valley Trail 

c) The open house is scheduled for February 
1 at the Courtland Community Center from 
4:30 – 6:30 pm. 
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 2: January 17, 2018

5. Future Task Force Schedule 
– Nani Jacobson

a) The group agreed to hold meetings on 
from Mondays, 2:00-4:00 pm, through 
early March. Some meetings will be over 
the phone and some will be in person 
depending on the topic of the meeting. 
ACTION: Nani will send out aa schedule. 
The week of February 19, the meeting will 
be on Wednesday due to President’s Day. 

b) Nani will work with Zak on planning the 
second open house as soon as possible so 
everyone can mark their calendars. It will 
be planned for February 22. 

6. Next Steps 

a) MnDOT develop concepts

b) Task Force get together to review COC 
criteria
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Meeting 3: January 29, 2018
Meeting 3 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Bill Swan 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
John Giefer 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, 
Nicollet County)
Seth Greenwood 
(Nicollet County)
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Peter Harff (MnDOT)

Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Nani Jacobson (HNTB)
Jeanna Woodward (HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)

Unable to attend: 
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
Joe Duncan 
(City of Courtland)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)
Brad Estochen (MnDOT)

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION RESPONSIBILITY STATUS

Impacts to Janesville 
from bypass

Zak/Nani In Process

Send invites for task 
force meetings

Nani Complete

Submit 4-lane 
expansion once 
website is up 
and running

Mayor Buessman In Process

Send schedule 
with the critical 
milestones and 
accelerated task 
force meetings

Zak Complete

Send calendar 
invites for recurring 
Task Force meetings 
– beyond March

Nani In Process

Submit comments 
on the DRAFT 
Guiding Principles 
to Nani and Zak 

Task Force Complete

Resolutions - City 
of Courtland, City 
of New Ulm, and 
Nicollet County

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

Letters of support - 
Mankato Planning 
Organization and the 
New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

Confirm task 
force meeting 
location for 2/5

Jeanna/Tim 1/30/18

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions – Nani Jacobson

a) Nani Jacobson welcomed everyone, 
thanked everyone for attending, and did 
a roll call to see who all was attending via 
phone.
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2. Overview of Corridors of 
Commerce (COC) – Zak Tess

a) Zak gave an overview of the seven criteria 
that are used to score COC projects. The 
seven criteria are Return on Investment, 
Economic Impact, Freight Efficiency, Safety 
Improvements, Regional Connections, 
Policy Objectives, and Community 
Consensus. Each criterion is worth 100 
points. An eighth criterion is not scored but 
is used to determine where project funding 
will go. The criterion is a Regional Balance 
where 50% of the funds will go to Metro 
projects and 50% will go to Greater MN 
projects. For most of the seven criteria, a 
decile system is used for scoring.

Refer to the COC website for additional 
information at: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/
corridorsofcommerce/

Information used in the evaluations (e.g., 
crash reduction statistics) is provided by the 
evaluation team.
1. Return on Investment (ROI)

Two parts: Travel time savings and 
5-year crash reduction savings.

2. Economic Impact

The current mindset is that costlier is 
better; however, there is a balancing 
act between this and the ROI.

3. Freight Efficiency

This has a bigger impact in Metro projects. 
All of Greater MN will be similar in the Travel 
Reliability portion of this criterion. Heavy 
Commercial Volumes on the roads in Greater 
MN will distinguish themselves from each other.

4. Safety Improvements

Fatal and serious crashes will be half this 
score. The total number of crashes will be 
the other half. This is a 5 year average. 
We’re expecting this project to score well 
here compared to other corridors but it 
depends on the other projects submitted.

5. Regional Connections

Points for this category are based on a table. 
This project is an IRC system in Greater MN. 
Total points for this project will be 80/100.

6. Policy Objectives

This category is split into two. The first 50 
points are based on if the project has had 
some kind of environmental study done. 
This project has an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), so it will get all 50 points. 

The next 50 points are based on the 
following chart:

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 3: January 29, 2018
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This project will get points for the first three 
bullets and the last bullet. Some of the 
bullets are not applicable to this project. 
Depending on Task Force recommenda-
tions for pedestrians or transit, they’ll get an 
additional bullet.

b) Community Consensus

Resolutions are needed from the City of 
Courtland, City of New Ulm, and Nicollet 
County. Need all three to get the points. 
Further, letters of support are beneficial 
from the Mankato Planning Organization 
and the New Ulm Chamber of Commerce.

Project submissions are due February 5, 
and letters of support and resolutions are 
needed 60 days after February 5. ACTION: 
MnDOT will contact the appropriate offices 
for the letters.

c) Mayor Buessman will file the COC 
submittal, as these won’t come from 
MnDOT. Letters from the communities do 
not influence the COC scoring; however, it 
doesn’t hurt to send them.

3. Guiding Principles/Task Force Criteria 
to choose an Alternative – Zak Tess

a) Refer to the attached spreadsheet 
titled “Task Force Eval Criteria” that was 
reviewed during the conference call.

b) The Task Force Criteria are based off the 
Guiding Principles for this project. Criteria 
include:

Safety – reduce crashes by certain per-
cent. Different crash types CAN be com-
pared, but Zak noted that this would need 
to be done cautiously due to the nature of 
crashes changing from a 2-lane to 4-lane 
highway. Task Force members decided that 
if an alternative decreases safety, it will 
automatically be rejected. 

Mobility – This is for travel time savings on 
the corridor, and how much time is added 
to various “anchor” points throughout the 
project. Zak will add intersection delay to 
the list.

Competitive Edge – Benefits vs. Costs. 
Benefits are crash reduction, time savings, 
emissions reduction, etc. Costs are con-
struction costs and the cost of additional 
right of way.

Growth – Growth is about the access to 
anchors, travel time, and safety. 

Leverage Investments – This is also about 
access to anchors.

c) The Task Force members decided that 
it would be best to show these draft 
evaluation criteria to the public to get their 
input.

4. Open House #1 – Zak Tess

a) Task Force members are encouraged to 
attend the open house if they are available 
and their primary purpose is to be available 
to talk to people to get their input on the 
project. Task Force members do not need 
to staff the tables. 

b) Zak reviewed the comment form that will 
be provided to attendees. The form will be 
updated to specify the softball fields are 
specific to the high school.

c) The Courtland Community Center is 
booked for the next in person Task Force 
meeting on February 5. Tim offered a 
conference room at the high school. 
ACTION: Jeanna will send an email to 
confirm.

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 3: January 29, 2018
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 3: January 29, 2018
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 3: January 29, 2018
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 3: January 29, 2018
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 3: January 29, 2018

Safety
crash reduction score notes

<0 ‐ This would increase crashes
10‐30% +
30‐60% + +
>60% + + +
>80% + + + +

Mobility
Travel time savings on 

Corridor score

>30 seconds +
> 1 minute + +
> 3 minutes + + +

Intersection Delay comparison against existing condition
saving > 1 minute + + +
saving > 40 seconds + +
saving > 20 seconds +
adding >20 seconds ‐
adding > 40 seconds ‐ ‐
adding > 1 minute ‐ ‐ ‐

Access to anchors score notes

>30 seconds ‐
Anchor points will be around Courtland 
comparing existing time to proposed time 
for accessing Hwy 14

> 1 minute ‐ ‐
> 3 minutes ‐ ‐ ‐

Competitive
Benefit/Cost score notes

>0.5 + Benefits are crash reduction, time savings, 
emissions reduction

>1 + + Costs are Construction, R/W
>2 + + +

Growth access to anchors, travel time, and safety

Leverage 
Investments access to anchors

Task Force Criteria



Highway 14 Task Force | New Ulm to Nicollet, Minnesota  FINAL REPORT

APPENDIX A: TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES

| A-17 |

Meeting 4: February 5, 2018

Meeting 4 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
John Giefer 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, 
Nicollet County)
Seth Greenwood 
(Nicollet County)
Joe Duncan 
(City of Courtland)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)

Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Tom Hinz (MnDOT)
Nani Jacobson (HNTB)
Jeanna Woodward (HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)

Unable to attend: 
Bill Swan 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Peter Harff (MnDOT)
Brad Estochen (MnDOT)

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions

a) Nani Jacobson welcomed everyone to 
the fourth Task Force meeting. She briefly 
reviewed the agenda for the day’s meeting.

2. Open House #1 Review

a) Nani reviewed the open house held on 
February 1 and noted that approximately 
100 people from the community attended. 
The website went live the day of the open 
house and will be active until February 15. 

So far, 12 comments have been received 
via the website in addition to the 30 written 
comments received at the open house. 
The main themes of the comments include 
safety around MVL high school, land 
ownership, intersection safety, and positive 
comments about getting the project done.

b) Task Force members shared their thoughts 
about the open house. Major themes of 
the questions and comments from the 
community included the following:
1. Several questions from attendees about 

when more information will be available. 

2. Questions about the bypass and the tie-ins.

3. Next time, don’t have maps with all the 
alternatives – just the preferred option. We may 
get questions at the February 22 open house 
about why things have changed with the maps.

4. If the road goes straight by the ball 
field, speeds might increase which 
could be dangerous during games. 

5. The intersection by the bank and playground 
in Courtland was a big concern. 

6. Comments about if the road will be above 
or below the drop-off. Some people are 
concerned about whiteout conditions. 

7. Some people are concerned about trucks getting 
up to speed. Residents are also concerned 
about trucks traveling too fast. Residents are 
worried about getting onto/off their property 
with trucks traveling at a high speed.

8. There is concern about the economic effects 
of the difference between 4-lane and 2-lane 
configurations. Businesses won’t want to 
open anything on a 2-lane highway. 

9. Several comments about not needing to 
extend the 4-lane configuration to Highway 
15. The 4-land can stop at Highway 37. 
Access to Courtland was a concern 
with the attendees. There were also 
concerns about using a roundabout.

3. Review Schedule

a) Monday, February 12 – We will plan to 
cover the preliminary project scoring. The 
Task Force needs to start forming the COC 
recommendations at that meeting. 

b) Wednesday, February 21 – Weekly meeting 
will be held on Wednesday this week due 
to President’s Day holiday on Monday. This 



Highway 14 Task Force | New Ulm to Nicollet, Minnesota  FINAL REPORT

APPENDIX A: TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES

| A-18 |

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 4: February 5, 2018

meeting will be to review the second open 
house and further develop the Task Force 
recommendations.

c) Thursday, February 22 — Second open 
house in Courtland at the Community Center.

d) Monday, February 26 — Weekly meeting. 
The final recommendation will need to be 
decided at this meeting.

e) Tuesday, February 27 — Final 
recommendation is due to COC. 

f) Early/mid April — Depending on the 
outcome of COC funding, we will decide 
what the next steps will be.

4. Review Concepts

a) Zak began by noting that some alternatives 
are prohibitive because of cost, and others 
are because they will result in a decrease 
in safety. He also reviewed the concept of 
an R-Cut interchange. These can reduce 
fatalities by 70% and injury rate by 40%. 
With an R-Cut intersection, all turns are 
the same except for left turns from non-
mainline roads onto the mainline.

b) Action: All concepts will be emailed to 
the Task Force after the meeting. Refer to 
these concept files for more information.

c) Highway 37/Highway 14 intersection 
concepts (5 concepts):
1. Concept 1 — R-Cut at CSAH 37/Hwy 14. Not 

a traditional R-cut because of the township 
road on the north. The 4 lanes would go just 
past the township road, and taper to 2 lanes 
after that. The intersection is a sustained crash 
location, and is above the statewide average. 
The U-turn is about 700-800 feet from the 
intersection, which is about 20-30 seconds 
of travel time. This is a lower cost alternative 
that does a good job at reducing crashes.

2. Concept 2 — Roundabout. Eastbound the right 
lane would be a through lane, and the left lane 
would be the turn lane. This configuration would 
limit speeds and capacity. Even though it’s a 
safer intersection, it would score slightly lower 

with COC. Adding a bypass lane from the east to 
the west would add cost without adding benefit 
at today’s traffic volumes. This concept would 
have 4 lanes to the east and 2 lanes to the west 
of the roundabout. There would be a 20ft width 
for agriculture equipment on the roundabout. 
Generally, R-cuts are less expensive than 
roundabouts ($1 million compared to $1.5 million).

3. Concept 3 — Green T. Sometimes it is a 
signalized intersection; however, in this case it 
probably won’t be due to existing traffic volumes. 
Traffic coming from the east will go all the way 
through. Traffic coming from 37 turning left will 
get their own dedicated left lane to accelerate 
(on the inside shoulder). There would probably 
be a raised median until just past the township 
road. From 37 to the east, a lane would be 
added. This option would be costlier than the 
R cut. It is hard to compare to the roundabout 
in terms of cost, but it would potentially cost 
a bit more. Would not increase safety.
A) Task force decision – DO NOT 

carry this concept forward.

4. Concept 4 — High T. This will probably cost 
less than a full interchange but more than the 
at-grade solutions. There would be a bridge 
over Highway 37 for westbound. The northern 
part of the intersection would be at grade. 
There would be a need for retaining walls on 
this option. The 4 lanes would go past 37 and 
change back to 2 lanes after the township road. 

5. Concept 5 — Full interchange. This would be 
the largest footprint. The township road would 
be shifted to the east. There would be a bridge 
over Highway 14. Construction would continue 
further down Highway 37 than other options. This 
would be the most expensive option because of 
the bridges and right of way. However, it is likely 
the safest solution. Left turns from Highway 14 to 
Highway 37 would be the most cumbersome.

6. Discussions on concepts:
A) Right turns from Highway 37 to Highway 

14 need to remain at a high speed. 
B) Left turns from Highway 14 to Highway 37 also 

need remain quick because traffic starts to 
really build up in that spot in the mornings.

C) All concepts could transition to a 2- or 
4-lane configuration further to the west. 

D) Roundabout seems like the simplest/
safest intersection; however, it 
slows down mainline Hwy 14.
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E) Concept 5 seems like the best option 
for traffic flow. In the mornings, most 
traffic is turning right from Highway 37 to 
Highway 14 (going to Mankato); and in 
the evenings, most traffic is turning left 
from Highway 14 to Highway 37 (returning 
to New Ulm). Need to get people out of 
that intersection as quickly as possible.

F) For 4-lane constrained concepts, there 
won’t be a 90-foot grass median. 
There would be a raised median with 
a barrier – probably cable barrier.

G) Zak will provide cost estimates that include 
the cost of construction and environmental 
that would include 4 lanes up to Highway 
15. Past Heading west past Highway 37, 
there will need to be an archeological study 
for 4 lanes that will cost over $0.5M.

d) New Ulm Quartzite Quarry (3 concepts):
1. Concept 1—At grade T intersection, 

includes median acceleration lane.

2. Concept 2—Green T. Channels the left 
turns onto 14 in a left median, barriered 
lane. A little safer than concept 1.

3. Concept 3—R-Cut. This is the safest intersection. 
There would be an additional delay of about 
1 minute for a fully loaded truck coming from 
the quarry. This concept is probably marginally 
cheaper than the Green T. One disadvantage 
is that climbing the grade going east will add 
even more time delay, so it might be even longer 
than 1 minute for trucks. The pavement would 
have a “bump out” for the trucks making left 
turns. The length of the left turn lane can be 
modified depending on the alternative selected.

4. Discussion on concepts:
A) For the median, it will be something 

between a concrete barrier and the 90-
foot centerline spacing for the segment 
between the quarry and the high school. 
It would be something like a 50-foot 
centerline spacing with a cable barrier. This 
option would require more maintenance. 
This might hurt the safety score a bit for 
COC but would be made up in the ROI. 

B) There are two things that the Task 
Force needs to consider when looking 
at all the concepts: COC benefits and 
long-term benefits. If these two items 
don’t line up, the Task Force needs to 
resolve it to see which is better. 

C) An at-grade alignment will be less 
safe than what’s currently there.

e) MVL intersection concepts
1. Concept 1 — At grade. Likely less safe than 

existing condition. Task Force recommendation 
is not to advance this concept. 

2. Concept 2 — R-Cut. This alternative would 
potentially save the softball fields and private 
property acquisition if going with a narrower 
centerline spacing. Increased maintenance 
due to cable barrier guardrails. Decrease 
centerline spacing from 90 feet to 56 feet. 

3. Discussion on concepts:
A) The softball fields can be moved, but moving 

them would require additional parking.
B) Action: Zak will bring traffic counts 

back for next Task Force meeting for 
the existing intersections along the 
corridor where MnDOT has them.

f) Courtland/bypass
1. Concept A—At grade, one R cut. 

Allows for future interchange.

2. Concept B—Only one tie-in to town at 531st 
township road. There would be an R cut. Re-tie 
into old 14 with another R cut. This is the cheapest 
option; however, it will affect travel time to various 
point in Courtland depending on where you 
are coming from and where you are going.

3. Concept C—Full intersection with 
bridges. Only one house would need to 
be removed for this option. It is also the 
most expensive option. This is the EIS 
alternative. It’s likely the safest alternative. 

4. Discussion on concepts:
A) If traffic goes north of town, the speeds 

will be higher at the baseball fields. 
B) Need to determine where 

the access points are. 
C) If the highway is moved north, more 

trees will need to be removed. 
D) Whose jurisdiction will the old Highway 14 

be? The segment in town will go to the city 
or county. Are there any alternatives that are 
better/worse for who takes which segments?

E) Zak will add two alternatives. ACTION: Zak 
will send new alternatives to the group.

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 4: February 5, 2018
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5. Review Action Items

ACTION RESPONSIBILITY STATUS

Send concepts 
reviewed at Meeting 
#4 to Task Force

Nani Complete 
– 2/6/18

Provide traffic counts Zak 2/12/18

Send out new 
concepts

Zak Complete 
– 2/8/18

Impacts to Janesville 
from bypass

Zak/Nani In Process 

Submit 4-lane 
expansion to 
interactive map 
website

Mayor Buessman Complete 
– 2/5/18

Send calendar 
invites for recurring 
Task Force meetings 
– beyond March

Nani TBD

Resolutions - City 
of Courtland, City 
of New Ulm, and 
Nicollet County

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

Letters of support - 
Mankato Planning 
Organization and the 
New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 4: February 5, 2018
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Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
Meeting 5 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
John Giefer 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Seth Greenwood 
(Nicollet County)
Joe Duncan 
(City of Courtland)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)
Bill Swan 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Peter Harff (MnDOT)
Brad Estochen (MnDOT)

Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Nani Jacobson (HNTB)
Jeanna Woodward (HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)
Bryan Nemeth 
(Bolten & Menk)

Unable to attend: 
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, 
Nicollet County)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions

a) Nani Jacobson welcomed everyone to 
the fifth Task Force meeting and thanked 
everyone for taking time especially the last 
few weeks with the expedited schedule to 
be involved in the process.

2. Comments/Themes from Open 
House #1 and Website

a) An Excel workbook was sent out prior to 
the meeting. It contains all of the comments 
that have been received through February 

9. This workbook will continue to be 
updated. As of now, there have been 34 
written comments from the open house, 
24 comments from the interactive map, 
1 comment from the webpage, and 2 
comments from other sources. 

b) The comments have been categorized 
into major themes, which are noted on 
the overview page and also after each 
comment on the spreadsheet. The majority 
of comments are centered around two 
topics: Access to Courtland, Safety

c) We will be sending out an updated 
spreadsheet at the end of the week.

3. Review New Concepts

a) Two new concepts were developed by Zak 
since the last meeting. They were sent via 
email to the Task Force. 

b) Concept E – Roundabout with an 
intersection on the north side. Joe would 
like to discuss the hatched-out driveway 
with Zak if this concept is chosen. There 
won’t be a ramp from new Highway 14 to 
old Highway 14 on the eastbound direction 
because it would create a 5-legged 
roundabout and two roundabouts that 
close to each other would be complicated. 
Additional access points, like an additional 
off-ramp to old Hwy 14 from new Highway 
14 at Zieske road, would increase the risk 
for crashes. These are also problematic 
for bringing a high speed ramp into a 
low speed roadway. Level of access to 
the township roads to the west would be 
reduced.

c) Concept F – A bridge over new Highway 
14. There would be two right-in, right-out 
access points. The first township road is 
too close for a full interchange according 
to MnDOT standards. So there wouldn’t’ 
be a full interchange until 531st road. There 
would need to be a discussion with the gun 
club about the entrance. Level of access to 
the township roads to the west would be 
reduced.



Highway 14 Task Force | New Ulm to Nicollet, Minnesota  FINAL REPORT

APPENDIX A: TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES

| A-36 |

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018

4. Review Preliminary Project Scoring

a) Reminder to everyone: Whatever is proposed needs to have the support of both the County and the City, 
or the concept will lose 45 of the 700 points for COC. This would essentially take the concept out of the 
running for COC funding. 

b) All concepts will be shown at the next open house, with the Task Force’s recommendations highlighted.

c) Review Traffic counts.
1. Peak times are usually from 7:30-9:00 AM and 4:00-6:30 PM. 

2. Example:
A) Approximately 900 total vehicles per hour on Highway 14; CSAH 12, 25 vehicles per hour; 

township road 531st, 6 vehicles per hour; CR 25, 400 vehicles per hour.
B) Overall daily vehicles per day is roughly: Highway 14 – 8,000 / CSAH 12 – 500 / CSAH 24 – 2300 / CSAH 25 - 400

d) Benefit/Cost – consider adding another scoring category for a ratio >4 (++++).
1. It will probably make a difference on what is the most competitive for COC, so it will be added to the scoring criteria. 

e) TH 14 – Courtland Bypass
1. See summary table below.

2. The delay is based on total intersection delay. No concept added or subtracted more than 20 seconds. 

3. For access to anchors, all have 3 minuses, which means the total time across all anchor points added up to more than 3 minutes.

4. Should access to the township road be an evaluation point? New routes will have impacts to farm traffic and such.

5. If Highway 24 is extended, what will the traffic control around old Highway 14 be? This is a concern with the ball parks nearby. 
This alternative is a huge concern to citizens. 

6. County will not want to maintain the ¾ mile stretch of old Highway 14 east of CR 25 to the new Highway 14. County would rather 
have the access point be the center of town to access new Highway 14. 

7. Weighting the access points would be hard because we don’t have the right origin/destination data to do so. 

8. Concept C – Could the intersection be brought closer to town? It could potentially be moved south a couple hundred feet; 
however, it might not be able to remain centered on the town. 

9. Concept B would probably score the best with COC, but most of them are relatively equal in terms of COC scoring.

10. Many people in Courtland, including the City Council, are against the Rcut option.

11. City Council would be on board with either Concepts E or C.

Delay

Travel Time

Access to Anchors

$7,700,000 - $10,300,000 $6,100,000 - $8,200,000 $11,000,000 - $14,500,000 $10,600,000 - $14,100,000 $9,100,000 - $12,100,000 2018 Dollars

--- ---

+++

---
++ ++ ++

++++

B/C +++ +++

+++

---

+++

Safety +++ ++++

++

+++

o o o o
++++

Mobility

Cost

TH 14 - Courtland bypass
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

---
++

o

Measures
Concept A Concept B Concept C Concept E Concept F

Key
RCUT at CSAH 24

Two RCUTs (CSAH 12 and East End of 
Courtland)

Interchange at CSAH 24
Interchange at CSAH 12 and RCUT at East 

End of Courtland
Quadrant Interchange at CSAH 12 and 

RCUT at East End of Courtland
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018

f) TH 14 and CSAH 37
1. See summary table below.

2. The RCUT and Roundabout would both get ++++ on B/C if using the higher criteria. 

3. The County would prefer realigning the township road. COC wouldn’t prefer that, but if necessary, it is what we will go with.

4. Many of the residents of New Ulm do not want the RCUT because they are worried about getting across 2 lanes 
of traffic, accelerating, big trucks, etc. There is also a concern with the Rcut because traffic would still be crossing 
Highway 14 at-grade. Nicollet County would prefer the interchange. New Ulm would support the interchange. 

5. From MnDOT’s perspective, RCUTs work. They improve safety. Similar to when roundabouts were first introduced, people 
didn’t like them. Now everyone is used to roundabouts. ¼ of crashes would be resolved with the RCUT. ½ of crashes would be 
resolved with the interchange. The roundabout option doesn’t eliminate crashes but decreases the severity of the crashes. 

6. From a cost perspective, there is concern that the overall cost is getting too high. Are there any negotiated areas where we can 
bring the cost down? The two preferred options in Courtland and at the TH14/CSAH37 interchange are the higher cost options.

g) TH14 Segment – 571st Ln to 561st Ln
1. See summary table below.

2. There will be intersection updates regardless of constrained or unconstrained. 
Unconstrained has a wider median. Constrained is the cable barrier.

3. With the high-tension cable – will the maintenance costs add up to $1 million over the next few years? This is hard to 
determine. Maintenance costs are very specific to location. Generally speaking, this segment is fairly straight so the 
maintenance costs would potentially be on the lower side. A good estimate is about $6,000-$12,000 per mile per year. 
On the high end, it would take about 30-40 years to meet the $1 million savings. On the low end, 60-80 years.

Key

Delay

Travel Time

$4,700,000 - $6,400,000 $4,700,000 - $6,300,000 $15,600,000 - $20,800,000 $9,300,000 - $12,400,000 $4,400,000 - $6,000,000 2018 Dollars

Mobility

Cost

Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

TH 14 and CSAH 37

Interchange

++ +++B/C - +++ +

Measures RCUT

Safety ++ +++

++

+++ ++++ +++

++ ++ ++

Traditional At Grade High T Roundabout

--- o o o o
++

Key

Mobility Travel Time

Construction $3,200,000.00 - $4,200,000.00 $4,500,000.00 - $6,000,000.00 2018 Dollars

++ ++
+

TH 14 Segment - 571st Ln to 561st Ln
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

Unconstrained 4-Lane

B/C ++ +

Safety +

Cost

Measures Constrained 4-Lane
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018

h) TH14 Segment – TH 15 to CSAH 37
1. See summary table below.

2. The biggest benefit with the 4-Lane is that you get a median between the oncoming traffic. 

3. These costs include construction and right-of-way only. It does not include the 
costs of an archeological study that would also need to happen.

4. A third option that isn’t considered is a 2-lane highway with a center barrier added for additional safety.

i) TH14 and 571st Ln
1. See summary table below.

2.  RCUT is ahead of all other options. Depending on the RCUT, the big trucks may take 
a minute getting up to speed as they go up grade to make a U-turn. 

3. There would be some impact to houses, but it wouldn’t be much different between the alternatives. MnDOT 
would adjust the location of the bump-out to have the lease impact on the houses in the area.

Key

Mobility Travel Time

Construction $800,000.00 - $1,100,000.00 $4,300,000.00 - $5,700,000.00 2018 Dollars

++

TH 14 Segment - TH 15 to CSAH 37
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

B/C ++o

Safety +

Cost

Measures 4-Lane Divided

o
o

2-Lane Recondition

Key

Delay

Travel Time

$3,300,000 - $4,500,000 $3,600,000 - $4,800,000 $3,700,000 - $5,000,000 2018 Dollars

+ ++
++ ++

Mobility
++

B/C +++ +++ +++
Cost

++

Safety ++ + +++

TH 14 and 571st Ln
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

Measures Traditional At Grade Green T RCUT
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TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018

j) TH14 and 561st Ln
1. See summary table below.

2.  It would be best to do RCUTs with all 
the intersections throughout the area 
of MVL, quarry, and Jeremy drive. The 
consistency would help with people coming 
from out of town to go to the school.

ACTION RESPONSIBILITY STATUS

Compile Task 
Force preferred 
alternatives 
and add trail

Zak 2/21/18

Provide traffic counts Zak 2/12/18

Task Force Draft 
Recommendation 
for COC

Task Force 2/21/18

Task Force Final 
Recommendation 
for COC

Task Force 2/27/18

Impacts to Janesville 
from bypass

Nani/Jeanna In Process

Send calendar 
invites for recurring 
Task Force meetings 
– beyond March

Nani TBD

Resolutions - City 
of Courtland, City 
of New Ulm, and 
Nicollet County

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

Letters of support - 
Mankato Planning 
Organization and the 
New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

k) DNR Trail
1. For COC, the project either needs to add a park-

and-ride or a trail. The concept will lose access 
to 10 additional points without either of those. 
Task Force needs to determine how important 
this is to the overall score. Fitting the trail into 
the project becomes pretty tight around MVL. 

2. To help make the decision, the Task Force needs 
an estimated cost and the actual route of the Trail.

3. ACTION: Zak will formulate the Task 
Force preferred alternatives and 
add the trail along the corridor.

5. Develop Task Force COC Recommendation

a) A definitive recommendation was not 
developed during the meeting. Further 
discussions and the second open house 
will help shape the final recommendation.

6. ClosingRemarks/Review Action Items

a) Next meeting is on Wednesday, February 
21, 2018 (Online).

b) Open house is on Thursday, February 22, 
2018 (Courtland Community Center).
1. All concepts will be brought to the open 

house and we will highlight the Task 
Force’s recommendation. This will be 
done with side-by-side comparisons.

Key

Delay

Travel Time

Construction $2,500,000 - $3,400,000 2018 Dollars

++

RCUT

TH 14 and 561st Ln
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

+++

Mobility

B/C ++
Cost

o
Safety

Measures
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Potential Reduction
Year Build Design Build Design Build Design Build Design Build Design Build Design

Delay 3/4 4/5 8/4 8/4 8/4 8/4 5/4 5/5 3/2 4/3 3/2 3/2 [Sec/Veh] - AM/PM
LOS A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A AM/PM

Travel Time Minutes
Access to Anchors Minutes

Construction $7,000,000 - $9,300,000 $5,700,000 - $7,600,000 $10,100,000 - $13,400,000 $9,900,000 - $13,200,000 $8,600,000 - $11,400,000 2018 Dollars
ROW $700,000 - $1,000,000 $400,000 - $600,000 $900,000 - $1,100,000 $700,000 - $900,000 $500,000 - $700,000 2018 Dollars

Benefit 2018 Dollars
2018 Dollars
2018 Dollars

Build - 2018
Design - 2040

14.2 11.5 11.5 11.5 11.5

2.60

$1,900,000
$28,500,000

3.9

B/C - 3.28 2.394.17

Safety Benefit - $1,400,000 $1,900,000
Mobility Benefit - $26,800,000 $27,000,000

$1,300,000
$27,000,000

Mobility

-
-

0 5.0 3.9

Cost
- $1,400,000 $2,500,000

Safety - 62% 82%

Concept B

62%

Concept F

82%

11.5
3.9

$6,000,000

5.0

Concept E

82%

$5,700,000 $8,000,000

3.00

Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

$1,700,000
$28,700,000

Two RCUTs (CSAH 12 and East End of 
Courtland) Interchange at CSAH 24

Interchange at CSAH 12 and RCUT at 
East End of Courtland

Quadrant Interchange at CSAH 12 and 
RCUT at East End of CourtlandExisting Conditions

TH 14 - Courtland bypass

Base Condition Concept A Concept C
Measures Key

RCUT at CSAH 24

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
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Key
Potential Reduction

Year Build Design Build Design Build Design Build Design Build Design Build Design
Intersection Delay 2/4 3/16 4/12 8/125 3/4 3/7 2/3 2/4 5/6 6/7 6/7 8/9 [Sec/Veh] - AM/PM

LOS A/A A/C A/B A/F A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A AM/PM
Travel Time Minutes
Construction $4,500,000 - $6,100,000 $4,600,000 - $6,100,000 $15,400,000 - $20,600,000 $9,000,000 - $12,000,000 $4,300,000 - $5,800,000 2018 Dollars

ROW $200,000 - $300,000 $100,000 - $200,000 $200,000 - $200,000 $300,000 - $400,000 $100,000 - $200,000 2018 Dollars
Benefit 2018 Dollars

2018 Dollars
2018 Dollars

Build - 2018
Design - 2040

-
-

TH 14 and CSAH 37
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

-

-
-$7,300,000

-6.31

$1,900,000
$7,500,000

0.67

High T
65%37%

-

Measures

B/C
Mobility Benefit

-

Safety Benefit

Safety

RCUT
70%

$2,000,000
$6,800,000

5.41

14.2 11.5

$1,000,000

Traditional At GradeBase Condition Interchange
82%

$2,500,000
$6,200,000

1.41

Roundabout
71%

$2,300,000
$5,800,000

3.99

$2,000,000

11.5 11.5 11.8

Cost
$6,200,000

11.5

Mobility

$1,000,000
- $1,600,000 $14,000,000

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
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Key
Potential Reduction

Mobility Travel Time Minutes
Construction $3,000,000 - $4,000,000 $2,700,000 - $3,600,000 2018 Dollars

ROW $200,000 - $200,000 $1,800,000 - $2,400,000 2018 Dollars
2018 Dollars

11.514.2

-
$40,000

Measures

B/C - 1.25 0.87

Constrained 4-Lane Unconstrained 4-Lane

Safety Benefit - $100,000

Base Condition

Cost -
11.5

TH 14 Segment - 571st Ln to 561st Ln
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

Safety - 13% 28%

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
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Key
Potential Reduction

Mobility Travel Time Minutes
Construction $800,000 - $1,100,000 $4,300,000 - $5,700,000 2018 Dollars

ROW $0 - $0 $0 - $0 2018 Dollars
2018 Dollars

14.2

-

B/C - 1.44

4-Lane Divided

Safety Benefit - $51,000

Base Condition

Cost -
11.5

TH 14 Segment - TH 15 to CSAH 37
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

Safety - 28%

Measures 2-Lane Recondition

0%
14.2

$0
0.00

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
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Key
Potential Reduction

Year Build Design Build Design Build Design Build Design
Delay 4/6 5/42 2/3 3/3 1/1 1/2 1/1 1/2 [Sec/Veh] - AM/PM

LOS A/A A/E A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A A/A AM/PM
Travel Time Minutes
Construction $3,200,000 - $4,300,000 $3,500,000 - $4,600,000 $3,600,000 - $4,800,000 2018 Dollars

ROW $100,000 - $200,000 $100,000 - $200,000 $100,000 - $200,000 2018 Dollars
Benefit 2018 Dollars

2018 Dollars
2018 Dollars

Build - 2018
Design - 2040

3.53

$20,000.00

B/C - 5.55 3.46

-

Mobility Benefit - $6,300,000.00 $6,700,000.00

$1,100,000 $1,900,000

11.5

$6,600,000.00
Safety Benefit - $10,000.00 $10,000.00

11.511.514.2

$1,900,000
-
-

Cost

Base Condition Traditional At Grade Green T

Mobility

TH 14 and 571st Ln
Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

Safety - 37% 29%

Measures RCUT
61%

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
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Key
Potential Reduction

Year Build Design Build Design
Delay 4/5 5/9 5/5 5/5 [Sec/Veh] - AM/PM

LOS A/A A/A A/A A/A AM/PM
Travel Time Minutes
Construction $2,400,000 - $3,300,000 2018 Dollars

ROW $100,000 - $100,000 2018 Dollars
Benefit 2018 Dollars

2018 Dollars
2018 Dollars

Build - 2018
Design - 2040

$2,600,000.00

Cost and Benefit Summary Table (in 2018 dollars)

TH 14 and 561st Ln

-
14.2

Measures Base Condition RCUT

Cost

Safety

Mobility

74%

- 1.85

-

11.5

-

-

$1,500,000

-
B/C
Mobility Benefit
Safety Benefit - $200,000.00

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 5: February 12, 2018
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Meeting 6: February 21, 2018
Meeting 6 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
John Giefer 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Seth Greenwood 
(Nicollet County)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)
Bill Swan 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce
Peter Harff (MnDOT)
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, 
Nicollet County)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)

Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Nani Jacobson (HNTB)
Jeanna Woodward (HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)

Unable to attend: 
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Joe Duncan 
(City of Courtland)
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce)
Brad Estochen (MnDOT)

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions

a) Nani Jacobson welcomed everyone to 
the sixth Task Force meeting and thanked 
everyone for taking time especially the last 
few weeks with the expedited schedule to 
be involved in the process. Next Monday 
(February 26) will be the last weekly 
meeting of the accelerated schedule.

2. Review Guiding Principles and Concepts

a) Next Nani reviewed the original goals that 
the Task Force had set at their first meeting. 
She highlighted several goals, including: 

1. ease of access for business

2. truck traffic

3. safety

4. connectivity

5. growth (capitalize on existing 
and future investments)

b) From those goals, the Task Force created 
its Guiding Principles. These will be 
referenced as we work on developing a 
draft recommendation today.

3. Update on COC Scoping

a) Zak Tess spoke about several MnDOT 
updates on COC scoping. He noted that 
COC scoping does NOT lock us into a 
scope but rather a budget. If COC funding 
is obtained and the scope changes a little 
bit, that is okay, but the group may need to 
find more money to cover additional costs. 
There will be some pushback if the scope 
is dramatically changed from what was 
submitted because it could have altered 
the original scoring.

b) MnDOT’s cost participation policy will be 
applied consistently across all projects so 
as to not favor one geographical location 
over another. 

c) The Nicollet County board met yesterday 
and discussed the entire corridor. The 
County will support an interchange at 
County Road 24 and will provide some 
level of cost participation for that alterative 
only. If it drastically changes from the 
hypothetical scenario of 25% local cost 
participation, the County may not support it.

d) Reminder: if there isn’t support from 
the local community, the COC proposal 
will lose 45 points from ‘Community 
Consensus’, which would take the project 
out of the running.

e) MnDOT cost participation varies based on 
the intersection. As an example, MnDOT 
would pay 100% cost participation for an 
RCUT, but an interchange would need a 
percentage of local funding. 
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f) As far as COC is concerned, any time local 
money is brought to the project, it helps in 
both Return on Investment 

4. Task Force Recommendation

a) Summary tables were updated with a 
“total” line at the bottom showing the total 
number of positives and negatives for each 
alternative

b) TH 14 and 571st Ave, TH 14 and 561st Ave, 
TH 14 Segment 571st Ave to 576st Ave
1. Everyone is in agreement that this should 

be an RCUT, constrained, 4-Lane.

2. This option will avoid property impacts, save the 
softball fields, and be a lower cost to construct.

3. A truck acceleration lane and a longer turn lane 
for the school would be discussed during design.

4. Recommendation: RCUT, constrained, 4-Lane

c) TH 14 and CSAH 37
1. The County is only willing to support and 

provide money for a full interchange.

2. On the RCUT alternative, if you are coming 
from Courtland, you still need to cross two 
lanes of traffic. Can the turn lanes be longer? 
We could make a Michigan J intersection, 
but there is too much traffic for that.

3. Comments from truck drivers is that the 
trucks aren’t up to speed by the time they hit 
CSAH 37. They don’t care about the 4-lane 
from TH 15 to CSAH 37. They would rather 
have the intersection. A roundabout on the 
mainline would just slow them back down.

4. The County would rather invest money 
now on an interchange because building 
interchanges isn’t going to get cheaper in the 
future. We need to think about future traffic. 

5. It is most important to look at traffic in 
the next 20 years. State doesn’t want to 
spend money now for a benefit that won’t 
be realized for decades. Want to choose 
something that we pay for now and get the 
benefit from now. MnDOT supports an RCUT 
because it will save lives AND save costs.

6. Some concern with the RCUT is the aging 
population around the area. Does that make any 
difference? There are no studies on this topic.

7. Just with minor updates that have been 
made to TH 14 over the years, it has 
brought a large part of the Highway 68 
traffic up to TH 14. Improvements in this 
area will bring more traffic from the area. 

8. Nicollet got an Interchange because they had 
political backing all the way up to the Governor’s 
office. We need to think about what kind of 
political support we have for THIS project. If 
there isn’t political support outside of the Task 
Force group, it probably won’t happen.

9. With money from the County, the cost/
benefit ratio for the Interchange increases.

10. Will the City of New Ulm be able to 
provide any financial support? Mayor 
Buessman will need to talk to the City 
Council. There are some restrictions on 
spending money outside of City limits.

11. Recommendation: Interchange 
at CSAH 37 and TH 14.

d) TH 14 – Courtland Bypass
1. The table was updated. It shows access to 

anchors on the west side of town, center of 
town, and east side of town. The numbers do not 
account for the weighted ADT on the side roads.

2. None of the intersections add or subtract 
more than 20 seconds of travel time.

3. The County supports, and will cost participate, 
only in an interchange at CSAH 24. This 
consideration takes into account which roads 
the County would be responsible for maintaining 
after construction. West of CR 24,  old TH 14 
will go to City of Courtland and east of CR 24 
old TH 14 will go to County to maintain. East of 
CR 25 will go to township or the landowner.

4. This will really affect some businesses. 

5. There isn’t a good way to keep 2 access 
points if we want to move this forward. 

6. With a ramp-off or a turn lane off, there is still 
an additional access near an interchange. This 
would also be a hard configuration for plows. 
There would be some resistance from MnDOT 
for safety concerns. This is something that can 
be further discussed during the design phase.

7. Recommendation: Interchange 
at CSAH 24 and TH 14.
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e) TH 15 to CSAH 37 Segment
1. The two-lane and the four-lane options are 

being evaluated under COC. Task Force is 
okay with either 2- or 4-lane in this segment 
for COC evaluation Long term, if either 
project doesn’t get funding with COC, spend 
the dollars on an interchange at CR 37 and 
keep 2-lanes from CR 37 to Hwy 15.

5. Trail Update

a) MnDOT and DNR are working on the trail; 
however, the details aren’t far enough 
along to submit to COC. If we get COC 
money, the trail details will be worked out. 
Future use and space will be available 
through the current project. If COC funding 
goes through, someone will have to bring 
additional dollars to the table if it is going to 
be constructed with the project. Likely this 
would come from either the DNR through 
bonding money in the next legislative 
session or from local partners.

6. Review Open House Format

a) Open House is Thursday, February 22, 
2018 at the Courtland Community Center 
from 4:30-6:30 p.m. The City of Courtland 
has notified all citizens, therefore we are 
expecting a good turnout.  

b) There will be a sign-in table and comment 
forms again. Task Force members will be 
provided with name tags.

c) All alternatives will be shown on the 
boards, but the recommended alternative 
will be highlighted. There will be one long 
roll plot that shows the recommended 
alternatives. 

d) This Open House will be used to see if 
the public agrees with the Task Force’s 
recommendation or if it needs to be 
changed on Monday before it is submitted 
to COC.

7. ClosingRemarks/Review Action Items

a) The City of New Ulm passed a resolution 
to support the project. Action: Mayor 
Buessman to send resolution letter to Zak.

b) The recommendation will be finalized on 
Monday at the meeting (via WebEx).

c) Next Steps:
1. City of Courtland and Nicollet County 

will need to pass a resolution in 
support of the project and variants

2. COC determination is released in 
April. We will wait for that.

3. If we get funding, the work of the Task Force 
will continue in some fashion. We will need 
to determine long-term goals for the project 
and other items to further the design.

d) Best case scenario and with an accelerated 
schedule, construction would start in 2021. 
If the whole 12.5 miles are funded, it will 
probably be a 2 year construction project. 
If only Courtland to Nicollet gets funding, it 
will likely be a 1 year construction project.
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ACTION RESPONSIBILITY STATUS

Compile Task 
Force preferred 
alternatives 
(and add trail)

Zak 2/21/18 - 
COMPLETE

Provide traffic counts Zak 2/12/18 - 
COMPLETE

Task Force Draft 
Recommendation 
for COC

Task Force 2/21/18 - 
COMPLETE

Task Force Final 
Recommendation 
for COC

Task Force 2/27/18

Impacts to Janesville 
from bypass

Nani/Jeanna In Process

Send calendar 
invites for recurring 
Task Force meetings 
– beyond March

Nani TBD

Resolutions - City 
of Courtland, City 
of New Ulm, and 
Nicollet County

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

Letters of support - 
Mankato Planning 
Organization and the 
New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce

Zak ~April 5, 
2018
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Meeting 7: February 26, 2018
Meeting 7 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
John Giefer 
(New Ulm Chamber of Commerce)
Seth Greenwood (Nicollet County)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Bill Swan 
(New Ulm Chamber of Commerce
Peter Harff (MnDOT)
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, Nicollet County)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Joe Duncan (City of Courtland)
Brad Estochen (MnDOT)

Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Nani Jacobson 
(HNTB)
Jeanna Woodward 
(HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)

Unable to attend: 
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area 
Chamber of 
Commerce)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions

a) Jeanna Woodward welcomed everyone 
and took attendance.

2. Review Comments from Open 
House #2 and Website

a) Next Jeanna reviewed the Open House 
and noted that 113 people had signed in. 
She reviewed the new comments that 
had been received from the second Open 
House on February 22, written comments 
via email, and the project website since the 
last time the Task Force had been updated. 
There was a total of 43 new comments. 
1. 34 comments were received at the Open 

House, 7 of which were written directly on the 
project layout maps. Three comments had been 
submitted via email, and 6 comments were 
submitted on the website before it was closed.

2. Eight comments were in favor of putting 
the intersection in Courtland at Highway 12 
and TH 14, while seven were in favor of the 
intersection at CSAH 24 and TH 14. Various 
other comments included concerns about 
access to Old 14, where the bypass would 
be located in relation to the tree line north of 
Courtland, and where the 4-lane should end.

3. Finalize COC Recommendation

a) Nani Jacobson began by recapping where 
the Task Force discussion left off at the 
February 21 meeting. She recounted the 
areas that the Task Force agreed on:
1. TH 15 to CSAH 37 – Task Force will support 

either a 2-lane or 4-lane configuration.

2. TH 14/CSAH 37 Intersection – Interchange. 
Nicollet County will cost participate.

3. TH 14 from 561st Ave to 571st Ave. 
– Constrained, 4-lane, RCUTs.
A) Many people asked if the constrained 

highway could be extended to save 
more land. Generally, buying farmland 
is less expensive than the construction 
and maintenance cost of a constrained 
highway. A wider median is also safer.
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b) Cost participation update – There is 
nothing official yet and the discussion has 
only occurred at a high level. It is expected 
that COC funding will cover between 70% 
- 85% of the cost, and local governments 
will be responsible for the remainder. Local 
cost participation will NOT be part of the 
scoring as originally thought.

c) TH 14 Courtland bypass. More discussion 
was needed on this topic, so it was 
reopened with the group.
1. Nani read statements from a couple of the 

Task Force members that couldn’t be at the 
Task Force meeting. Darv Turbes supports 
an interchange at CSAH 12 and TH 14 and 
Andie Gieseke supports reviewing the west 
and central interchange concepts again. 

2. The comprehensive plan for Courtland was 
discussed. That plan indicated that the City’s 
plans were for CSAH 24 to be extended 
north to a new TH 14 bypass. Excess traffic 
from CSAH 68 could be moved to TH 14. 
The comprehensive plan shows where 
industrial park will be and where future 
residential housing will be developed. This 
plan was developed by taking into account 
all businesses, the City, and the residents. 
A) The comprehensive plan for Courtland is 

comprehensive in terms of public input; 
however, there is concern that there were no 
trucking firms involved in the discussions. 

B) Business leaders and city residents 
need to have all the information to 
make a good decision. The public 
wasn’t informed of the costs.

C) The Task Force needs to look 
at the City as a whole.

D) The next Courtland City Council meeting 
is March 1 and the concepts will be 
discussed. ACTION: Mayor Poehler will 
provide information that comes from the 
March 1 Courtland City Council meeting.

E) Mayor Poehler will contact 
businesses to get input as well.

1. The Fire Department supports an 
interchange on CSAH 24. 

2. The number of daily cars on CSAH 24 
were reviewed. The 2,000 number is 
north of the bridge at Railroad Ave. 

3. The cost estimates do not include ROW 
costs and are conceptual at this time. 
The 24 interchange is estimated to be 
approximately $1M higher, on average. 
A) Will a difference of 3 points make or break 

the COC decision? The difference in the 
three points is due to the time to anchor 
points. These points are based off the Task 
Force’s guiding principles and scoring criteria. 
This is slightly different than COC scoring.

 — Seth Greenwood, Steve Koehler, and Joe 
Duncan were notified on Monday about 
the cost participation with hypothetical 
numbers, and the rest of the Task Force 
was told during the Task Force meeting 
on Wednesday. If there is not cost 
participation on an interchange, then the 
Task Force needs to choose something 
that is funded by MnDOT at 100% or find a 
new funding source. Without support from 
the County, an interchange won’t happen. 
Most members don’t want an RCUT (100% 
cost by MnDOT). Peter Harff noted that 
if the Task Force was focused on getting 
the highest safety for the lowest cost, an 
RCUT would be the recommendation. 
However, the Task Force needs to 
make the best decisions for everyone.

 — The reality is politics does play a part in 
the recommendation. There needs to be 
political support for the recommendation.

4. Discussion was opened to hear 
thoughts from each Task Force member 
on the concepts in Courtland:
A) Mayor Poehler stated that the City of 

Courtland will work with the County to 
do what’s best for the community. He will 
have this on the agenda for the 3/1 City 
Council meeting and will report back. 

B) Bill Swan noted that an interchange at CSAH 24 
gives everyone a fair distance to access points. 
The l goal is for a 4-lane on TH 14 all the way to 
New Ulm. County support of the interchange 
at CSAH 24 makes it a feasible option. 

C) Joe Duncan thinks that the Task Force 
should go with the Courtland comprehensive 
plan. It does show future plans for CSAH 
24 up to a future TH 14. There are only 
two locations that allow full interchanges. 
City of Courtland doesn’t have the money 
to fund an interchange on CSAH 12, so 
that leaves the CSAH 24 location.
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D) Mark Schaefer supported a CSAH 12 
interchange due to lower construction cost 
and less total negatives compared to the 
CSAH 24 interchange. He requested that if 
the interchange is going to be at CSAH 24, 
MnDOT would provide a right-off coming 
from New Ulm. MnDOT responded that 
there are several known safety issues and 
MnDOT cannot commit to this at this time. 
Additional investigation will need to occur.

E) Mayor Buessman noted that New Ulm 
feels this is a Courtland discussion and 
Courtland area residents and constituents 
had a better feel for the issues involved.

F) John Giefer noted that an intersection 
at CSAH 24 has had more support 
than an intersection at CSAH 12.

G) Tim Plath spoke as a homeowner 
in favor of CSAH 12. 

H) Peter Harff stated he wants the task force 
to make a decision that follows the goals 
and process established for this group. 

I) Seth Greenwood emphasized that the County 
has thoroughly analyzed and discussed the 
various options for the bypass. They looked 
at the traveling public needs, Courtland 
needs, Township connectivity, emergency 
response, and future road maintenance 
among other factors. The County feels 
very strongly that the interchange at 
CSAH 24 meets current and future needs. 
This is why the County is willing to put 
money on the interchange at CSAH 24. It 
provides the most benefit for everyone. 

5. If City of Courtland strongly supports an 
interchange at CSAH 12, will the County 
support and fund that alternative?

A) The County responded that it would not, ithas 
put a lot of thought into their decision and 
will not be changing funding. The County 
has to represent a larger group of people.

6. COC is just for funding. This doesn’t lock us 
into a scope. There will be time, after the COC 
decision to continue discussions. Regardless 
of COC funding or which option is ultimately 
chosen, a public hearing and public input is part 
of the process before anything will be built.

7. Zak will continue working on COC scoping. 

8. ACTION: Zak will send an example 
resolution to the Mayors/County for 
them to provide resolutions.

4. Action Items

ACTION RESPONSIBILITY STATUS

Provide update after 
March 1 Courtland 
City Council meeting

Mayor Poehler In Process

Provide resolution 
examples to Mayors

Zak Complete 
– 2/27/18

Task Force Final 
Recommendation 
for COC

Task Force 2/27/18

Impacts to Janesville 
from bypass

Nani/Jeanna In Process

Send calendar 
invite for next Task 
Force meeting 
week of April 23

Nani In Process

Resolutions - City 
of Courtland, City 
of New Ulm, and 
Nicollet County

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

Letters of support - 
Mankato Planning 
Organization and the 
New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce

Zak ~April 5, 
2018

Letters of support - 
Mankato Planning 
Organization and the 
New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce

Zak ~April 5, 
2018
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Meeting 8: May 14, 2018
Meeting 8 Attendees

TASK FORCE MEMBERS OTHERS

Robert Buessman 
(Mayor, City of New Ulm)
Darv Turbes 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Andrew Gieseke 
(New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry OMG Midwest)
Audra Shaneman 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce) 
Seth Greenwood 
(Nicollet County)
Steve Koehler 
(City of New Ulm)
Bill Swan 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce
Peter Harff (MnDOT)
Marie Dranttel 
(Commissioner, 
Nicollet County)
Mark Schaefer 
(Courtland Area Chamber 
of Commerce)
Tim Plath 
(Minnesota Valley 
Lutheran High School)
Joe Duncan 
(City of Courtland)

Zak Tess (MnDOT)
Nani Jacobson (HNTB)
Jeanna Woodward (HNTB)
Bob Rogers (SEH)

Unable to attend: 
Al Poehler 
(Mayor, City of Courtland)
John Giefer 
(New Ulm Chamber 
of Commerce) 
Brad Estochen (MnDOT)

TOPICS

1. Welcome and Introductions

a) Nani Jacobson welcomed everyone. 
Although the project did not receive 
funding through COC, MnDOT will continue 
to move it forward. Today’s meeting will 
focus on next steps.

2. COC Results

a) Zak Tess reviewed the COC results (also 
posted on COC website). There were 
172 projects submitted worth $5 billion. 
The COC program had $400 million to 
distribute. 

b) This project received all the points 
for community support. There were 7 
categories that were equally scored. 
Costlier projects tended to score better 
than lower costing projects.

c) In projects that we were competitive with, 
we scored the lowest in ROI because other 
projects had higher crash rates. Because 
they had higher crash rates, the improved 
safety caused them to score higher. Also, 
other stretches of highways have higher 
traffic volumes, which in turn means higher 
crash rates. 

d) The way the scoring was set up, changing 
things on our project probably wouldn’t 
have helped with scoring. MnDOT wants to 
work with the State Legislature to change 
the scoring criteria for the next round of 
funding. The DOT followed the process and 
the rules that were laid out, but the process 
still favored projects with heavy traffic 
and not projects that tried to keep costs 
down. Scoring criteria may change for the 
next round. Some themes will persist, e.g., 
safety.

3. U.S. DOT BUILD Transportation Program

a) This replaces the Tiger Grant program. 
Every state can receive up to $150 million. 
Each project can receive up to $25 million. 
MnDOT is looking at which projects to 
submit to the program. Applications are 
due in July. District 7 is planning to submit 
this project for consideration to MnDOT 
Central Office for its screening process. A 
decision on which projects to submit will 
be made in the next couple of weeks. One 
big factor on this new program will be how 
non-federal money will be used on the 
project.
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b) MnDOT might only submit 3 projects to 
allow for locally submitted projects.

c) Projects need to be shovel-ready by 
September 2020. MnDOT will develop the 
preliminary design on a fast-track schedule 
in case we get the funding through this 
program. MnDOT will need to start talking 
to land owners soon.

d) The program will be putting an emphasis 
on rural development with 30% of the 
funds going to rural projects. The rest of 
the money will need to come from several 
other places. MnDOT is looking to receive 
small amounts of funding from several 
different places to fund this project. New 
Ulm may be able to put a small amount of 
money to the project. Funding from the 
County is still available.

e) The schedule on this project has really 
helped us get ahead of other projects 
because we are further in the process than 
others. Applications are due in July. USDOT 
has not released a schedule for award yet. 

f) Locals can also submit projects to this 
program.

4. Discuss Current Recommendation

a) Guiding Principles
1. Nani Jacobson briefly talked about the Guiding 

Principles that the Task Force initially created. 
The group agreed these Principles should still 
be used as we move forward on the project.

b) Janesville/Mountain Lake Feedback on Bypass
1. Jeanna Woodward gave a brief overview of 

the interviews with representatives from both 
Janesville and Mountain Lake. Both communities 
view the bypass near their city as a good thing. 
Both noted that businesses were able to expand 
and new businesses opened. Both also noted 
that the bypass has made the actual city safer 
and quieter in terms of traffic volume. The Mayor 
of Mountain Lake suggested that the bypass 
remain close to the city (approximately ½ mile). 

c) MnDOT’s Cost Participation Policy 
1. Zak Tess spoke about MnDOT’s Cost Participation 

Policy. MnDOT cannot 100% cost support an 
interchange when they believe an RCUT will 
suffice. MnDOT also expects that future programs 
will require some kind of local cost participation.

2. MnDOT needs to know where to focus to buy 
Right-of-Way. This needs to be initiated soon. 

3. The Task Force needs to decide which segments 
to submit to MnDOT Central Office. Do we want 
to do the whole corridor or just certain segments?

4. Group agreed to drop 4-lane west of Highway 
37 and retain the remainder of the project as-is.  

5. Scope and funding needs to be very 
well defined before we submit an 
application to the BUILD program.

5. Next Steps and Action Items

a) Nani Jacobson spoke about the future role 
of the Task Force.
1. We will wait until MnDOT Central Office 

makes their decision on which projects 
to submit to the BUILD program. 

2. MnDOT will likely use the Task Force 
in the future as a sounding board 
before taking things to the public.

3. The recommendation will be updated and 
distributed for Task Force signature. This will also 
be used to finalize the environmental process.
A) After the recommendations are considered 

final, MnDOT requested that the City 
of New Ulm, the City of Courtland, and 
Nicollet County pass resolutions in 
support of the recommendations.

b) For this project, the scope needs to be 
finalized, the preliminary design needs to be 
completed, and the Right of Way needs should 
be determined. This would normally take 
about 9 months, but MnDOT is compressing 
the schedule to about 4 months. 

c) MnDOT will need to complete the municipal 
consent process – this is only required for 
Courtland, but we will work with New Ulm 
and others as well.

d) The project will be shelved until funding is 
obtained.

TASK FORCE MEETING NOTES, continued – Meeting 8: May 14, 2018
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By Charlie Zelle 
Commissioner, MnDOT 
 
In 2013, the Minnesota Legislature established the Corridors of Commerce 
program, which provides funding for needed transportation infrastructure 
improvements that remove traffic bottlenecks, improve the movement of freight, 
and reduce barriers to commerce.  
 
Over the last five years, the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) 
has worked to ensure this program meets the most urgent needs of our 
communities, and evenly distributes funding awards between the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area and Greater Minnesota. In fact, of the $748 million in 
Corridors of Commerce funds awarded since 2013, about $396 million has 
been invested in Greater Minnesota, and about $352 million has been invested 
in the Metro Area. 
 
All of these projects have been essential to the safety of our roadways, the free r 
flow of commerce, and the growth of our state and regional economies. And 
every round of award announcements have left hundreds of worthy, urgently-
needed projects unfunded, due to the state’s ongoing and significant lack of 
transportation funding. 
 
On Tuesday of this week, MnDOT announced the next round of Corridors of 
Commerce awards – providing just over $400 million for four urgently-needed 
transportation improvement projects: two in the Metro region, and two in 
Greater Minnesota. These four projects will ease congestion and improve the 
movement of freight on some of the busiest roadways in the state. 
 
Tuesday’s announcement, however, understandably created a mixed bag of 
responses from across the state.  
 
The key source of disappointment for many (myself included) is that the two 
Greater Minnesota projects chosen for funding this year – according to explicit 
criteria established in law by the Minnesota Legislature – are located very close 
to the northwest corner of the Twin Cities. To many, that gives the appearance 
that all of this year’s selected projects are in the Metro Area.  
 
We understand that disappointment. And we strongly share the frustration 
that additional resources are not available to fund all of the many urgently-
needed transportation improvement projects in every region of the state. 
 
The Corridors of Commerce selection process in this round demonstrated the 
enormous need for transportation infrastructure investments in communities 
across Minnesota. In fact, Minnesota communities submitted 172 unique 
projects for consideration this year, with funding requests totaling more than 
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$5.6 billion. The multibillion-dollar gap between what the public wants, and 
what the state can fund, clearly demonstrates there is a large need for 
transportation system improvements across Minnesota.  
 
So, why were these four projects chosen? 
 
Last year, MnDOT took additional steps to ensure there was geographic parity 
in the funding awarded for Corridors of Commerce projects in different areas of 
the state. We were later criticized by the Office of the Legislative Auditor (OLA) 
and the Minnesota Legislature for doing so. 
 
In fact, the OLA issued a report charging MnDOT to be more transparent in 
Corridors of Commerce project scoring and selection. Based on those 
recommendations, the Minnesota Legislature established new Corridors of 
Commerce selection criteria in state law. Those new laws specifically prohibited 
the Department from considering any criteria, other than those established by 
the Legislature.  
 
After those new laws were enacted, MnDOT held a series of public meetings to 
vet and improve our project selection process as a precursor to this year’s 
project selections. We then strictly adhered to the scoring criteria that was 
established by the Legislature in an open, fair, objective and consistent manner 
to rank the proposed projects. 
 
To achieve regional balance in our award selections, the eight-county MnDOT 
Metro District was defined as the “Metro region” and the seven outstate MnDOT 
districts (encompassing 79 counties) were defined as the “Greater Minnesota 
region.” This is the same Metro/Greater Minnesota definition that MnDOT has 
used for all past Corridors of Commerce programs.  
 
In a proactive public outreach effort, MnDOT sought feedback around the state 
on these regional descriptions. Overwhelmingly, we heard that either the seven-
county Metro Area or MnDOT’s eight-county Metro district should be 
considered the “Metro region.” State legislators involved with vetting these 
criteria were well aware of the regional definitions, and offered no objections.  
 
There was no further guidance from the Legislature on regional distribution of 
Corridors of Commerce funding, beyond the 50-50 Metro/Greater Minnesota 
split. No specific regions were identified, and no particular projects were called 
out in the legislation. The Legislature established only that MnDOT should 
ensure the funding was split evenly between the Metro and Greater Minnesota, 
and that we use approved, fair and objective criteria to rank projects. We 
followed the direction they set in law, without deviation. 
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According to the criteria established in law, MnDOT’s evaluation of all 172 
proposals this year yielded a rank-ordered list of projects, which is available  to 
the public on the MnDOT Corridors of Commerce website. Projects were then 
divided by regions, as well as ranked together. According to state law, the top 
two Twin Cities Metro projects with the highest scores were awarded funding, 
and the top two Greater Minnesota projects with the highest scores were 
awarded funding. 
 
This process, and the limited funds available, left 168 projects unfunded, and 
168 communities understandably frustrated. 
 
In response to the criticisms MnDOT has heard this week, we remain 
committed to working with the Legislature, and with communities across 
Minnesota, to further-improve MnDOT’s selection process for Corridors of 
Commerce projects. We also call on the Legislature again to provide a 
responsible, sustainable, and reliable source of funding that is adequate to 
meet the needs of all our communities – in Greater Minnesota, and the Metro 
Area alike. These funds are essential for the safety of our roadways, the 
betterment of our communities, and the continued growth of our state and 
regional economies. 
 
In addition to Corridors of Commerce, MnDOT recently announced $1.1 billion 
in road and bridge construction projects that will be worked on in 2018. Those 
253 projects, many of which are already underway, will help keep the state’s 
roads and bridges in good working condition, improve safety for motorists and 
support thousands of construction jobs across the state. Of those 253 projects, 
183 are located in Greater Minnesota, and 70 projects are located in the Metro 
Area – addressing the most urgent transportation improvements needed in 
communities across Minnesota. 
 
Despite these investments, the enormity of needs across Minnesota cannot be 
overstated. The reality is the long-term transportation funding picture remains 
bleak compared to the system’s needs. In 2017, Governor Dayton and the 
Legislature provided an additional $640 million in trunk highway bonds over 
the next four years as well as $164 million in cash. Still, the State of Minnesota 
will be $400 million behind every year, for the next four years, in the funding 
we need just to maintain our existing transportation infrastructure. By 2022, 
that annual funding gap will grow to $600 million – leaving our state even 
further behind in essential transportation improvements.  
 
Governor Mark Dayton has sought for years to responsibly, and fully address 
those unmet needs. His proposal would have provided more funding to all road 
authorities to ensure that the state’s entire transportation system would 
remain safe, competitive, and support a vibrant and growing economy. That is 
the comprehensive funding solution we need to ensure that Greater Minnesota 
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and Metro Area communities get the transportation infrastructure they need, 
and rightly deserve. While other solutions have been and are being proposed, 
they fall short by not addressing with new revenue the long-term gap that we 
face over the next 20 years.  
 
Corridors of Commerce has been and is a good program that provides for 
projects that might not otherwise get built. But, it is a stop-gap measure that 
can address only a small percentage of Minnesotans’ needs. The state 
Legislature will likely continue to modify and adjust the program to ensure 
certain regions and projects eventually get addressed.  
 
However, modifications to this single, limited program will not address all our 
needs. We look forward to working with the Governor and Legislature to find a 
sustainable funding solution that will responsibly meet Minnesota’s growing, 
unmet transportation needs – in every region of the state.  
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Bypass Impacts to Communities 

Mountain Lake 
Mayor Mike Nelson was interviewed on April 12 to answer questions about how the Highway 60 bypass 
near Mountain Lake impacted the community. In general, the bypass was good for the community. It 
helped to keep the heavy traffic out of the center of town making the town both safer and quieter. It 
also spurred economic growth along the bypass and continues to do so. There was only a slight negative 
effect on businesses, with only one that closed. The Mayor stressed that it is important to keep the 
bypass as close to the town as possible and to also carefully consider the types of intersections that will 
be used. 

The Mayor’s answers to the interview questions can be seen in Exhibit 1. 

 

Janesville 
Laura Seys, Chamber President, spoke with several other members of the Chamber of Commerce to 
complete the interview questions. In general, the bypass has been good for the community. Several new 
businesses have opened and others have expanded. The town seems to be safer and quieter. There has 
also been growth along the bypass, including a new gas station that will be coming soon. No businesses 
closed due to the bypass.  

Laura’s answers to the interview questions can be seen in Exhibit 2. 
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Exhibit 1 – Mountain Lake 
Interview questions on the impacts on your community since completion of the bypass. 

Name, Position: Mike Nelson, Mayor of Mountain Lake 

Name of City which you represent: Mountain Lake 

Contact information (email, phone number): mnelson@mountainlakemn.com; 507-381-7986 

Date of interview: 04/12/2018 

Question 1: Since the completion of the bypass, has your community grown? 

a. Population growth:  
b. Business/economic development: 

Initially, the business owners were worried about the bypass. One business on the old highway (Dairy 
Queen) did close. This was due to many reasons but may have had some influence from the bypass. 
Looking back, the City has gained more than it lost with the addition of the bypass. The old Dairy Queen 
building turned into a new restaurant. The bypass has attracted more businesses, especially industrial 
businesses. The City purchased 25 acres of land on the highway to develop a commercial park. The local 
Casey’s gas station will start construction on a new, larger facility with a diesel stop on the bypass.   

The bypass is approximately ½ of a mile to the south of town. The City has expanded the city limits to 
the bypass. The bypass is still close enough to the City for people travelling on the bypass to come into 
town. 

 

Question 2: What have been the economic consequences of a bypass around the community? 

a. Did any businesses close that could be attributed to the addition of the bypass?  
b. Have any businesses opened or expanded that took advantage of the new Highway location?  

Dairy Queen was the only business that closed. All other businesses have been fine. The old highway is 
still a busy road, just not as busy as it used to be. It is more peaceful in town without all the additional 
traffic. 

Casey’s is expanding. Mountain Power relocated and doubled the size of their facilities. Pop’d Kerns 
moved to bypass. Milk Specialties took over an existing plant and also have a warehouse on the 
Highway. Other businesses are looking at building/expanding in the commercial park (e.g., Subway is 
interested in putting a store there). Some other local businesses want to expand to the area. 

 

Question 3: Since the completion of the bypass, has safety improved along the highway and within 
your community? 

a. Has safety improved on the old highway through town?  
b. Has safety improved on the new highway around town? 

Safety has definitely improved. With the 4-lane expansion, the highway traffic has only grown over the 
years. However, with the bypass, there have been very few issues with traffic and accidents in town.  

All the intersections on the bypass are standard at-grade intersections. There have been some issues at 
the County Road 1 intersection (the busiest intersection in the County). MnDOT has had some 
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discussions about J-Turns; however, the City is concerned with J-Turns and agriculture equipment. For 
safety reasons, the City would prefer an overpass intersection similar to the intersections at Saint James.  

 

Question 4: How has this affected the livability of your community? 

a. Are there improved or new amenities (e.g., parks, sidewalks)?  
b. Have noise levels been impacted? 
c. Is it easy to cross the street? 

As far as new/improved amenities, nothing can be attributed to the bypass specifically. The bypass has 
lowered the through traffic in town and has made the City more serene. The City has also been growing, 
which has impacted the amenities more than anything.  

The noise levels are down due to less traffic, and the streets are easier to cross and safer as well.  

 

Question 5: Were there other larger outside influences that have caused changes in recent years 
to your community’s vitality (good or bad)? 

No. If Highway 60 had remained a 2-lane, there would be less people driving by the City. There are little 
towns all around on less traveled roads, and those communities are dwindling. However, Mountain Lake 
is on the upswing (e.g., school enrollment, job market, housing market are all doing well). The 
community grown has been attributed to being on a major artery highway.  

 

Question 6: Do you have any other comments, suggestions, or advice for the Task Force? 

One piece of advice is to keep the bypass as close to town as possible. Half of a mile seems to be about 
the right distance. Anything further than one mile seems too far.  

Before the construction of the bypass, several people in the community feared that the bypass would 
cause the town to “dry up”. No one could foresee the growth.  

Question 7: Is there anything else you’d like to add? 

No. 
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Exhibit 2 - Janesville 
Interview questions on the impacts on your community since completion of the bypass. 

Name, Position: Laura Seys, Chamber President 

Name of City which you represent: Janesville, Mn 

Contact information (email, phone number): seys.laura@mayo.edu, 507-380-2526 

Date of interview: 4/14/18 

Question 1: Since the completion of the bypass, has your community grown? 

Population growth: October 1, 2006 is when our bypass opened and the population that year was 2,197 
and our population now is 2,294, according to the state demographers office.  

 

Business/economic development: 

▪ Ginger P. Designs 
▪ Fit Time 
▪ Unique Thirty 7 
▪ Ewert’s Signs & Apparel 
▪ Simply Saved Thrift Store 
▪ Summer’s Ridge Vet Clinic (expanded) 
▪ U.C. Lab (expanded)  
▪ PH&B (expanded)  
▪ A gas station is said to be coming near the bypass exit.  
▪ Various other businesses changed ownership like the bars, hardware store, and Dairy 

Queen. 
 

Question 2: What have been the economic consequences of a bypass around the community? 

a. Did any businesses close that could be attributed to the addition of the bypass? 
Not that any of us are aware of. 

 

b. Have any businesses opened or expanded that took advantage of the new Highway location? 
Ginger P. Designs 

The gas station that will be coming soon. 

 

Question 3: Since the completion of the bypass, has safety improved along the highway and within 
your community? 

a. Has safety improved on the old highway through town? 
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We never really had many issues, but I can imagine it must be safer.  I remember when I was younger 
hearing about a girl a few years younger than me getting hit by a semi.  She survived, but that is less 
likely to happen now days. 

 

b. Has safety improved on the new highway around town? 
Yes, we’ve had deaths on the curves outside of town; therefore, the 4 lanes have definitely improved 
safety there.  I know first-hand as I lost a classmate, the Fall after I graduated, to a car accident on old 
highway 14 on the curves outside of town.  Our city administrator helped me with some of these 
answers and he’s also on the fire department.  He said that frequent locations that the fire department 
went to are way less now. 

 

Question 4: How has this affected the livability of your community? 

a. Are there improved or new amenities (e.g., parks, sidewalks) 
▪ School’s Sports Complex 

▪ Safe Routes to Schools grant will provide for new sidewalks (in four years) 

▪ New equipment in some of our parks. 

▪ New welcome to Janesville sign. 

▪ Two new volleyball courts. 

▪ The library received a major grant for a new roof and windows. 

 

b. Have noise levels been impacted? 
Yes, there is much less noise due to the bypass, according to our city hall employees.   However, at night 
when you’re outside you can still hear the hum of traffic on the new freeway, but it’s distant.  

 

c. Is it easy to cross the street? 
Yes and the stoplights were removed and turned into a four way stop which keeps traffic in town 
flowing. 

 

Question 5: Were there other larger outside influences that have caused changes in recent years 
to your community’s vitality (good or bad)? 

▪ School’s healthy fund balance. (good) 

▪ A December 2017 Fire destroyed one business and another has not reopened since. (bad) 

▪ Grants for businesses/city to build/expand/fix. (good) 

▪ Golf course’s fund loss over $2 million hasn’t allowed for money to be spent elsewhere over 
the years. (bad) *The city transferred funds from the utility fund to balance the books on the 
golf course last year, and raised the tax levy to help try and break even, but that’s 
$30k+/year in taxes that could be going elsewhere into the community.  
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Question 6: Do you have any other comments, suggestions, or advice for the Task Force? 

 It’s so much faster to get to Mankato and Rochester now.   

 

Question 7: Is there anything else you’d like to add? 

I remember the movie Cars came out shortly before or shortly after our bypass was built and I felt like 
the same was going to happen to our town, but I really haven’t noticed a difference.  I also remember 
asking the Dairy Queen if they felt it would be bad for their business because they are located on old 
highway 14.  They said that most of the people that go there are from town anyway; therefore, they 
didn’t feel there would be much of an impact.  Our Dairy Queen is still going strong and I frequently see 
long lines there. 
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News Release 
January 17, 2018 Contact: Rebecca Arndt 

Office: 507-327-9059 
rebecca.arndt@state.mn.us  

 

Highway 14 New Ulm to Nicollet Task Force hosting first public meeting 
Feb. 1 

MANKATO, Minn. – A recently formed Highway 14 New Ulm to Nicollet Task Force is holding an open house on 
Thursday, February 1 from 4:30-6:30 p.m. in the Courtland Community Center to inform the public on the task 
force’s challenge to make recommendations for the future of Highway 14. 

The Highway 14 task force is charged with providing recommendations to MnDOT District 7 that make the best 
use of potential transportation funding.  The expansion of Highway 14 from New Ulm to Nicollet is currently 
unfunded, however, MnDOT is advancing the design and environmental processes to be prepared for potential 
funding from programs such as the Minnesota legislature’s Corridors of Commerce. 

Attendees will be apprised of the process moving forward, guidance on decision making and the potential 
funding from the Corridors of Commerce.  The task force will be looking for input on needs, issues and 
opportunities along the corridor to consider.  

“We expect this task force of area business leaders and city and county officials to determine priorities around 
where the four-lane ends, major intersection designs and access to Minnesota Valley Lutheran School and 
businesses,” said MnDOT Project Manager Zak Tess.  “This process of public engagement has worked well for us 
in this area in the past and we look forward to reaching a consensus on corridor improvements.” 

Background information on Highway 14 including the previous environmental study and route selection can be 
found at www.mndot.gov/newulm/ .  If you have any feedback on the design of Hwy 14 between New Ulm and 
Nicollet, contact Zak Tess at zachary.tess@state.mn.us, or via phone at 507-304-6199. 

 For more information on the Corridors of Commerce highway funding program, visit 
www.mndot.gov/corridorsofcommerce/. 

To request an ASL or foreign language interpreter or other reasonable accommodation, call 1-800-657-3774 
(Greater Minnesota); 711 or 1-800-627-3529 (Minnesota Relay).  

### 

www.mndot.gov  

 

OPEN HOUSE 1 NEWS RELEASE
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HIGHWAY 14 NEW ULM TO NICOLLET
4-Lane Expansion Open House

NEW
ULM

COURTLAND
NICOLLET
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TASK FORCE PROCESS

MnDOT developed a Task Force to:
• Develop a unified vision for

transportation priorities in the area,
and

• Submit recommendations to
MnDOT on how to make the best use
of available transportation funding

The Task Force includes elected offi-
cials, businesses and other representa-
tives from New Ulm, Courtland, Nicol-
let County and MnDOT.

Public Engagement is an integral part 
of the Task Force process. The Task 
Force will review input received from 
the public as it develops its recommen-
dation for the process.

1960s & 70s Four-lane expansion in 
  Rochester and Mankato areas 

1993 Owatonna to Kasson EIS Completed 
          (redone to Dodge Center in 2010)

1998 US Hwy 14 Partnership formed 

1999 Mankato to Owatonna EIS Completed

1999 Interregional Corridor Study
• Below target performance with growth

2000 Road Safety Audit
• Rural Hwy 14/15 intersection in

“Top 200 Intersections” for crash costs

2003 Intersection improvements at rural 14/15 
 intersection

2003 New Ulm to North Mankato Corridor 
 Management Plan
• Recommends 4-lane expansion

2003 Hwy 14 from Hwy 60 to Janesville constructed

2006 Hwy 14 Janesville to Waseca constructed

2011 Hwy 14 Waseca to Owatonna constructed

2012 New Ulm to North Mankato EIS Completed 

2012 Road Safety Audit 
• 5 sustained crash locations – Hwy 14/15,

CR 37, CR 24, Hwy 99, Hwy 111

2012 Nicollet to North Mankato Tube Delineators 
installed

2013 Hwy 14/CR 41 interchange & expansion to 
west constructed

2015-2016 Nicollet to North Mankato 4-lane 
expansion constructed – 9.5 miles

2018-2019 Gateway New Ulm – Replacing MN 
River Bridge, Constructing an 
interchange at Hwy 14/15/CR 21, and 
replacing the Front St Bridge

Remaining segments – New Ulm to 
Nicollet and Owatonna to Dodge Center

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS



APPENDIX C: PUBLIC MEETING MATERIALS

Highway 14 Task Force | New Ulm to Nicollet, Minnesota  FINAL REPORT | C-5 |

WHAT’S NEXT?

A second open house 
will be held:

February 22, 2018
4:30 - 6:30 p.m. 

The focus of this open house 
will be to review design 
concepts for the corridor and 
receive input on these 
comments for the Task Force 
to review as they develop a 
recommendation for the 
proposed project. 

The Task Force will 
submit their 
recommendations for 
Highway 14 between 
New Ulm and 
Nicollet to MnDOT 
by late February.

The Task Force will 
continue to meet, 
pending the outcome 
of Corridors of 
Commerce funding, 
to chart a path for 
the next steps for the 
corridor.

1 2 3

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES
ENHANCE GROWTH
Support transportation investments that lead to growth in 
population, travel and economic development. This includes 
making New Ulm and Courtland competitive in attracting 
new business and industry, and successful in retaining and 
unlocking the potential of existing businesses.

IMPROVE SAFETY
Support transportation investments that will increase the 
safety of the traveling public, with special focus on high 
school students and the interaction of truck and vehicular 
traffic.

INCREASE MOBILITY
Support transportation investments that improve traffic 
flow in to and out of New Ulm and Courtland. This includes 
focusing on the access and mobility of trucks and other 
commercial traffic.

LEVERAGE INVESTMENTS
Recommend transportation improvements that 
compliment and capitalize on investments in industry and 
infrastructure in New Ulm and Courtland to maintain 
viability of local businesses.

DEVELOP A COMPETITIVE EDGE
Recommend improvements that optimize every dollar so 
transportation funding can produce as many benefits as 
possible – giving the region a competitive edge in securing 
the funding needed for project completion. 

1

2

3

4

5

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS
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MNDOT CONSIDERATIONS

MnDOT Decision Making Principles
Environmental regulations

Funding availability

Municipal Consent in the City of 
Courtland

Cost effectiveness

System Stewardship

Safety

Maintainability

Functionality – Mobility/operations/level 
of service

Public Engagement/Input

Addressing users of the roadway

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS
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CORRIDORS OF COMMERCE
In 2013, the state legislature created Corridors of Commerce (COC) to 

fund highway construction work that improves vehicle capacity and freight 
movement on the roadway in an effort to reduce barriers to commerce.

MnDOT in south central MN is competing with other MnDOT districts in 
the state for a portion of $400 million for the next round of COC projects

Submissions for COC funding will be scored and ranked out of 700 points 
(100 points per criterion) on the following criteria:

Schedule
January 18 - February 5, 2018
Public Recommendation Period
     • Feb. 1: Hwy 14 Open House #1  

February to March 2018
Project Evaluation
     • Feb. 22: Hwy 14 Open House #2 
        Courtland Community Center
       4:30 - 6:30 p.m. 

April 2018
COC funding awards announced

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS
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HWY 14 TASK FORCE 
EVALUATION

The Hwy 14 Task Force will score recommendations using their 
Guiding Principles. The following is a DRAFT evaluation criteria: 

SAFETY
Relates to Growth Crash Reduction Score Notes

<0 - <0 would increase crashes
10-30% +
30-60% ++

>60% +++
>80% ++++

MOBILITY

Relates to Growth Travel time savings in 
corridor Score Comparison against 

existing condition
> 30 seconds +

> 1 minute ++
> 3 minutes +++

Intersection delay Comparison against 
existing condition

saving > 1 minute +++
saving > 40 seconds ++
saving > 20 seconds +
adding > 20 seconds -
adding > 40 seconds --

adding > 1 minute ---
Relates to Growth & 
Leverage Investments Access to anchors

> 30 seconds - Anchor points will be around 
Courtland comparing 

existing time to proposed 
time for accessing Hwy 14

> 1 minute --
> 3 minutes ---

COMPETITIVE
Benefit/Cost Score

> 0.5 + Benefits are crash reduction, 
time savings, emissions re-

duction. 
> 1 ++ Costs are construction, R/W
> 2 +++

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS
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YOUR INPUT IS CRITICAL!

Looking for Your Input
Areas for Recommendations

Where the 4 lane ends/37 intersections 
south end of New Ulm

Intersection treatment around Courtland

Softball fields/New Ulm Quartzite 
Quarry/historic properties

DNR MN River Valley trail

Where else do you have a recommendation?

What other issues do you see for the corridor?

1

2

3

4

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS
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US 14 Final EIS
New Ulm to North Mankato
December 2011

Exhibit F E 1
New Ulm (West Study Section)

Sheet Index

Plate #2

Plate #3

Plate #4

Plate #1

Existing US 14
US 14 Preferred Alternative
US 14 Preferred Alternative Right of Way Footprint
US 14 Alternatives
Access to Local Road or Property
Possible Interchange Location
Full Access Intersection
Partial Access Intersection
Overpass
Wildlife Management Area (WMA)
Wetlands
Floodplain
Rivers, Streams, Ditches
Municipal Boundary
Potential Residential & Commercial Relocations
Adversely Affected NRHP Eligible Historic Properties
Unaffected NRHP Eligible Properties
Noise Receptor Locations
Noise Model Locations*

Legend

H

*

OPEN HOUSE 1 EXHIBITS
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Sheet Index
Plate #1

Plate #3

Plate #4

Plate #2

US 14 Final EIS
New Ulm to North Mankato
December 2011

Exhibit F E 2
Courtland(West & East Study Sections)

Existing US 14
US 14 Preferred Alternative
US 14 Right of Way Footprint
US 14 Alternatives
Access to Local Road or Property
Possible Interchange Location
Full Access Intersection
Partial Access Intersection
Overpass
Wildlife Management Area (WMA)

Wetlands
Floodplain
Rivers, Streams, Ditches
Municipal Boundary
Potential Residential & Commercial Relocations
Adversely Affected NRHP Eligible Properties
Unaffected NRHP Eligible Properties
Noise Receptor Locations
Noise Model Locations*

Legend

H

*

APPENDIX C: PUBLIC MEETING MATERIALS
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US 14 Final EIS
New Ulm to North Mankato
December 2011

Exhibit F E 3
Nicollet (East Study Section)

Sheet Index
Plate #1

Plate #2

Plate #4

Plate #3

Existing US 14
US 14 Preferred Alternative
US 14 Right of Way Footprint
US 14 Alternatives
Access to Local Road or Property
Possible Interchange Location
Full Access Intersection
Partial Access Intersection
Overpass
Wildlife Management Area (WMA)

Wetlands
Floodplain
Rivers, Streams, Ditches
Municipal Boundary
Potential Residential & Commercial Relocations
Adversely Affected NRHP Eligible Properties
Unaffected NRHP Eligible Properties
Noise Receptor Locations
Noise Model Locations*

Legend

H

*
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OPEN HOUSE 1 HANDOUT

Highway 14 Expansion– New Ulm to Nicollet Task Force 

Overview 

The Highway 14 task force is charged with providing recommendations to MnDOT District 7 that make the best 
use of potential transportation funding for the expansion of Highway 14 between New Ulm and Nicollet. 

The proposed four-lane expansion is currently unfunded; however, MnDOT is advancing the design and 
environmental processes to be prepared for potential funding from programs such as the Minnesota 
legislature’s Corridors of Commerce. For more information on the Corridors of Commerce visit: 
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/corridorsof commerce/. 

Issues to be addressed by the task force include: 
 

• Where does the 4-lane end - County Road 37 or Hwy 15 or somewhere different? 
• Access to and from Courtland – what best serves safety, mobility, accessibility, and growth? 
• Hwy 14 section from NUQQ to Minnesota Valley Lutheran School and the Historic Kohn Barn 

– safety impacts vs. construction cost impacts. 
• DNR Minnesota River State Trail – Should it be part of project adjacent to Highway 14 or not? 

Guiding Principles developed by Task Force 
• Enhance Growth 
• Improve Safety 
• Increase Mobility 
• Leverage Investments 
• Develop a Competitive Edge 

Input from the public on needs, issues, and opportunities will help to ensure that the needs of all users are met.

Public Input Opportunities  
Give suggestions and add comments at www.mnhwy14.com/ using an interactive map of the project corridor.  
The website will be open for comments through February 15, 2018. 

Attend the second open house to review draft concepts and the preliminary task force recommendation on 
February 22, 2018 from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. at Courtland Community Center 300 Railroad St, Courtland, MN . 

Or Contact Us at 
Visit: www.mndot.gov/newulm/  
Zachary Tess, MnDOT Project Manager, 507-304-6199, zachary.tess@state.mn.us  
MnDOT District 7, 2151 Bassett Drive, Mankato, MN 56001-6888 
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OPEN HOUSE 2 EXHIBITS

SAFETY
Relates to 
growth Crash Reduction Score Notes

<0 - This would increase crashes

10-30% +
30-60% ++
>60% +++
>80% ++++

MOBILITY
Relates to 
growth

Travel time savings on 
corridor Score Comparison against existing condition

>0 +
>15% ++
>25% +++

Intersection Delay Comparison against existing condition

saving > 1 minute +++
saving > 40 seconds ++
saving > 20 seconds +
adding > 20 seconds -
adding > 40 seconds --
adding > 1 minute ---

Relates to 
growth and 
investments

Access to anchors
Anchor points will be around Courtland comparing 
existing time to proposed time for accessing Hwy 
14

<30 seconds + This would decrease travel time

>30 seconds -
>1 minute --
>3 minutes ---

COMPETITIVE

Benefit/Cost Score Benefits are crash reduction, time savings, safety 
improvements. Costs are construction, R/W.

>0.5 +
>1 ++
>2 +++
>4 ++++

EVALUATION CRITERIA
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EXISTING TURNING MOVEMENTS
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INTERSECTION CONTROL TYPES
RCUT

ROUNDABOUT 
INTERCHANGE

TRADITIONAL AT GRADE

ROUNDABOUT

HIGH T

GREEN T

OPEN HOUSE 2 EXHIBITS
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