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Disclaimer

The Olmsted County Planning
Department is not responsible for
omissions or errors contained in the
data, maps, or graphics used in this plan
document. Olmsted County and the
Olmsted County Planning Department
shall have no liability with respect to any
loss or damage directly or indirectly
arising out of use of this data.

Section 508 Compliancy

Section 508 is an amendment to the
federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973. It
ensures that people with disabilities
have equal access to government
information. Every reasonable effort has
been made to make this document 508
Compliant. However, this document
does contain complex data graphs,
tables, and maps that might not be
machine readable. If you need
assistance reading this document,
please call the Olmsted County Planning
Department at (507) 328-7100.

Resolution No. 2020-11 ‘R

ROCHESTER-OLMSTED COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

RESOLUTION CONFIRMING THE LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN AS
BEING CURRENTLY HELD VALID

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Transportation requires that the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPQ) designated with the authority to carry out metropolitan transportation
planning in a given urbanized area shall prepare a transportation plan for that area; and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Transportation further requires that the MPO annually
review this transportation plan, and confirm that it is currently held valid and consistent with
current transportation and land use issues; and

WHEREAS, the Rochester-Olmsted Council of Governments (ROCOG) has been designated by
the Governor of the State of Minnesota as the MPO for the Rochester-Olmsted metropolitan
area; and

WHEREAS, ROCOG adopted its Short and Long Range Metropolitan Transportation Plan, 2045
LRTP, in September 2020; and

WHEREAS, 2045 LRTPincludes a transportation systems management element, a short-
range transportation element, and a long-range element providing for the transportation needs
of the urbanized area; and

WHEREAS, the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee of ROCOG recommends that
2045 LRTP be considered valid and consistent with current transportation and land use issues;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the ROCOG Policy Board certifies that 2045
LRTPis currently held valid and consistent with current transportation and land use
considerations.

Upon motion by Mr. Keane, seconded by Wright, this 23 day of September 2020.
ROCHESTER-OLMSTED COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

e
By:ﬁ' Gy Chairman
S 9/25/2020 | 12:18 PM COT
ATTEST: fmg«f}% Dated:

Ben Griffith, AICP, Executive Director, ROCOG
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1 e Introduction & Plan Development

Overview/Summary

The Rochester-Olmsted Council of Governments
(ROCOG) is the designated metropolitan planning
organization for the Rochester urbanized area. As such, it
is federally charged with developing a long-range
regional transportation plan (also known as a
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, see Figure 1-1). This
plan presents the region’s vision for a multimodal
transportation system needed to respond to future
growth and demographic trends. Incorporated within this
plan is a discussion of what can be accomplished under
the fiscal constraints faced by public agencies and
authorities responsible for development and operations
of transportation facilities and services in the ROCOG
area. Nevertheless, the vision is not limited by financial
restrictions, and it includes illustrative projects that meet
the region’s transportation needs, but whose funding
sources are not yet identified.

Chapter 1 describes the scope of the ROCOG 2045 Long
Range Transportation Plan (referred to hereinafter as
“LRTP” or “the Plan”) and the process followed in
updating the Plan. The planning area, time horizon and

organizational structure of ROCOG are reviewed. This
chapter also discusses the history of LRTP updates and
supporting policy plans and presents the long-range
goals that help to drive the content of the modal
elements of the Plan that are outlined briefly below.

Figure 1-1

Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)

Overview

Each metropolitan planning organization (MPO) must
prepare a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), in
accordance with 49 USC 5303(i), to accomplish the
objectives outlined by the MPO, the state, and the
public transportation providers with respect to the
development of the metropolitan area’s transportation
network. This plan must identify how the metropolitan
area will manage and operate a multi-modal
transportation system (including transit, highway,
bicycle, pedestrian, and accessible transportation) to
meet the region’s economic, transportation,
development and sustainability goals — among others —
for a 20+-year planning horizon, while remaining
fiscally constrained.
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1 o Introduction & Plan Development

The Plan provides a description of the transportation
facilities and services that can be provided over the next
25 years based on reasonably expected revenues. This
description considers both facility development as well as
costs to maintain and operate the transportation system,
including roadway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities and services. Expected revenues fall far short of
fully addressing future transportation needs and desires,
but the 2045 Plan does identify a path to provide for
high-priority strategic investments.

Introduction

Preparation of a Long Range Transportation Plan is
mandated under federal transportation planning
guidelines first established in the 1962 Federal-Aid
Highway Act. All urbanized areas over 50,000 in
population, in order to be eligible to receive federal
funding, must maintain a "continuing, cooperative, and
comprehensive transportation planning process" that
results in the periodic preparation of a Long Range Plan,
as well as adoption of an annual program of federally
funded projects known as the Transportation
Improvement Program (Figure 1-2).

This ROCOG 2045 LRTP represents another step in the
ongoing evolution of regional planning for transportation
in the Olmsted County area that began in 1972 with the
creation of the Rochester-Olmsted Council of
Governments. The previous 2040 Long Range

Transportation Plan Re-Affirmation was adopted by
ROCOG in August of 2015. Under federal guidelines, the
Plan needs to be updated every five years, normally with
a new horizon year.

Federal guidelines also require @ minimum 20-year
horizon to be maintained throughout the life of the Plan.
For traffic and financial forecasting, a 25-year horizon is
a reasonable and realistic limit for projecting the specifics
of traffic volumes or funding availability.

However, given that the life cycle of road facilities varies
from 50 to 60 years (for roads) and up to 90 years for
bridges, ROCOG has formulated certain aspects of this
plan to reflect consideration of those longer time
horizons to better guide future planning. For concerns
such as corridor preservation or strategic-level planning,
a longer view is considered appropriate by ROCOG since
land use decisions in the near term may preclude long-
term transportation options if not strategically
accommodated in the development approval process. In
these cases, the Plan looks at areas that may be
influenced by urban growth trends over a 50 to 75-year
period and considers infrastructure, such as urban rail,
that may not be feasible within the 25 year plan horizon
but strategically may need to be considered for its
potential to address long term urban growth and travel
needs. This decades-long view allows concepts such as
extension of a basic arterial/collector grid, circumferential

1.2

o TR R £ SR
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Figure 1-2: Relationship of Long Range Plan to Transportation Facility Development Process
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What is a

Long Range
Transportation
Plan (LRTP)?

As shown in the graphic at
the left, an LRTP is just one
early step in cycle of activities
that leads to eventual
construction of a project or
initiation of a transportation
service being realized.

The LRTP is updated every 5
years to provide the
community an opportunity to
identify changing trends in
the region, anticipate future
needs, and set goals for what
the region hopes to achieve
in next 20 or more years.

Since transportation needs or
issues generally do not
respect political boundaries,
the LRTP provides an
opportunity for a discussion
among jurisdictions about
common goals & working in a
common direction.

One goal of the LRTP is to
establish a stronger
relationship between the
Regional LRTP, State
transportation plans, and
other city and county plans to
determine how
transportation investment
can contribute and support
the land use, economic
development and quality of
life goals of local
jurisdictions.
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1 o Introduction & Plan Development

arterials (beltways), or major transit supportive
infrastructure to be considered at an appropriate scale. It
also enables recommendations for long term expansion
needs, such as right-of-way preservation, to be built into
the Plan.

Influences Shaping the Future

The 2045 LRTP provides a comprehensive look at
anticipated transportation system development in
Olmsted County for the next 25 years. This Plan reviews
and updates the current 2040 Plan Reaffirmation’s
project planning information and cost/revenue
information by shifting the Plan’s horizon year to 2045
and the base year to 2020.

Finding a balance between prioritizing the maintenance
of our existing transportation system while promoting trip
reliability and system resiliency in the future is key to
transportation planning in the ROCOG area. It is vital that
the region focuses adequate resources on maintaining
and operating the existing transportation system.

Key Strategic Plans

Two significant new planning developments affect this
Plan update:

® Integrated Transit Studies (ITS) to support the
Destination Medical Center (DMC) Plan
implementation

® Planning to Succeed: Rochester Comprehensive Plan
2040 (P2S 2040)

The ITS focused on how to achieve the transportation
goals of the DMC Plan, which centered on reducing
single-occupant auto travel to and parking in downtown
Rochester. The DMC program, the largest economic
development initiative in state history, provides a
framework for the use of state, city, and county funding
for public infrastructure to support an expected 50%
increase in downtown employment and the continued
success of the Mayo Medical Center as one of the
premier health centers in the world. This DMC initiative is
also expected to drive a significant increase in downtown
housing and supporting visitor and hospitality uses in
downtown Rochester. A mode shift from 10% downtown
commuter transit usage today to 30% by 2035 was the
ambitious goal of the DMC Plan, in recognition that with
the dramatically increased employment expected in those
years, downtown transportation would be hopelessly
gridlocked if current auto usage patterns continued.

Providing improved transit and non-single occupant
vehicle options to support this economic development
vision has been identified as an important strategy for
the future. Key elements of the DMC vision are expanded
transit services coupled with a focused parking
management strategy and expanded Travel Demand
Management (TDM). “Arrive Rochester” is the City’s
newly formed TDM initiative, which will work with

1.4
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1 o Introduction & Plan Development

downtown employers and property owners to incentivize
downtown workers to use a mode other than a private
car to get to work downtown. Improved transit, TDM
efforts, and the projected increase in downtown housing
are expected to reduce the need for peak period, single
occupant vehicle commuter vehicle travel into
Rochester’s urban core.

The second significant planning development to inform
the ROCOG LRTP is the 2018 adoption of Rochester ‘s
comprehensive plan, P2S 2040. This document provides
a new look at future transit in the area, particularly as it
affects work trips to the central business district. A
backbone of high capacity, high frequency transit,
referred to as the Primary Transit Network (PTN),
envisions bus rapid transit service along a series of major
arterial corridors in the city, connecting existing and
future activity centers identified as part of transit-
oriented land development strategy for the city.

Growth Impacts

In addition to these two significant planning initiatives,
the Plan anticipates there will be instances where
strategic improvement of the major road network is
needed to support local growth and land use plans while
enhancing connections between urban and regional
areas. Olmsted County expects its population to increase
from approximately 160,000 to 210,000 over the next 25
years. For the last half-century, Rochester has served as
a major regional employment hub, attracting its

workforce from a 40-50-mile radius in Southeast
Minnesota.

Technological Advancements

ROCOG is aware of the advancement of technologies that
continue to change the way people live and travel and
acknowledges that technology may alter the way people
go about their daily lives in the future. Rochester has
been involved, along with other public partners including
MnDOQOT, in discussions with private companies exploring
autonomous transit and the chance to serve as an early
testbed for these emerging technologies. The Plan
supports the development, enhancement and further
application of technologies to improve the travel
experience.

Accessibility and Equity

The need to promote accessible and equitable
transportation options will continue to be important as
our aging population grows, while others continue to face
barriers created by inadequate access to private travel
options and transit. It will be vital to continue to maintain
and look to expand the transportation system to ensure
equal access for everyone.

Looking to the future, ROCOG will continue to support
investments to:

® Preserve and manage the existing investment in the
region’s transportation system

o TR R £ S
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1 o Introduction & Plan Development

® Develop the region’s potential to grow into a uniquely
attractive, vibrant, and diverse metropolitan area

® Link transportation and land use planning to meet the
Plan’s goals for urban investment, concentrated
development patterns, and smart economic growth

® Plan and build for all modes of transportation,
including pedestrian, bicycle, public transit, cars, and
trucks

ROCOG Organization

ROCOG is located in southeastern Minnesota (Figure 1-3)
and is one of Minnesota’s eight Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (Figure 1-4). It is one of three that are
entirely within the state, as the others are “bi-state”
organizations. ROCOG was founded in 1972 following
completion of the 1970 Census which found Rochester’s
urban area population to exceed 50,000.

The ROCOG formal organization structure includes a
Policy Board and a Transportation Technical Advisory
Committee (TTAC). ROCOG also works with the City of
Rochester’s Pedestrian-Bicycle Advisory Committee
(PBAC) and the Citizen’s Advisory on Transit (CAT) for
consultation during long range plan updates. Staffing for
ROCOG is provided by the Olmsted County Planning
Department. The 16 members of the Policy Board
represent a cross section of local units of government in
Olmsted County, including mostly elected officials, some

government agency staff, and two resident members

(see Figure 1-5). The jurisdictional delegates to ROCOG

Figure 1-3: U.S. Metropolitan Areas

METROPOLITAN AREAS
METROPOLITAN ARE.
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select the two (2) citizen delegates who act as voting
members of ROCOG. The Policy Board is served by a
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TTAC)
composed of agency staff representing those
organizations responsible for managing the major
transportation systems within Olmsted County. It meets
periodically during the year to discuss and coordinate
transportation planning matters, with a focus on the

1.6
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Rochester urbanized area and the adjacent area
influenced by Rochester’s urban growth patterns.

Figure 1-4: Minnesota MPOs
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The Pedestrian-Bicycle Advisory Committee (PBAC) is an
advisory committee appointed by the Rochester City
Council and Mayor comprised of citizen volunteers as well
as representatives of organizations such as neighborhood
councils and public health. It advises the City Council and
the City Engineer on planning and programming matters

related to bicycle and pedestrian needs, and its members
are involved directly in various initiatives related to

Figure 1-5: ROCOG Policy Board Membership
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education, encouragement and the promotion of non-
motorized modes of travel.

The Citizens Advisory on Transit (CAT) is a seven-
member citizen advisory board appointed by the
Rochester City Council and Mayor that assists in the
planning and review of public transportation services
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within the Rochester area. In addition to planning and
programming, the committee supports efforts to build
community awareness of issues related to public
transportation service.

Study Area and Time Horizon of the
Plan

The Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) for the Plan
encompasses all of Olmsted County, including the
planned urban expansion areas of the cities of Pine
Island and Chatfield.

The MPA is broken into two sub-areas referred to as the
Urban Study Area and the Regional Study Area, as
illustrated in Figure 1-6. In the Regional Study Area, the
focus is limited to those facilities or services important to
the regional movement of persons and goods. The Urban
Study Area focus is comprehensive in terms of
considering issues and needs across the entire
transportation system.

History of ROCOG Long Range Plan
Updates

Prior to the organization of ROCOG in 1972, most
transportation system planning in the Rochester area was
done on the jurisdictional level. For example, the City of
Rochester developed transportation plans in 1947 and
1960 as part of broader comprehensive planning efforts,
and in 1968 through a joint effort with MnDOT. Table 1-1

lists the plans and policy reports that have been prepared
and adopted by ROCOG since its establishment.

Federal/ROCOG Plan Goals

ROCOG has adopted a set of goals that describe desired
future priorities for the region’s transportation system
and guide the preparation of the 2045 Long Range Plan,
as listed in Table 1-2. ROCOG also supports the U.S. DOT
Planning Factors as listed in the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act. The Planning Factors inform
the long-range planning goals for the ROCOG planning
area. It is recognized that the Planning Factors must be
considered in the development of long-range
transportation plans according to federal statute Title 23
§ 450.306.

1.8
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Figure 1-6: The ROCOG Study Area
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Table 1-1: ROCOG's Historic Long Range Transportation Plans and Policy Plans

Transportation LONG RANGE PLANS Note: (xxxx) = Year Issued

ROCOG Thoroughfare Plan (1977)

ROCOG Thoroughfare Plan Update (1982) Downtown and Medical Campus amendments
ROCOG Thoroughfare Plan Update (1985) Northwest Rochester amendments

ROCOG Thoroughfare Plan Update (1995) Willow Creek amendments

ROCOG Long Range Transportation Plan Update (June 1997) Comprehensive LRTP update
ROCOG Interim Long Range Transportation Plan Update (June 2003)

ROCOG 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (2005) Comprehensive LRTP update
ROCOG 2035 Interim Long Range Plan Update (2007) Policy Review of SAFETEA-LU Priorities
ROCOG 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (2010) Comprehensive LRTP update
ROCOG 2040 Reaffirmation Long Range Transportation Plan (2015)

ROCOG 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (2020) Comprehensive LRTP update
Transportation POLICY PLANS

ROCOG Transportation Plan Policies (1977)
ROCOG Policy Directions Report (1996)

1.10
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Table 1-2: ROCOG Planning Goals

U.S. DOT Planning Factors*

ROCOG Long Range Plan Transportation Planning
Goals

Safety
Security
Connectivity
Efficiency
Accessibility
Preservation
Resiliency
Environment
Economic
Vitality
Travel &
Tourism

Preserve existing transportation infrastructure through
systematic maintenance to sustain a state of good
repair.

Ex: Roadway and trail mill & overlay projects, replacement of bridges due to structure issues, transit vehicle replacement
Mitigate current & future congestion by considering
operational improvements or multi-modal options as
well as capacity expansion.

Ex: Expand Rochester Park & Ride system, interchange improvements @ TH 14/52, pave gravel roads in urban growth areas

Improve safety through mitigation of high risk/high
conflict locations & behaviors.

Ex: Build interchange at TH 14/CSAH 44, convert TH 63 South from rural expressway to freeway, roundabout at TH 14/MN 42

Provide adequate capacity and travel options to serve
future 2045 urban growth areas.

Ex: Upgrade 65 St NW west of TH 52, upgrade 48th St NE east of CSAH 33, expand city bus route network

Improve bicycle and pedestrian connections with and
through Downtown Rochester.

Ex: Build protected bike lanes on Center Street & 3rd/4th Ave, develop future DMC Downtown City Loop and Discovery Walk
Provide neighborhood bicycle and pedestrian
connectivity to urban trail and path networks and major
activity hubs outside of area downtowns.

Ex: Chester Woods Trail connection in SE Rochester, path along north/east side of Crossroads Shopping Center, Willow Creek Trail

o I S A S 1.11



1 o Introduction & Plan Development

U.S. DOT Planning Factors*

> > c c
£ = L ]
ROCOG Long Range Plan Transportation Planning . z % E g g g g E N
Goals = 5 c < o Q = = 2=| 9t
5 3 s | & g 4 3 2 S8x£| 23
v n (] w < =% o w w > =
Plan with long-range future land use as factor.
Ex: Upgrade CSAH 44 from Valleyhigh Drive to 65th St NW, extension of 55th ST from West River Rd to CSAH 33
Support implementation of transit system
enhancements to increase transit mode share.
Ex: Expand neighborhood bus routes, introduce new payment systems, add real time bus tracking information

Support implementation of DMC Development Plans.

Ex: Reflect DMC Transportation Plan elements in ROCOG Long Range Plan for federal fu

nding, such as Downtown Rapid Transi

Provide convenient access to goods, services, jobs and
recreation for all residents regardless of socio-economic
status, physical ability, and age.

Ex: Enhance Dial-a-Ride service with complementary evening/peak taxi, close ga

ps in sidewalk network on major stre

ets

Support targeted areas of planned growth at transit
supportive densities (TODs) with investment in transit
and non-motorized infrastructure.

Ex: Develop Downtown Rapid Transit, future development of Primary Transit Ne

twork, strategi

c siting

of Park & Ride

lots

Educate, motivate and reward people through programs
and services that make it easier for commuters to travel
by bus, carpool, walking, and biking.

EX: Support Arrive Rochester, preferential carpool parking, onsite

locker

facilitie

s for bike commuters

Ensure commercial passenger and freight traffic is

convenient, safe and reliable.

Ex: Improve access to/from Interstate 90 at TH 52 South interchange, improve airport access from CSAH 16/future MN 30

1.12
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*U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT) Planning Factors

Safety: Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users

Security: Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users

Connectivity: Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and
freight

Efficiency: Promote efficient system management and operation

Accessibility: Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight

Preservation: Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system

Resiliency: Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface
transportation

Environment: Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote
consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and economic development patterns
Economic Vitality: Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency

Travel & Tourism: Enhance travel and tourism

Plan Organization of population and employment growth expected to shape
the future. The importance of regional commuters to the
The Plan is organized into four parts, with 16 chapters local economy is highlighted.

and appendices. Each part builds on the information in
the previous part. Following this introductory chapter, the
remainder of the Plan is organized as follows:

Chapter 3 presents summary information about the
current state of the transportation system serving the
ROCOG area. Network statistics on existing streets and

Part 1: The ROCOG Planning Region highways, transit, facilities for pedestrians and low

Part 1 describes the ROCOG Planning Area, profiling the speed, two wheeled vehicles and commercial vehicles are
communities within the region and the state of the presented.

current transportation system. Part 2: Planning Considerations

Chapter 1 is the current chapter. The chapters in Part 2 summarize the information that
Chapter 2 presents information about the residents of was used to inform preparation of the Plan.

the region and the local economy, including projections
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Chapter 4 discusses the integration of land use and
transportation planning in the Rochester region and what
steps have been taken to ensure that the
interrelationship between land use and transportation
have been considered not only in this Plan but in other
community planning projects.

Chapter 5 provides a summary of community
comprehensive plans, transportation studies, and land
use and economic development plans that have been
considered in development of the Plan.

Chapter 6 provides a summary of public and public
agency involvement that has occurred during
development of this Plan.

Chapter 7 discusses existing transportation safety and
security issues, current plans and programs in place to
provide for safe travel during normal times as well as
critical security events, and recommended programs and
strategies for the future.

Chapter 8 provides an overview of technologies that are
likely to influence future travel and discusses the types of
actions communities should consider or take in the near
term in preparation for a changing future.

Part 3: ROCOG Long Range Plan

The chapters in Part 3 focus on preparing modal plan
recommendations and ways to improve the efficiency of
the current travel network.

Chapter 9 introduces this section of the Plan and
summarizes the key recommendations along with
important factors such as metrics for the ROCOG relative
to federal performance measures and a review of
environmental justice considerations.

Chapter 10 presents the street and highway plan,
including a policy-based highway system plan structured
to account for both land use and travel needs, a
summary of major preservation needs, and a list of
priority projects.

Chapter 11 summarizes both existing and anticipated
transit service changes envisioned for the region. Future
downtown rapid transit service, a bus rapid transit
system, and a robust expansion of the Rochester Park &
Ride System are described.

Chapter 12 discusses active transportation modes with
a focus on pedestrian and bicycle travel. It includes
system plans highlighting major corridors targeted for
regional and urban area bicycle travel, as well as transit
related pedestrian improvement areas and other gaps in
the major street network affecting pedestrian travel.

Chapter 13 highlights emerging and expanding Travel
Demand Management (TDM) efforts in the Rochester
area, including a review of emerging new travel options
such as e-scooters.

1.14
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Chapter 14 provides an overview of Transportation
System Management and Operations (TSMO) efforts in
the Rochester MPO area.

Chapter 15 presents a financial analysis of the various
modal plans along with conclusions relative to fiscal
constraints that will impact the level of investment and

the types of investment activities that can be supported.

Chapter 16 concludes the Plan with a discussion of
considerations that will affect its implementation.

Part 4: Appendices

Part 4 includes summaries and important detailed
analyses used to inform preparation of the Plan.

o TR R £ S
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Plan Update Schedule

Figure 1-7 lays out the schedule used to guide the development of the ROCOG Plan.
Figure 1-7

ROCOG Schedule for 2045 Transportation Plan Update (modified May 13, 2020)

2019 2020
Apr DecfJan F M A M J J A S O N D | Janm F M A M T Jul Aug Sept
Early Input Outreach Draft Modal Plans Draft Full Plan

Continuous Public Input Time Period !

Public Conment @ ROCOG mestngs 0 T A o

2018

p——
Formal Public Comment Period -
Public Hearing > D

ROCOG & Advisory Committees
(i.e. TTAC, PBAC, CAT) - see Nofes

Early Staff Base Data Prep

Plan Update Formal Start: |:|
Review & Adopt Public Participation Plan e :l

Develop Draft Modal Plans ]

Chapters Content Development

Notice to Regulatory Agencies for Early & Later Input 3

Y

Draft Plan for formal Review/Comment
MnDOT, FHWA, FTA

ROCOG Adopt 2045 Plan

Notes: ROCOG = Rochester Olmsted Council of Governments, TTAC = Transportation Technical Advisory Committee
PBAC = Pedestrian Bicycle Advisory Committee, CAT = Citizen Advisory on Transit
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2 o Planning Area Profile

Overview/Summary

There are a number of factors that influence the
identification of future transportation investments needed
to support individuals living and working in our
community as well the businesses located throughout
Olmsted County and those who travel to Olmsted County.

Fundamental to understanding the scope of future travel
needs is a vision of how the community may change over
time. Elements of this include developing an
understanding of how the population of Olmsted County
and its towns and cities may change over time, as well as
how the local economy may change. Chapter 2 identifies
key assumptions that have been made relative to
demographics and the economy that inform the activities
that generate travel. Chapters 4 and 5 of the Plan, found
in Part II, review how these economic and demographic
assumptions have informed the work of townships, cities
and Olmsted County related to future land use, which is
important to understanding the distribution of travel
spatially across the county.

Chapter 2 provides a summary of key demographic and
economic conditions within the ROCOG Metropolitan
Planning Area (MPA) that influence the underlying

planning assumptions utilized in development of the Plan.
Included is a review of historical trends in population and
employment as well important regional economic
characteristics which affect travel in the region.

Rochester and Olmsted County have experienced
consistent population growth for the last 30 to 40 years,
seeing about 15,000 to 20,000 new residents added each
decade. While the Great Recession of 2007-2009 resulted
in a period of 3 to 4 years where this steady growth was
interrupted, since 2012 the pattern of steady growth has
resumed though at a somewhat lower level than seen
prior to the recession. Rochester has accounted for most
of the population growth in Olmsted County over the last
generation, as the city has seen its share of county-wide
population grow from about 62% in 1990 to almost 75%
in 2018.

Looking to the future, the expectation is for the county to
add approximately 55,000 people through the Year 2045,
driven by the expected success of the Destination
Medical Center (DMC) initiative and the effect that will
have in spurring added demand for jobs in sectors such
as retail services, leisure activities, construction, and
public services. Rochester is expected to capture the
largest share of that growth, but all the small cities and

o TR R £ S
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suburban townships are expected to see growth as well.
Township growth will be concentrated in the suburban
areas around Rochester, while more rural areas are
expected to see some decline in overall population.

Figure 2-1: Population and Employment
Forecast Summary
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Rochester share of population goes from 74% (2010) to 76%
(2045)

Source: Historic data: US Census, Bureau Economic Analysis;
Forecasts — ROCOG

Regional commuters play a significant role in meeting
labor force needs in Rochester, with approximately 35%
of local jobs currently filled by workers from outside the
city of Rochester. Moving those persons in and out of the
metro area is one of the most significant transportation
issues to address, since it largely occurs during the peak

morning and afternoon travel times. Similarly, an outsize
share of regional retail sales also occurs in Rochester
given its role as the regional economic center for
Southeast Minnesota, which also contributes to increased
travel demand in the metro area.

The Rochester area is also seeing changes in household
composition similar to those throughout the United
States, with significant increases in single person
households expected over the planning period and
limited growth in traditional family households with
children. An ever-growing number of single person
households will be composed of persons over 65 years of
age. Increases in the number of disabled and/or lower
income people common in this age group add to demand
for specialized transportation services.

Transportation investment is important to the economic
success of the community. It is critical that transportation
plans are coordinated with economic and community
development efforts. Through its integration with the
Olmsted County Planning Department and close working
relationship with the Olmsted County Public Works
Department and the City of Rochester Departments of
Public Works (which includes Rochester Public Transit),
Administration, and Community Development, ROCOG is
involved in ongoing public and private sector
development projects. This helps to create a two-way
flow of information between transportation planning and
other community planning efforts.

2.2
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2 ¢ Planning Area Profile

Since ROCOG is staffed by the Olmsted County Planning
Department, it also benefits from staff’s ongoing
interaction with resource and environmental agencies.
This relationship has enabled staff to build an extensive
library of data on natural and cultural resources that
informs the MPQ'’s transportation planning efforts. It has
also helped develop a number of initiatives addressing
the impact of transportation facilities on the environment.
Ongoing consultation efforts involving environmental
mitigation activities are discussed in the appendices.

Introduction

Olmsted County has continued to see strong population
growth in the first decades of the 21st Century, with a
25% growth rate between 2000 and 2018, compared to
a statewide growth rate of 14% during the same period.
Olmsted County’s 9% growth rate in the 2010’s to date is
less than past decades, where population grew 18% in
the 1990s and 15% in the 2000s.

The City of Rochester is the main population center in
Olmsted County, with approximately 73% of the
countywide population located in Rochester. Rochester
has experienced a 9% increase in population between
2010 and 2017, lower than its growth rate in the 1990s
(21%) and 2000s (24%), but still one of the stronger
municipal growth rates in the state. Rochester is the 3rd
largest city in Minnesota after Minneapolis and St. Paul,
with an estimated 2018 population of 117,444. Olmsted

County’s 2018 population of 157,446 ranks as 8% largest
in the state but is the largest county outside the sphere
of the Minneapolis-St Paul metropolitan area.

The economy is built around health care, technology, and
agriculture. The top four private-sector employers are
Mayo Medical Center, IBM, Olmsted Medical Center, and
Charter Communications. The Mayo Clinic and IBM
together employ approximately 40,000 people in a
workforce of approximately 86,000 persons.

Public-sector employment is led by Rochester Public
Schools, which at 2,830 employees is the second-biggest
employer in Olmsted County. In addition, the City of
Rochester and Olmsted County have a combined
employment of over 2,500.

The University of Minnesota-Rochester branch was
established in 2007. The university currently has a
student body of 500 students. It is projected to grow to
750 in the next few years and eventually 1,500 in the
long term.

For over 140 years, the city of Rochester has remained
the regional center for industry and commerce in
southeastern Minnesota and northeastern Iowa. Olmsted
County draws a significant number of workers from
surrounding counties, with approximately 22% of
persons who work in Olmsted County commuting from
residences outside of Olmsted County.

o TR R £ S
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Olmsted County and the City of Rochester are important
regional retail centers, accounting for nearly 50% of
sales in the seven-county area centered on Rochester. A
large proportion of County retailing activity occurs in the
City of Rochester, which accounts for nearly 90% of the
retail sales in the county.

The high level of job growth in the county, combined
with short commuting times to jobs in Rochester and
local economic development initiatives, has resulted in
population growth rates in small cities comparable to that
in Rochester. These communities will continue to offer
attractive options for households due to their convenient
commuting distances to the Rochester job market, good
schools, and attractive quality of life for those desiring to
live in a smaller community.

Population

Table 2-1 summarizes the changes in the geographic
population distribution that have occurred since 1990 in
Olmsted County. By far the largest share of population

growth has occurred in the City of Rochester (46,699),
but small cities have been increasing in their share of the
County’s overall growth. Small cities have more than
doubled in population since 1990, compared to the City
of Rochester increasing by about 64% during that time.
Due to significant annexation activity, suburban
townships saw a 20% decline in population between
2000 and 2010. But suburban and rural townships have
seen a rebound in population growth since 2010.

Population Projections

Table 2-2 summarizes population projections prepared by
ROCOG for selected years through 2045. Olmsted County
is projected to reach a population of 212,781, driven by
the expectation of continued strong employment growth
and expected increases in energy and housing costs that
will lead more persons to locate closer to their place of
work. Significant strategic economic development efforts
including the DMC and Journey to Growth, a local
business initiative to broaden the economic base, will
provide support for growth.

2.4
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Table 2-1: Population Trends 1990-2018

Population Share of Growth Rate of Growth
Jurisdictional Grou 1990 2000 2010 2010- 2010-
P Census Census Census 2018%* 1990s | 2000s 2018 1930s 2000s 2018
Small Cities* 10,529 13,131 16,751 18,260 | 14% 18% 11% 25% 28% 9%
Rochester 70,745 85,806 106,769 117,444 | 85% 105% 81% 21% 24% 10%
Suburban Townships 15,807 16,098 11,812 12,484 2% -21% 5% 2% -26% 6%
Exurban Townships 4,492 4,547 4,292 4,433 0% -1% 1% 1% -6% 3%
Rural Townships 4,897 4,695 4,624 4,825 | -1% -1% 2% -4% -2% 4%
Olmsted County | 106,470 124,277 144,248 157,446 17% 16% 9%
Suburban Townships | Cascade, Haverhill, Marion, Rochester, & Oronoco
Exurban Townships | Kalmar, New Haven, High Forest, & Salem
Rural Townships | All Other Townships

*  Border cities population include only that part in Olmsted County

kK

population and households 2018

Table 2-2: ROCOG Population Projections

2015-2045 Share of
Jurisdiction 2015 2017 2025 2035 2045 Growth Growth
Rochester 112,089 115,733 128,484 147,516 162,277 50,188 45% 82%
Byron 5,320 5,426 6,194 7,244 8,724 3,404 | 64% 6%
Chatfield 1,241 1,228 1,466 1,705 1,894 653 53% 1%
Dover 752 755 917 1,095 1,255 503 67% 1%
Eyota 2,038 2,015 2,306 2,573 2,809 771| 38% 1%
QOronoco 1,443 1,496 1,748 2,236 2,575 1,132 78% 2%
Pine Island 739 799 1,164 1,631 2,011 1,272 | 172% 2%
Stewartville 6,153 6,119 7,045 8,001 8,937 2,784 45% 5%
Total for Municipalities 129,775 | 133,571 | 149,324 | 172,001 | 190,482 60,707 47%0
Suburban Townships 12,327 12,298 12,695 13,312 13,788 1,461 12% 2%
Exurban Townships 4,447 4,401 4,432 4,428 4,298 -149 -3% -0%
Rural Townships 4,785 4,728 4,651 4,459 4,213 -572 -12% -1%
OLMSTED COUNTY | 151,334 | 154,998 | 171,102 | 194,200 | 212,781 61,447 419%0

Source: ROCOG; Olmsted County Planning

MN State Demographic Center “Latest annual estimates of Minnesota and its cities and townships

o TR Rl A S

LRTP
2045

2.5
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Table 2-3: Population Projections in ROCOG Border Cities

Border Cities Growth projections for areas outside Olmsted County
Jurisdiction 2015 2017 2025 2035 2045 2015-2045 Growth
Chatfield / Fillmore County 1,538 1,630 1,728 1,850 1,972 434
TOTAL for Chatfield 2,779 2,858 3,194 3,555 3,866 1,087 39%
Pine Island / Goodhue Co. 2,524 2,602 2,810 3,070 3,331 807
TOTAL for Pine Island 3,263 3,401 3,974 4,701 5,342 2,079 64%
TOTAL for ROCOG Cities 133,837 | 137,803 | 153,862 | 176,921 | 195,785 | 61,948
Total: Olmsted + Border Cities 155,396 | 159,230 | 175,640 | 199,120 | 218,084 | 62,688 40%

Source: ROCOG; Olmsted County Planning

The majority of population growth is expected to occur in
the City of Rochester (82% of total ROCOG area
population growth), while Byron, Stewartville, and Pine
Island are also expected to see significant increases
relative to their existing size. Similar to the historic
patterns, rural and exurban townships are generally
expected to see a small decline in population, largely due
to the aging of their population base, while suburban
townships are projected to see some increase in resident
population through 2045.

Table 2-3 shows the added growth expected in the cities
of Chatfield and Pine Island which would occur outside of
Olmsted County but would be considered part of the
base population of the ROCOG MPA.

Population Issues

The region will continue to see growth in all age groups
over time, although the greatest increase is expected to
occur among those over the age of 60 as the large Baby
Boomer generation completes its move into that age
bracket. The number of persons over 60 is expected to
nearly double over the next 25 years, as Generation X
and the oldest Millennials will join the Baby Boomers in
this age group during the time horizon of this Plan. This
aging of the community may have a significant effect on
the demand for public and private transit services as well
as influencing the rise of shared ride services.

The rise in population among younger age groups will
not be as dramatic as was seen in past decades due to
dropping birth rates and relatively slow growth in the

2.6
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2 ¢ Planning Area Profile

number of younger households in the prime family
growth years. Slower household formation, smaller
families among those in their prime employment and
family growth years, trends toward more urban living,
and less enthusiasm for car ownership among younger
generations may all result in a slowing of growth in
vehicular travel on a per capita basis as compared to past
decades.

Figure 2-2 highlights distribution of population by age
cohort based on comparison of 2015 and 2045
projections from the Minnesota State Demographic
Center. These charts highlight the expected changes
resulting from the aging of the post-WWII Baby-Boomer
generation, with the numbers of persons over the age of
60 increasing significantly in the next 25-30 years.

This aging of the population carries potentially significant
implications in terms of transportation needs, since
persons in older age cohorts will typically create a higher
demand for different types of transit services. For
example, as reported in the American Community Survey
5-Year Estimates, approximately 29% of the 65+
population in Olmsted County had at least one disability.
If this proportion stays constant, the population over 65
with at least one disability will grow from 6,270 in 2018
to 12,694 over the time horizon of this plan. This
anticipated increase in the numbers of persons with a
disability also highlights the need to ensure that ADA
compatible transportation facilities, which includes transit

vehicles and infrastructure such as sidewalks and trails,
need to be designed (for new construction) or planned
for upgrading (for existing facilities) to meet ADA
requirements.

Figure 2-2: 2010 and 2045 Population
Distribution by Age Cohort

Age Cohorts in 2015

80+ yrs,
0-19 yrs.
60-79 yrs. %
Y 4% 27%

TS
ey

Age Cohorts in 2045

80+ yrs.
10% 0-19 yrs.

—

L

Source: Minnesota State Demographic Center

60-79 yrs.
21%

Research studies sponsored by US Department of
Transportation and others have also suggested that this
population change will necessitate consideration of items
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such as larger signage, brighter pavement markings,
along with higher cost items such as possible
adjustments in design, to respond to physical capabilities
(or limitations) of this growing group of users. While
costs are relatively minor when considering a single
location, if considered on a system-wide basis they
represent a significant level of investment. Maintaining
these elements of the roadway infrastructure already
present a funding challenge and adjusting to respond to
the needs of a growing level of older drivers will only
raise the level of importance of the issue in the future.

Households

Figure 2-3 highlights information on household growth
trends for jurisdictions in the ROCOG Planning Area for
the period 1990 through 2017. The annual rate of growth
in the number of households in Olmsted County has been
fairly stable since 1990, between 1% and 2%. The years
since 2010 have seen an overall downturn in that rate,
likely due to the effects of the Great Recession. While the
City of Rochester and the small cities saw steep declines
in their rate of housing growth after 2010, they still were
adding housing during that period. The suburban and
rural townships saw a decline in households between
1990 and 2010 but reversed this downward trajectory
and saw higher housing growth rates after 2010. The
exurban townships have seen consistently strong growth
rates despite the Great Recession. In fact, the highest
housing growth rate in the County has been in the

exurban townships, with a 6% annual growth rate
between 2010 and 2017.

Figure 2-3: Household Trends

Household Growth Trends: City and
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2 ¢ Planning Area Profile

Given the strong relationship between
households/housing units and trip generation, this pace
of growth, if continued, has significant implications for
future travel demand in the ROCOG area.

Household Composition

Table 2-4 summarizes projected changes anticipated
through the year 2040 among different types of
households. Relative to the overall 33% growth in total
households expected to occur between 2017 and 2040,
the number of married couple households with children is
only expected to increase by 2%, while married couple
households without children is projected to rise by 56%.
Since households with children typically have the highest
trip generation rates of all housing units, it suggests that
that the aggregate level of traffic as measured at a
household level may decline in the future.

There is a significant increase in single person
households projected, both in the 65+ age group as well
as among younger individuals. The significant rise in the
proportion and number of single person households in
the 65+ age group may have implications for the level of
community-based transit service that will be needed in
the future. These cohorts may also spur greater interest
in walkable neighborhoods or mixed development areas,
with greater demand for higher density, mixed use
housing opportunities, including increased demand for
downtown housing in particular. The Rochester
Downtown Master Plan (2011) and the Destination
Medical Center Plan (2015) both suggest a 100% to
200% increase in population in downtown Rochester as a
result of increased growth in populations with an interest
in downtown living.

Table 2-4: Projected Change in Composition of Households 1990-2040

Change 2017 | Share
Household Type 1990 | 2000 | 2010 | 2010to 2020 2030 2035 2040 - of
2017 2040 | Growth
Census | Census | Census Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected % %
Change
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 40,058 | 47,807 | 58,530 162 | 58,692 | 67,360 71,290 74,950 | 78,320  33%
Married couples with 12,473 | 13,365 | 13,287 566 | 13,853 | 13,890 | 14,060 | 14,130 | 14,160 2% 2%
related children
Married couples without | ) )0 | 13778 | 17,258 101 | 17,359 | 22,610 | 24,470 | 25,910 | 27,120| 56% 50%
related children
Other families with 2395 | 3,444 | 4,586 921 | 5,507 5,190 5,290 5,430 5,520 0% 0%
related children
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Change 2017 | share
Household Type 1990 | 2000 | 2010 | 2010to | 2017 | 2020 2030 2035 2040 - of
2017 2040 | Growth
Census Census | Census Census | Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected Ch;/:1ge %
Other families without 1,428 | 1,780 | 1,910 455 | 2,365 2,160 2,320 2,490 2,680 | 13% 2%
related children
Living alone 9,872 | 12,358 | 15,524 377 | 15901 | 19460| 21,050| 22,760| 24,510 54% | 44%
;‘I‘;'zf alone,age65and | 3,301 3656 | 4730 707 | 5,437 6,540 8,100 9,730 | 11,140 | 105% 29%
Other nonfamily
2449 | 3,141 | 3,863 156 | 3,707 4,050 4,100 4,230 4340 | 17% 3%
households
;'zusem'ders ageslSto | 5 oes | 3076 | 2,726 439 | 3,165 3,780 4,070 4,350 4,520 |  43% 7%
zlfusemﬂders ages25t0 | 54159 | 21,267 | 21,063 184 | 21,247 | 23,430 | 23,650 | 23,470 | 23,420| 10% 11%
';fusem'ders ages 4510 | 15205 | 15,012 | 22,036 179 | 22,215 | 25,000 | 24610| 24,570 | 25,160| 13% 15%
:::Z‘Tg::ders age 65 6,649 | 8539 | 11,255 | 1,922 | 13,177 | 15,150 | 18,960 | 22,560 | 25230 | 91% | 61%

Source: Minnesota State Demographer
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Social and Economic Characteristics
Influencing Transportation Needs

An important consideration when looking at and
evaluating transportation needs is to identify particular
population subgroups that may have particular

challenges in meeting their daily travel or mobility needs.

The following information and accompanying maps
highlight three populations of concern who may need to
rely more on alternative modes such as public transit or
walking to meet their daily needs, and how those
populations are distributed throughout the community in
terms of where they live.

Household Income < Poverty Level

Low income households often face challenges in meeting
basic needs, especially housing and transportation. In
some cases, the lack of sufficient income combines with
other factors such as disability to create even greater
challenges. Figure 2-4 illustrates the location of low-
income households by census block group in Rochester
and Olmsted County. Statistically, we find there are:

® 5,485 low income households county-wide
® 89% are located in the City of Rochester

Figure 2-4: Households Below the Poverty Level
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Zero Vehicle Households

Households without a vehicle are another population
group that face challenges in meeting everyday needs
such as traveling to work, school, or the grocery store.
This group tends to be heavily reliant on various transit
services as well as pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The
map in Figure 2-5 illustrates the distribution of
households without a vehicle across Rochester and
Olmsted County.

® 4,100 households county-wide do not own a vehicle
® 949% of these are in Rochester

® 1,750 are headed by persons over 65 (92% in
Rochester)

Figure 2-5: Households with No Vehicle
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Potential Populations with Special
Transportation Needs: Disabled Persons in
the Work Force

Disabled individuals can face special challenges in terms
of travel, particularly if they are not able to afford private
transportation options such as a personal vehicle with
accommaodation for their disability or family/friends who
can provide a ride. For these individuals, transit services
are particularly important. Rochester Public Transit works
to serve as many disabled as possible with some level of
service. The map in Figure 2-6 shows the distribution of
individuals age 20-64 with a disability who are in the
workforce and would potentially benefit from having
transit options to get to work. There are approximately
7,000 individuals in the workforce with some type of
disability, with 5,300 of those living in Rochester.

Figure 2-6: Disabled Persons in Labor Force
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Employment

Figure 2-7 illustrates that while total employment
numbers in Olmsted County have remained generally on
a steady upward path for the last 30+ years, the rate of
employment growth from year to year has fluctuated
wildly around an average annual employment growth
rate of 1.74%. The highest rate of annual employment
rate growth was during the dot-com boom of the mid-to-
late 1990s. The lowest annual rate of employment
growth was during the Great Recession of the late-2000s.

The Great Recession saw an absolute decline in the
number of jobs in Olmsted County for three consecutive
years (2008-2010), and the economy did not recover the
nearly 5,000 jobs lost until 2014. Job growth in the local
economy does not always track the national economy as
measured by change in Gross Domestic Product, due
likely to the large share of employment account for by
health service sector, which is not given to as wide of
swings in activity as production oriented sectors, such as
manufacturing or technology.

Figure 2-7: Historic Employment Growth 1990-2016 (Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis)
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Growth in population has historically been driven by
employment growth, with jobs filled by new residents
attracted to Olmsted County from the region and state,
as well as nationally and even internationally.
Employment growth of 15,000 to 20,000 per decade was
experienced from the 1980s through the early 2000s, up
until the Great Recession began. During the recession,
total employment in Olmsted County dropped by
approximately 5,000 persons between 2008 and 2010,
which resulted in less than half the employment growth
in the decade of the 2000s than in earlier decades, as
shown in Figure 2-8, which illustrates the annual change
in Olmsted County employment for the 1990s and years
before the Great Recession, and what has happened
since the recession and projected forward to 2045.

Since 2010, job growth has recovered, with about 15,000
new jobs added from 2010 to the beginning of 2019.
Looking ahead, change in the health services and health
sciences sector, anchored locally by the Mayo Clinic, is
expected to be the main driver of job growth that will be
comparable to that seen in the 1980s and 1990s. A total
increase of 45,000-48,000 jobs is expected by the year
2045. With health care being an important component of
this growth, it is also expected that the number of
visitors to the city (2/3 of whom travel to Rochester for
health related reasons), will also see a significant
increase from about 1.75 million to 3 million per year as
measured by local lodging demand.

Figure 2-8: Historic/Projected Employment Growth by Time Period

Historic/Projected Annual Employment Growth by Decade
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Source: Historic from US Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis; Projections by ROCOG

o TR R £ S

2.15



2 ¢ Planning Area Profile

Figure 2-9 illustrates how wage and salary employment changed in each jurisdiction in Olmsted County between 2007
and 2017 as well as the level of employment in nhon-incorporated (“rural”) areas and for Olmsted County. Byron realized
the largest percentage change, while some communities were reported to have lost employment. Totals for Chatfield and
Pine Island are for the Olmsted County portion of these cities only.

Figure 2-9: Wage & Salary Employment by Jurisdiction—2007/2017
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Figure 2-10 summarizes employment projections prepared by ROCOG for 2045 by major economic sector in Olmsted
County. The Health Services industry, anchored by the Mayo Medical Center, is anticipated to see significant growth,
along with lower levels of growth in keeping with population trends in the retailing and service sectors.
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Figure 2-10: ROCOG Employment Projections
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Labor Force/Commuting

A critical transportation issue for the Rochester area economy is the sourcing of labor force to fill local jobs. The labor
force for the Rochester MSA is drawn from a significant geographic area that extends well beyond the boundary of
Olmsted County. Some crucial facts about workers in Olmsted County and Southeast Minnesota:

Olmsted County’s share of the regional labor force grew from 58% to 67% from 2000-2017.
Olmsted County labor force grew by 12,300 from 2000-2017.

The labor force in surrounding southeast Minnesota counties grew by only 1,900 during that time with three counties
seeing declines.

A Southeast Minnesota League of Municipalities study projects the Olmsted County labor force will grow by 30,450
between 2015 and 2040, while the regional labor force outside Olmsted will grow by only 3,000.

Figure 2-11: Resident and Regional Labor Force
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Rochester and Olmsted County draw workers from
throughout southeastern Minnesota to fill local jobs. The
regional labor market extends into northeastern Iowa
and southwestern Wisconsin. As shown in Figure 2-12,
approximately 33,000 persons from across the region
commute to Rochester each day for work, including
about 20,000 from outside Olmsted County and 13,000
Olmsted County residents from outside of Rochester,
resulting in a significant level of peak period travel
demand on regional highways to Rochester.

Figure 2-12: Place of Residence/Rochester
Commuters

Place of Residence / Commuters to Rochester

550 400 m Small Cities /

Olmsted Co

® Townships Abutting
Rochester
Other Olmsted
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lowa

m Wisconsin

Source: American Community Survey 2012-2016

Figure 2-13 illustrates the regional scope of the labor
shed that fills jobs in Rochester.

Looking ahead, the regional labor market may not be
able to support a significant level of additional job growth
if projections by the State Demographer and others for
the southeast Minnesota labor force in counties outside
Olmsted are reflective of future population growth.
Limited growth in the regional labor market since 2000
has been reflected in a slowing in the number of new
commuters coming into Olmsted County for work over
the last decade. Figure 2-14 illustrates historical growth
in commuting from surrounding counties that supply
workers to Olmsted County. An increasing number of
efforts are underway to bolster labor force supply,
including educational and recruitment efforts to attract
more young adults to stay in the region, and efforts to
bring levels of in-migration from outside of Minnesota
back to pre-recession levels.

While growth in the number of regional workers with a
job in Olmsted County has resumed, it has not reached
the pace seen before the recession.
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Figure 2-13: Regional Distribution of Commuters to Olmsted County

Place of Residence for Olmsted Workers living outside Olmsted County

| | I == - T i i '\.‘ | 8 Polk Barron RUSk 2
Stearns Sherburne & Anoka \
] G T — Taylor
Meeker eaghis N 151 T4 |
17 . j 18  Chippewa
2 | 363 Herinepin ‘L‘Ramsey St. Croix |
‘L | 12 Dunn
McLeod 8 Carver o )_/") l -
-4 1 e
5 42 Pierce Eau Claire Clark
72 J,_,,f_l;f/ 24 Scott 350 Dakota 20 Pepin
Sibley 7 e
J : o
& 2
- 12 Nicollet D T 175 Rice 39 Buffalo ‘ Jackson
L <15 Trempealeau |
Brown - " i ; 1
‘ 23 415 .
6 T 33 T
Biue Earth Waseca Steele : ‘
Watonwan Monsoe
se. |
| 9
8 —
Martin | 17  Faribault 121 Freeborn 88 Houston
4 Vernon
[Emmet Winnebago 12 Worth 77 Mitchell 244 Howard v
" . -Winneshiek h1 Allamakee
I Kossuth _ 26 - : . i 62 Crawford
Palo Alto 12 Hancock Cerro Gordo Floyd 87 Chickasaw . o 3
. 1 Fayette | 9 Clayton A " Grant

Source: U.S. Census 2012-2016 5 Year ACS Commuting Flows

2.20

LRTP

o R B £ 552005
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Figure 2-14: Number of Commuters to Olmsted County from Neighboring Counties
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The importance of the Rochester job market to regional residents is illustrated in Figure 2-15. For many cities and
townships within 25-30 miles of Rochester, the proportion of resident workers with a job in Rochester typically exceeds
25-30% of the local labor force. Figure 2-15 indicates the percentage of employed residents living in various townships
and cities within Olmsted and surrounding counties who work in Olmsted County. Approximately 82,000 Olmsted County
residents work within Olmsted County, supplemented by over 20,000 persons who commute to Olmsted County from
their place of residence outside the county. Maintaining reasonable accessibility for this workforce to Rochester is
important for both the businesses in Rochester and Olmsted County, and for the local economies of the towns and cities
throughout southeastern Minnesota.
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Figure 2-15: Percentage of Township and Municipal Labor Force Working in Rochester
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Economy

Table 2-5 highlights the changes that have been
occurring in the local economy by primary employment
sector in terms of how:

® The share of local employment accounted for by each
sector has changed

® The number of local business establishments
accounted for by each sector has changed

® The share of local wages accounted for by each
sector has changed

Mirroring trends seen across the country, the major
changes that have occurred in the makeup of the local
economy include:

® The education/health sector has grown significantly in
importance

® The manufacturing sector has seen a significant
decline in its contribution to economy

® Brick and mortar retail and wholesale trade sectors
have declined as a share of the economy

® The leisure/hospitality sector has grown in numbers
but wage growth lags

Rochester and Olmsted County have not been totally
immune from some of the larger patterns of economic

change that the United States has seen. Manufacturing in
particular composes a noticeably smaller share of jobs
and wages paid than in the past, due in no small part to
the reduced footprint of IBM in the city over the last 10-
15 years. The retail sector has also not been immune to
changes caused by the rise of online shopping, which
shows up most noticeably in the decline in the nhumber of
retail establishment in the county.

Along with the health services sector, other sectors
whose share of activity has seen an uptick include the
leisure and hospitality sector, which shows up primarily in
terms of the number of workers and establishments, and
the information services sector, which is involved in
providing and maintaining the critical telecommunications
infrastructure that is important to the 21st Century
economy. Wages generated by the education and health
sector have risen by more than 20 percentage points,
while the manufacturing share of wages has dropped by
more than 13 percentage points. With the expected
continued growth of health services and evolution of the
University of Minnesota-Rochester campus, it is
anticipated that the education and health sector share of
the economy will continue to expand as a share of overall
economic activity.
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Table 2-5: Employment Sector Shares

troloyment | “mromen | s | e Change in Sector Share
Sector

2000 2017 2000 2017 2000 2017 Employment Establishments Wages Paid
Resources and Mining |  0.2% 0.3% 0.9% 1.4% 0.1% 02% W) 01% () 06% () 0.0%
Construction 4.9% 3.9% 12.6% | 10.6% 5.3% 41% QRO -10% () -2.0% () -1.2%
Manufacturing 15.2% 6.9% 3.5% 3.1% 22.1% 89% W@ 83% () -04% @ -13.2%
Trade 16.4% | 14.2% | 25.8% | 21.7% | 10.8% 73% B 21% @ -41% @ -3.4%
Information 1.2% 1.7% 1.8% 1.5% 1.2% 16% W) 05% () -03% () 04%
Finance 2.9% 2.1% 105% | 101% | 2.7% 19% QO -07% (O -04% () -0.7%
Business Services 6.3% 5.3% 12.9% | 13.3% | 5.6% 44% W) -1.0% () 04% () -1.2%
Education / Health 38.0% | 50.9% | 8.9% 121% | 43.6% | 63.8% Q@ 129% () 31% @ 20.2%
Leisure / Hospitality 8.4% 9.1% 9.9% 11.6% | 3.2% 3.0 B 07% () 18% () -0.2%
Other Services 2.7% 2.5% 11.7% | 12.5% | 1.6% 1.2% ) -01% () 08% () -0.4%
Public Admin 3.9% 3.1% 1.5% 2.0% 3.9% 3.5% ) -09% () 0.5% ) -0.4%

Sources: ROCOG Analysis of County Business Patterns and Bureau of Labor Statistics data

Retail Sales

An important component of the local economy is the
retail sector and the role it plays in the regional

economy. Figure 2-16 highlights the trends in the value
of total sales of retail goods in Olmsted and surrounding
counties for selected years since 1982. Olmsted County’s
share of regional retail sales has declined slightly from
51.5% in 1998 to 49.6% in 2016, even while the amount
of sales has increased. Of those sales, retailers in the City
of Rochester have historically captured between 85%
and 95% of the total sales activity in Olmsted County,

and just under half of the retail sales in the region.
Olmsted County and the City of Rochester have adopted
local sales taxes that in part help fund transportation
improvements.

Sales taxes are a method for capturing some tax revenue
from visitors, commuters, and others who do not live in
Rochester or Olmsted County, but who utilize public
infrastructure in the City or County. Olmsted County’s
share of regional retail sales consistently has exceeded

2.24
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Figure 2-16: Olmsted County Capture of Regional Sales Activity
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the county share of regional population by 7-15% over
the last 25 years. All counties in the region have seen
steady growth in retail sales since 1982 at rates between
125% (Mower County) and 408% (Olmsted County).
These trends imply that retail customers in the region are
finding more places to make their purchases outside of
Olmsted County.

Coordination with Land Use and
Economic Development Plans

ROCOG addresses federal guidelines calling for
“...consistency between transportation improvements and
state and local planned growth and economic
development patterns” through many varied planning
activities. ROCOG, through its affiliation with the Olmsted
County Planning Department, is involved with the
development of the Olmsted County General Land Use
Plan, which defines planned urban service areas and

LRTP
2045
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resource protection areas. With its close working
relationship with the City of Rochester, ROCOG also was
involved in development of the city’s 2018
Comprehensive Plan, which included adoption of a
Growth Management Plan, as illustrated in Figure 2-17,
and an updated Future Land Use Plan, as illustrated in
Figure 2-18. These maps, which reflect assumptions
about the extension of future municipal services, define
the type and intensity of development expected to occur
within the Rochester urban service area. Planning for
transportation network improvements is linked to these
efforts through the use of common assumptions
regarding employment and population growth as well as
land absorption needs to support the level of planned
growth.

ROCOG, directly and through the Olmsted County
Planning Department, also works with organizations and
businesses regarding future economic development goals
and the transportation implications of economic
development initiatives. The 2010 Rochester Downtown
Master Plan and Mobility Plan was a major planning effort
that promises to establish the character of the major
activity center in Rochester for decades to come. This
project in particular has set an aggressive goal for travel
demand management of reducing the rate of single-
occupant-vehicle travel to the Rochester central business
district by 20 percentage points over 20 years, using
multiple strategies including parking changes,
enhancement of alternative modes, and a changing mix

of land uses to reduce private vehicular travel. The
Destination Medical Center Plan, adopted in 2015,
incorporated and expanded on these aggressive goals of
mode shift downtown, market/land use demand,
transportation investment, and other physical
infrastructure needs to support an expected doubling of
downtown employment and tripling of downtown
population over the next 20-25 years. ROCOG, through
the Olmsted County Planning Department, was directly
involved in technical committee work and preparing
materials for consideration by the Rochester Planning
Commission and City Council.

The anticipated distribution of future growth affects
planning for transportation infrastructure and services
such as transit. The location of residential growth, in
particular, influences peak hour travel. Figures 2-19 and
2-20 reflect assumptions about the spatial distribution of
residential and employment growth which have been
used in developing the ROCOG 2045 LRTP and tools such
as the ROCOG traffic forecasting model.

As noted earlier, the population of Rochester is expected
to grow from 117,000 in 2017 to over 162,000 by 2045.
This growth in population is projected to require an
additional 23,000 housing units by 2045 above current
level of approximately 48,000 units.
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b Growth Management Areas
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Figure 2-17: Rochester Growth Management
Plan (Source: City of Rochester)
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Figure 2-18: Rochester Future Land Use Plan
(Source: City of Rochester)
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Figure 2-19: Planning Assumptions for
Residential Growth in Rochester Urban Area

(Source: ROCOG)
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Figure 2-20: Figure 2 20: Planning Assumptions
for Employment/Student Growth in Rochester
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3 o Today’s Transportation System

Overview

Improving and maintaining the existing transportation
infrastructure and services that currently serve the needs
of residents, businesses, customers, visitors and workers
is one of the major responsibilities of state and local
governments. To effectively plan for transportation, it is
important to understand the investment that has been
made in transportation and how it is utilized. This section
of the Plan describes current travel levels and condition
of the primary transportation modes that serve the
ROCOG area, including the roadway network, transit
services, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and
commercial vehicle travel. Providing quality
transportation infrastructure is critical to the success of
our local economy and the quality of life in the ROCOG
area and other jurisdictions.

There are approximately 1,873 centerline miles of
roadway in the ROCOG Metropolitan Planning Area
(MPA), a 3% increase from the 1,820 miles reported in
the 2015. Currently, state highways account for about
9% of the mileage, Olmsted County roadways about
27%, municipal roads 31%, and townships roads

approximately 33%. Interstate 90, TH 52 north of I-90,
TH 63 south of Rochester, and TH 14 west of Rochester
are corridors on the National Highway System in the
ROCOG area.

Growth in Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT), which slowed
during the recession years of 2007-2011 to an annual
rate of 1.2% from 2.2% annually prior to the recession
(2001-2007), has rebounded to a 2.1% annual rate of
growth for the years 2011 through 2018. State highways
carry approximately 56% of the VMT, with about 23% of
VMT on county roads and 21% on Rochester city streets.

All jurisdictions have invested considerable funds in the
maintenance and preservation of the road and bridge
network. Pavement conditions across Olmsted County
and Rochester have improved since the 1990s, while
MnDOT faces challenges with unmet preservation needs,
due partially to the impact of mega-project construction
since 2000. Two such projects are the Rochester TH 52
reconstruction and the new Mississippi River crossing
projects on I-90 and in Winona. The overall bridge
condition has improved, with the share of bridges with a
sufficiency rating of 80 to 100 having increased from
42% to 87% between 1995 and 2018.
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Annual fixed route transit ridership in Rochester reached
1.8 million in 2017, with the system exceeding the pre-
recession ridership peak of 1.7 million from 2008 after a
period in which annual ridership dipped as low as 1.5
million in 2010. In 2018 and 2019 the system has seen
continued growth, with 2.0 and 2.1 million riders,
respectively, in those years. Dial-a-Ride ridership for
elderly and handicapped has generally been steady over
the last decade, though the introduction of evening and
peak period taxi service starting in 2017 to supplement
traditional reservation service provided by buses has
increased ridership by about 12%. The growth in transit
ridership, of which about 70% is for travel to work, has
helped to hold the percentage of single occupant vehicle
commuting relatively steady the last decade at about a
71% mode share.

Metrics regarding the total amount of bicycle and
pedestrian travel are not available. ROCOG has
participated in count efforts as part of MNDOT sponsored
research efforts in recent years which are reported later
in the chapter. Based on Census reported data from the
2014-2018 ACS, a total of 2500 individuals walk to work
and bicycle travel accounts for over half of the reported
1100 individuals using “Other Means” to get to work in
the city of Rochester.

Relative to freight travel, MnDOT has upgraded all state
highways to support 10-ton travel and 60% of the

Olmsted County State-Aid Highway (CSAH) currently
supports 10-ton travel.

ROCOG Area Roadway Network

There are 1,850 centerline miles of highways and local
roadways in the ROCOG area. As shown in Table 3-1,
state highways account for about 9% of the mileage,
county roadways for about 27%, and local roads for 64%
mileage.

Table 3-1: Roadway Ownership in ROCOG Area

MnDOT | Olmsted Local % Local

Miles Miles Miles Miles
ROCOG Area 160 499 1,192 64%
% ROCOG Network 9% 27% 64%
% Township
Network 11% 38% 51%
% Rochester
Network 4% 7% 89%
Byron 1.0 1.9 30.5 91%
Chatfield 0.8 1.3 7.5 78%
Dover 0.6 2.1 5.0 65%
Eyota 2.3 2.2 11.9 73%
QOronoco 2.0 0.0 21.9 92%
Pine Island 0.0 2.0 8.7 82%
Stewartville 2.7 2.3 24.7 83%
% Small City
Network 9% 8% 83%

Source: MnDOT Roadway Data @
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/roadway/data/
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Figure 3-1 illustrates the breakdown of road ownership in
the ROCOG area based on centerline mileage. Township
roads and local city streets (non-MSAS) account for 53%
of mileage, followed by the Olmsted County road
network which accounts for about 27% of mileage.

Figure 3-1: Distribution of Centerline Road
Mileage by Road System

2017 Miles of Road by Road System

W Interstates W USTrunk = MN Trunk CSAH ™ MSAS ™ County Rd M Townsl hip W City Street
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Interstates

7%
Township City Street MM Trunk

Source: MnDOT Roadway Data

However, when viewed from the perspective of capital
value (based on what the estimated cost would be to
construct each system today), the County State Aid
Highway Network accounts for the largest share of
investment, followed by US Trunk Highways and local
city streets. In aggregate, roads managed by MnDOT
account for about 30% of road investment, roads owned
by Olmsted County for about 33%, the Rochester and
small cities street networks for about 25% and township
roads for about 12%. Figure 3-2 illustrates the relative

breakdown of the value of different road system
throughout the ROCOG area.

Figure 3-2: Capital Value of Roads by Road
System

2017 Capital Value of Road Networks by System
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City Street Township

Source: ROCOG

Measured by the share of areawide vehicle miles of travel
(VMT) occurring on each system, roads under MnDOT
management account for approximately 53% of all
travel, city roads approximately 25% of VMT, Olmsted
County roads approximately 20%, and town roads the
final 1-2% of vehicle travel. Figure 3-3 illustrates this in
chart form.

Figure 3-4 illustrates the road network in the ROCOG
Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), indicating
jurisdictional ownership of various roadways and the local
city and township jurisdictions throughout the area.
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Figure 3-3: VMT Distribution by Road System

2017 Vehicle Miles of Travel by Road System
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Roadway Classification

Classification of roadway networks occurs for different
reasons but one of the most important to road
authorities are those that have implications relative to
funding eligibility. Three road classifications in particular
play a significant role in this regard:

® The National Highway System (NHS) which is defined
by the United State Department of Transportation and
used to determine eligibility for certain federal funds
set aside for the NHS

® The Federal Functional Classification System, required
by the U.S Department of Transportation as a basis
for reporting system data and used in part to
determine allocation of federal transportation funding

and identifying roadways eligible for use of these
funds

® Minnesota Local State Aid highway systems, including
both County and Municipal State Aid systems,
towards which a dedicated portion of state Highway
User Trust Funds are directed according to a formula
set in state statute

Figures 3-5 through 3-7 highlight these systems. Figure
3-5 illustrates the National Highway System (NHS) in the
ROCOG area, which consists of urban and rural principal
arterials that connect major population centers, airports
and other major terminal facilities, and major national or
regional travel destinations. NHS designation also
signifies roads that have been designated to have a role
in meeting national defense needs. A share of federal
funding must be specifically devoted by each state to
improve and preserve of the NHS.

Figure 3-6 illustrates the Federal Functional Classification
(FC) system in the ROCOG area. The FC system is
particularly important in the programming of
programmatic federal funds in that only work on Inter-
state Highways as well as designated arterials and
collectors on this system are eligible for federal funding.
The FC system is basically a tool for understanding the
existing and near-term function of the roadway system.
Roadways cannot be added to the system until roads
function in a different way.

3.4
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Figure 3-4: Roadway Ownership in ROCOG Area
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Figure 3-5: National Highway System in the ROCOG Planning Area
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Figure 3-6: Federal Functional Classification System in the ROCOG Area
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Figure 3-7: Roadways Eligible for State and Federal Funding
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3 e Today’s Transportation System

Minnesota Municipal and County State Aid funding is
targeted to municipalities over 5,000 in population as
well as counties. Maintenance at the township and small
city level comes from local property tax. Cities are given
more flexibility to add mileage to MSAS systems, while
counties must go through a statewide screening board to
make changes to their system. Each jurisdiction receives
an allotment of funding annually based on defined
allocation formulas, with a portion of funds set-aside for
maintenance purposes.

Roadway System Conditions

The condition of roadways is affected by many factors,
including the age of the pavement structure, the amount
of traffic that uses the roadway, environmental
conditions, and the frequency of maintenance actions
applied to the roadway. This section reports on the
current condition of the primary roadway networks in the
ROCOG MPA, including roads managed by MnDOT,
Olmsted County, and the City of Rochester.

Figures 3-8 through 3-11 illustrate the age profile of road
networks managed by these road authorities. The typical
life cycle of pavements, particularly arterial roadways, is
estimated at about 50 years. Age since first construction
or last reconstruction is an indicator of roadway
maintenance needs, since the passage of time affects the
level of pavement deterioration and the structural base of
the roadway.

Figure 3-8 illustrates the age profile of MNDOT
pavements. Many of the heavily traveled urban arterials,
such as TH 63 or TH 52 in Rochester, are fairly new
roadways where need for replacement will not occur
during the horizon of this Plan. The Interstate system in
the ROCOG are was built in the 1960s and early 70s, so
consideration needs to be given to possible major
rehabilitation work during the horizon of the Plan.

Approximately 55% of the Rochester street network as
illustrated in Figure 3-9 has been built in the last 30
years, indicating it should only require periodic
preservation work such as seal coating and mill and
overlay projects during the horizon of the Plan. Much of
the Rochester network is composed of low volume roads
(78%) typically found in neighborhoods, which
potentially can be managed to allow for a 60 to 70-year
life cycle before major rehabilitation is needed.

The Olmsted County network is broken into separate
rural and urban profiles as shown in Figures 3-10 and 3-
11. The urban network, illustrated in Figure 3-11, is
generally newer, which should require less in the way of
major rehabilitation work during the horizon of this Plan,
but will need attention to preservation such as timely mill
and overlay projects because of heavier traffic loadings.
The rural system, illustrated in Figure 3-10, is generally
older, but as highlighted by the large share of orange
and blue color in the columns, these are typically low
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Figure 3-8: MNnDOT Road Network Age Profile
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Figure 3-9: Rochester Road Network Age Profile
Rochester Street System Age Profile

H CBD m Low Vol m Maj Coll Minor Art ® Minor Coll B Principal Art

160 145.32

140
120
100
65.53
80 4572 4515 °3-76

60 5794 35.08 —
40 - B
Sl ..

w© < QS A0 g & &
N N VN e N R
N & O o S $

N N N

Centerline Miles

Figure 3-10: Olmsted County Rural Network Age
Profile
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Figure 3-11: Olmsted County Urban Network
Age Profile
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3 e Today’s Transportation System

volume roads (less than 1500 ADT), which likely can be
managed through a longer 60 or 70 life cycle with proper
maintenance.

Pavement Condition Trends in the ROCOG
Planning Area

Figures 3-12 through 3-14 provide a profile of current
pavement conditions on MnDOT, Olmsted County, and
Rochester streets and highways. Maintaining the upper
wearing layer of pavements is important in order to
provide acceptable ride quality for users. It also provides
safety and environmental benefits (such as lower noise
levels during tire contact with the pavement) that are
important to quality of life, particularly in more densely
populated areas. Various measures are used to measure
pavement quality, but generally they all provide similar
qualitative reporting results wherein a pavement surface
is rated on 4-point scale of Very Good to Poor. The
condition of a pavement and how it is trending over a
period of years is also an indicator of what type
preservation activity may be needed.

Figure 3-12 provides 2018 ratings for MNDOT roadways
in the ROCOG Area. MnDOT uses a family of 4 measures
to judge pavement condition:

® Ride Quality provides an indication of user satisfaction

® Surface Rating quantifies that condition of the top
pavement layer

® Pavement Quality Index takes these factors into
account to create a single overall rating scale that can
be used for prioritizing

® Remaining Surface Life (RSL) is an estimate, based on
standard life cycle practice given the condition of a
road, of how long before preservation work will be
needed

The pavement ratings are generally Good, although as
can be seen in the RSL, there are roadways (including TH
52 in Rochester and most state roads south and east of
I-90 that need attention in the near term.

Figure 3-13 shows how the condition of Olmsted County
roads has changed over time. In the early 2000s the
county was faced with a serious backlog of preservation
needs, as seen in the large share of “Poor” and “Fair”
pavements in the 2003 numbers. The County spent a
significant share of their roadway budget on just
preservation for a period of 3-4 years, which has resulted
in @ more stable overall network condition, particularly
for the share of road miles rated Poor.

Figure 3-14 illustrates condition trendlines for Rochester’s
asphalt and concrete pavements for the last 10 years.
Similar to Olmsted County, in the early 2000s Rochester
had a significant share of roadways classified as “Poor”
pavement conditions as growth pressures in the 1990s
led to a significant share of roadway dollars being spent
on system improvements. Rochester was able to direct
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Figure 3-12: Ride Quality Index, Pavement Quality Index, Surface Rating and Remaining Surface Life
of MnDOT Roadways - 2018
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Figure 3-13: Trends of Pavement Condition in Olmsted County 2003-2017
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Figure 3-14: Trends of Pavement Condition in Rochester 2003-2017
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3 e Today’s Transportation System

more dollars into preservation in the 2000s, resulting in a Olmsted County is responsible for 217 of these
more stable condition profile where the city has been structures, with an additional 158 managed by MnDQOT.
able to maintain 70-80% of roadways in Good or Very Olmsted County also assists local townships with their
Good condition over the last 10 years. bridge management needs, which involve 111 structures,
: - while 40 structures are under the ownership of
Brldge Conditions municipalities. Poor bridge and culvert based on
Currently there are a total of 538 bridge and culverts in sufficiency rating at Olmsted County level is shown in
the ROCOG MPA that are part of the statewide Bridge Figure 3-15. Through a concentrated partnership
Management System. This includes 179 bridge structures between the state and local units of government, the
and 359 culvert structures. Of these, 357 are over 20 structural quality of bridges has been improved over the
feet in length and thus eligible for federal bridge funding. last 25 years; however, maintaining this level of quality

will require continual investment in the ROCOG MPA.

Figure 3-15: Bridge and Culvert Sufficiency Rating in Olmsted County
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Bridges and Culverts Rating by Sufficiency
and Age

Figures 3-16 shows the age and sufficiency rating of
bridges from 1995 to 2018 in ROCOG area. Significant
efforts have been made in the last 20 years to increase
the share of bridges in “Very Good” condition (a
sufficiency rating above 80), and the age profile of the
bridge inventory has also improved. The number of

bridges exceeding 60 years in age has been reduced

significantly. Currently only 5 bridges in the county have
a sufficiency rating below 40. Culverts generally are not
subject to the same wear and tear as bridges and thus
have a longer service life (typically lasting upwards of 90
years versus 60 years for bridge structures) and are in
better condition. The structural integrity, adequacy, and
safety of bridges in meeting all functional travel requires
a continuous flow of federal and state funding.

Figure 3-16: Trends in Bridge Sufficiency Rating and Distribution of Bridges by Age 1995-2018
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3 e Today's Transportation System

Similarly, trends in culvert sufficiency rating and culvert
age in Olmsted County are shown in Figure 3-17. 98% of
culverts have a sufficiency rating of “Very Good”
(between 80 and 100) in Olmsted County. Only 1% of
culverts have a sufficiency rating of “Fair” (between 40-
59). The culvert by age graph in Figure 3-17 shows that

Figure 3-17: Culverts by Age and Sufficiency Rating 1995-2018

only 1% of culverts are over 90 years old. The majority
of culverts fall in the age category of between 16 and 35
years. The culvert age group between 76-90 years has
grown to 12% in 2018 which requires extra federal and
state funding in a few years to improve integrity,
adequacy and safety of bridge structure for public use.
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Vehicle Miles of Travel With the onset of the recession, VMT slowed to a 1%
annual rate from 2007 to 2011, again with growth in the
Vehicles miles of travel (VMT) in the ROCOG area has urban area (13% over 4 years) paired with a 9%

experienced three periods of change over the last 20 reduction in VMT in the regional area. Since 2011, VMT

grew at a rate of 2.2% annually from 2000 to 2007, expanding 9% between 2011 and 2017. Unlike earlier
driven by significant population and employment growth periods, however, total VMT growth has been greater in
in Olmsted County, particularly in the Rochester urban the regional area (10%) than the Rochester urban area
area. During this period VMT increased 26% in the (8%) during this period.

Rochester urban area but only 4% in the regional

ROCOG area.

Figure 3-18: Trend in Vehicles Miles of Travel Growth — ROCOG Planning Area 2001-2017
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Figure 3-19 compares VMT growth against a series of
metrics that are fundamental to the level of travel
occurring in any region. The chart compares growth rates
over different recent time periods for VMT, number of
households, population, and employment.

The left half of the chart compares change in these
factors for the last three decades, with the 1990s
representing a high-water mark for overall growth in the
Rochester area. Growth in the early 2000s was strong
enough to overcome the loss of jobs and slowing activity
in the latter part of the 2000s, while growth has
rebounded since 2010, but at a lower level. Of note
during all three periods is the fact that VMT growth was
stronger than growth in the other factors except for
employment growth in the 2010s.

The right half of the chart breaks down the period since
2000 into three periods including pre-recession, the
Great Recession itself, and post-recession. This
comparison shows growth in all factors except for
employment during the recession. Of note in this time
frame is that VMT growth has slowed to be more
consistent with the other factors, unlike earlier periods
where VMT growth was always higher. While slowing
VMT growth is understandable during the recession,
since that time the pattern may be influenced by
Rochester attracting a larger share of population and
employment growth to the urban area coupled with a

slowing in commuter growth (as was shown in Chapter
2), which has tempered the overall level of VMT growth.

Daily Travel in the Rochester Urban Area

Figure 3-20 illustrates the current level of traffic
occurring on Rochester area roadways based on the
latest State Aid traffic counts collected by MnDQOT in
2018. Figure 3-21 illustrates for the urban area the level
of growth that has occurred between 2000 and 2018 on
individual corridors throughout the urban area.

o TR R £ S

3.19



3 e Today’s Transportation System

Figure 3-19: Comparative Trends in VMT, Population and Employment in Olmsted County
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Figure 3-20: Average Annual Daily Traffic in Rochester Urban Area — 2018
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Figure 3-21: Traffic Growth on Streets and Highways in ROCOG Area — 2002/2004 to 2018
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Public Transit Ridership and Operating
Cost

Figure 3-22 illustrates the steady growth in annual
ridership that Rochester Public Transit has experienced
since 2010 along with the growth in annual fixed route
operating expenses. Ridership was impacted in
2009/2010 by the recession that began in 2008 but
began growing again in 2011. Annual ridership reached
2.1 million in 2019, with 42% of ridership associated with
direct service routes from city Park & Ride lots to
downtown and 58% associated with regular route
service. Annual per capita ridership is also showing an
upward trend, reaching 17.12 trips per capita in 2019.
Funding of fixed route transit shows operating costs
reached $8.5 million in 2018. As a result of State
Legislative action in 2016, an increasing share of
operating costs are covered by state funding sources.

Figure 3-23 illustrates ridership and operating expenses
for Rochester paratransit service for elderly and disabled
known as “ZIPS” (Zumbro Independent Passenger
Service). Ridership on the service has been fairly steady
with a slight upward trend observed in recent years. ZIPS
added taxi service for evening and peak demand periods
in 2017. Operating costs have trended upward in line
with general labor cost and supply cost trends.

A series of metrics for public transit are shown in Figure
3-24. Ridership has increased by over 3.5% annually,

supported by an increase in both vehicle hours of service
and miles of service. Key findings include:

® The rate of ridership growth has exceeded the growth
rate in service as measured by vehicle miles and
vehicle hours of service

® The rate