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INTRODUCTION & EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Summary
The TH 252 Corridor Study was undertaken by the City of Brooklyn Center to establish the long term vision 
for TH 252 that will address existing safety, congestion and neighbor connectivity issues on TH 252.  The goal 
of the study is to identify the short term and long term improvements on TH 252 that should be implemented 
within Brooklyn Center to accomplish the long term vision.  The project study area includes TH 252 between 
I-694 and TH 610 in the Cities of Brooklyn Center and Brooklyn Park.  

The study was guided by a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) with representatives from the City of 
Brooklyn Center, City of Brooklyn Park, Metropolitan Council, Metro Transit, and Minnesota Department of 
Transportation (MnDOT) who met throughout the process.

TH 252 is a Principal Arterial and MnDOT trunk highway.  It is currently an expressway design that varies 
between four and six lanes with at-grade signalized intersections.  The intersections on TH 252 all rank among 
the top 200 intersections in the state for crash costs and there have been a total of 6 fatal crashes since 2003 
with 4 fatal crashes in the City of Brooklyn Center.

Goals, objectives and evaluation criteria were established early in the study to guide the development and 
evaluation of alternatives for the corridor.  An evaluation of the existing traffic and safety in the corridor 
concluded that a freeway was the best alternative to safely accommodate future traffic volumes and allow 
TH 252 to serve its function as a Principal Arterial as designated in the Metropolitan Council’s 2040 
Transportation Plan.  The emphasis of principal arterials is on moving large volumes of traffic over long 
distances rather than providing direct access to land.  A freeway facility is consistent with the emphasis of 
principal arterials and would provide a safer facility and accommodate projected increases in traffic volumes 
on the corridor better than the existing facility or other at-grade intersection alternatives.  

There are currently three at-grade signalized intersections on TH 252 within the City of Brooklyn Center 
spaced approximately one-half mile apart: 66th Avenue, 70th Avenue and 73rd Avenue.  Metropolitan 
Council spacing criteria for urban freeways recommend that interchanges be spaced at least one mile apart.    
Within Brooklyn Center, improvements were considered at each of the existing at-grade signalized 
intersections on TH 252 ranging from improvements to the at-grade intersections to grade separated 
interchanges.  These improvements were evaluated to identify the best options at each intersection (in 
isolation) in order to establish a right of way footprint for each location.  At 66th Avenue the recommended 
alternative is a folded diamond interchange; a standard diamond interchange is recommended at 70th 
Avenue and either a half diamond interchange or split diamond interchange with Brookdale Drive is 
recommended for 73rd Avenue.  

This information was used to then establish potential long-term Freeway Access Concepts for the corridor.  
Four Freeway Access Concepts were identified within the City of Brooklyn Center.  The concepts included 
interchange access at 66th Avenue and 73rd Avenue (Concepts A and B), interchange access at 73rd Avenue 
only (Concept D), and interchange access at 70th Avenue (Concept F).  See pages 31–34 for further 
description of these concepts.  MnDOT prepared 2040 traffic forecasts for each of these concepts and 
developed preliminary alignments and profiles to ensure the feasibility of these alternatives.  These concepts 
were presented at three public open houses to get input from residents and businesses in the area.  These 
concepts were also evaluated against the evaluation criteria early in the study.  Based on the evaluation a 
combination of Concept A and B is recommended as the preferred freeway access concept in Brooklyn 
Center.  The recommended concept would have a folded diamond interchange at 66th Avenue, would close 
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BACKGROUND 
TH 252 was originally envisioned as a freeway facility. However, in recent years the transportation funding 
climate has changed and priorities have shifted to maintenance of existing facilities. As a result, MnDOT and 
Metropolitan Council plans have not included recommendations or funding to convert TH 252 to a freeway. 

Despite the change in funding availability, several recent plans and studies have acknowledged the need for 
improvements to address safety, traffic operations, and neighborhood connectivity issues in the TH 252 
Corridor. Several agencies have reexamined the long-term vision for TH 252 and identified interim 
improvements. Below is a summary of conclusions and recommendations from previous studies. 

MnDOT TH 252 Traffic Study
MnDOT completed a traffic study of TH 252 in 2008. The study identified existing and future safety and 
traffic congestion issues. As an interim measure to address traffic congestion, MnDOT recommended 
expanding the four-lane segment of TH 252 (Brookdale Drive to TH 610) to six lanes. 

Brooklyn Center Comprehensive Plan
The 2008 Brooklyn Center Comprehensive Plan identifies traffic congestion on TH 252 and the need to 
address congestion on TH 252 in order to reduce traffic demand on the city’s parallel arterial and collector 
roadways. The plan notes that several residential and business properties have access from the 66th, 70th, 
and 73rd Avenue N intersections. Any expansion of TH 252 must address access to these properties. 

Brooklyn Park Comprehensive Plan
The 2008 Brooklyn Park Comprehensive Plan recommended closing the median at 81st Avenue N/Humboldt 
Avenue to reduce congestion on TH 252. Right-in/right-out access was proposed at this location. In order to 
address the long-term traffic and safety issues at this intersection, the plan recommended studying conversion 
of TH 252 to a freeway facility. 

MnDOT Signal Optimization Study
A 2013 MnDOT Signal Optimization Study evaluated existing signal timing. The study recommended new 
timing plans to optimize traffic operations on TH 252. The new signal timing plans were implemented in 2014. 
The study also recommended expanding existing four-lane segment (Brookdale Drive to TH 610) to six lanes. 

Metropolitan Council 2030 Transportation Policy Plan
As noted above, the Metropolitan Council 2030 Transportation Policy Plan did not recommend freeway 
conversion of TH 252. However, the plan recommended construction of an additional northbound lane on 
either side of 81st Avenue. This project has been completed.

Minnesota State Highway Investment Plan
The 2014-2033 State Highway Investment Plan also does not include recommendations for TH 252 to be 
converted to a freeway facility. The plan includes TH 252 on the list of congestion and chokepoint unmet 
needs.
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EXISTING AND FORECAST CONDITIONS
In order to develop recommendations for interim improvements to TH 252, the study partners reviewed data 
on existing and forecast conditions in the TH 252 corridor. The sections below document corridor 
characteristics and analysis to better understand issues in the corridor. 

Existing Traffic Volumes and Congestion
Existing traffic volumes on TH 252 vary between 53,000 and 69,000 vehicles per day. The highest volumes 
are at the southern end of the corridor, between I-694 and 70th Avenue N. Figure 2 shows existing traffic 
volumes in the corridor. 

TH 252 is an expressway facility that varies between four and six lanes. TH 252 is six lanes between I-694 
and Brookdale Drive, with a four-lane segment between Brookdale Drive and TH 610. The charts in Figure 3 
illustrate that existing and forecast ADTs are greater than the capacity of a four-lane expressway facility. 
Existing traffic volumes result in Level of Service (LOS) D and E in the existing six-lane expressway segments. 

Figure 4 illustrates existing intersection conditions on TH 252. Overall intersection LOS is worst at Brookdale 
Drive (LOS F in the AM peak and C in the PM peak) and 85th Avenue N (LOS E in the AM Peak and D in the 
PM peak). While most intersections on TH 252 operate at an acceptable overall LOS, most eastbound and 
westbound movements are at LOS E and F in the morning and evening peak hours. Traffic crossing TH 252 can 
experience significant delays during the peak hour, as signals are optimized to move traffic on TH 252. 
Queue lengths can also be high on TH 252 during the peak hours. Queue lengths on TH 252 are greatest at 
66th, Humboldt, and 85th Avenues N.

Crash History
As noted above, TH 252 has some of the highest crash rates in the Twin Cities. The intersections on TH 252 all 
rank among the top 200 intersections in the state for crash costs. A review of MnDOT 2011–2013 crash data 
indicated that the greatest safety problems occur at the intersections with 66th and 85th Avenues N.  Figure 5 
shows the results of the crash analysis of TH 252.

At 66th Avenue N, the crash rate is 1.63, which exceeds the MnDOT Metro District critical crash rate of 0.75. 
The severity rate is 2.26, exceeding the MnDOT Metro District average severity rate of 0.9. The crash rate at 
85th Avenue N is 1.06, with a severity rate of 1.4.

Most intersection crashes (between 55 and 73 percent) were rear end crashes. A total of six fatal crashes 
occurred on TH 252 between 2003 and 2015. Two fatal crashes were associated with the intersection at 66th 
Avenue N and two fatalities occurred at 73rd Avenue N.  

Transit Service
Two existing express bus routes stop on TH 252. Route 765 serves Brooklyn Park, Brooklyn Center, and 
Downtown Minneapolis. Route 766 serves Anoka, Champlin, Brooklyn Park, Brooklyn Center, and Downtown 
Minneapolis. Existing stops are located on TH 252 at 66th, 70th, and 73rd Avenues N. Park and Ride lots are 
located on the west side of TH 252 at 66th and 73rd Avenues. Figure 6 shows the locations of existing transit 
stops and park and ride lots. As of fall 2014, approximately 90 to 100 transit riders board buses daily at 
the existing park and ride locations. The 2030 Metropolitan Council Transportation Policy Plan identifies TH 
252 as a location for new and improved express bus service. 
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Other Concerns in the TH 252 Corridor 
Figure 6 illustrates additional concerns in the TH 252 corridor. These concerns are summarized below:

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections

TH 252 is challenging to cross on foot or on bike. Crossings at signalized intersections are long and bicyclists 
and pedestrians experience long delays when waiting to cross. There are no opportunities for bicyclists and 
pedestrians to cross between signalized intersections, which are spaced approximately one half mile apart. 
There are also safety concerns related to at-grade pedestrian and bicycle crossings of TH 252, as it is a high 
speed expressway facility. These issues impact transit riders, as they must cross TH 252 on at least one end of 
their trip. These issues also limit connections between neighborhoods east and west of TH 252 and connections 
to the Mississippi River Trail, which parallels the Mississippi River on the east side of TH 252.

There is one bicycle and pedestrian bridge crossing TH 252 at 85th Avenue N. However, pedestrians and 
bicyclists still cross TH 252 at grade in this location because the bridge adds distance to their trip and access 
to the bridge is hard to find on the east side of TH 252.

Noise

In many locations, TH 252 is located in close proximity to residential properties. Residents are concerned 
about existing and future noise impacts from TH 252. Residents near the southeast corner of the intersection 
with 66th Avenue N have requested a noise wall be included in future improvements to TH 252.

Cut-through Traffic

Brooklyn Center staff, Brooklyn Park staff, and residents have observed cut-through traffic using 
neighborhood and collector streets to bypass traffic on TH 252. These streets are not designed to relieve 
traffic from TH 252. City staff and residents are concerned that cut-through traffic will increase as traffic 
volumes grow on TH 252.

Forecast Traffic Volumes and Congestion
MnDOT 2030 Average Annual Daily Traffic (ADT) forecasts project traffic volumes between 53,000 and 
79,000 ADT. Future traffic volumes are expected to be the highest between I-694 and 70th Avenue N, and 
73rd Avenue N and Brookdale Drive. Figure 2 shows forecast traffic volumes in the corridor. 

Forecast 2030 traffic volumes will continue to exceed the capacity of a four-lane expressway facility and will 
result in LOS E in the six-lane expressway segments. As shown in Figure 3, a four-lane freeway facility would 
accommodate the forecast 2030 traffic volumes at LOS D and E. A six-lane freeway facility would provide 
LOS C based on forecast 2030 traffic volumes. 

Forecast Conditions and Recommendations
As traffic continues to increase on TH 252, the traffic and safety issues outlined above will worsen. Crossing 
TH 252 will become more challenging for pedestrians and bicyclists. Traffic noise will increase. Cut-through 
traffic will increase as drivers attempt to avoid congestion on TH 252. A four- to six-lane freeway facility is 
recommended to accommodate forecast traffic volumes and address existing safety concerns on TH 252.  
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GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND EVALUATION CRITERIA
The following goals and objectives were identified to guide the TH 252 Corridor Study. The objectives of the 
study were used to form the evaluation criteria developed to guide alternatives analysis for the corridor. 

Goals

 Establish the long-term vision for TH 252
 Identify interim improvements to address existing congestion, safety, and neighborhood connectivity 

issues at the three intersections in Brooklyn Center (66th, 70th, and 73rd Avenues N)

Objectives 

 Identify expressway or freeway options for future vision
 Identify interim safety improvements
 Recommend interim mobility improvements
 Identify improvements for pedestrian and bicycle crossings
 Document proposed transit improvements
 Recommend projects for future competitive federal funding programs
 Develop recommendations for implementing interim and long-term improvements

Evaluation Criteria
Based on the identified goals and objectives, criteria were developed to help assess the alternatives.

 Congestion/Level of Service: Ability to provide sufficient capacity for the existing and forecast 
volumes on TH 252 and cross-streets.  

 Safety/Crash Reduction: Ability to reduce crashes on TH 252.
 Compliance with Design Standards: Measure of how well the design meets drivers’ expectations and 

established design standards.
 Construction Cost: Estimated construction cost based on need for bridges or tunnels, reconstruction of 

TH 252 mainline lanes, reconstruction of 66th Avenue and the construction of ramps.
 Potential for Funding Grants: Potential for success in obtaining funding through STP grants or other 

similar programs
 Right of Way Impacts: Measure of how much right of way impacts are anticipated.
 Access: Measure of how many movements are preserved to/from TH 252.
 Pedestrian/Bicycle Connectivity and Safety: Ability to improve pedestrian and bicycle crossings and 

safety at TH 252.
 Development Impacts/Potential: Related to right of way impacts and access: alternatives with the 

least right of way impacts and best access are rated more highly.
 Transit Service: Ability of alternative to accommodate transit stops on TH 252.
 Compatibility with Long-Term Vision for TH 252: Measure of how compatible an alternative is with 

the long-term freeway vision for TH 252.
 Neighborhood Connectivity Benefits: Ability to provide better connectivity between neighborhoods 

for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles. 
 Environmental Impacts: Assumes that environmental impacts will be greater for alternatives with 

higher construction costs and greater right of way needs.



TH 252 Corridor Study

Page 16

LONG TERM VISION
Long Term Freeway Access Concepts

The long term vision for TH 252 is a freeway facility.  TH 252 is designated as a Principal Arterial in the 
Metropolitan Council’s 2040 Transportation Plan.  The emphasis of principal arterials is on moving large 
volumes of traffic over long distances rather than providing direct access to land.  Given the role of TH 252 in 
the regional transportation system it is not reasonable to divert traffic to other routes and attempts at 
reducing speeds through signing or other methods will only result in more congestion and a reduction in safety.  
A freeway facility would provide a safer facility and accommodate projected increases in traffic volumes on 
the corridor better than the existing facility or other at-grade intersection alternatives. Existing safety issues 
would also be improved by a freeway facility, as most crashes in the corridor are rear-end crashes 
associated with traffic signals on the corridor. A freeway would also improve neighborhood connectivity by 
reducing delay and improving safety for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists crossing TH 252.

There are currently six at-grade signalized intersections on TH 252, spaced approximately one half mile 
apart. Metropolitan Council spacing guidelines for urban freeways recommend that interchanges be spaced 
at least one mile apart. If TH 252 is converted to a freeway, it will be necessary to close access to TH 252 in 
several locations. 

A phased approach will be required to convert TH 252 into a freeway facility since it is not currently 
identified in the 2040 Metro Council Transportation Policy Plan or in the Minnesota State Highway 
Improvement Plan. The Brooklyn Center City Council has formally requested that the TH 252 freeway 
conversion project be added to these plans (see Appendix C for the resolution and letter to MnDOT). It is 
proposed that interchanges, overpasses, and pedestrian/bicycle bridges be constructed in stages as funding 
is available. 

Potential interchange locations were identified in the Technical Advisory Committee Meetings and in public 
meetings.  MnDOT took this information and developed seven access concepts for the corridor for the 
purposes of modeling the impacts on local traffic.  These concepts are shown on Figure 7. All of the concepts 
have a full interchange at 85th Avenue and Brookdale Drive in Brooklyn Park and no access to TH 252 at 
Humboldt Avenue. The options either show Humboldt Avenue closed or with an overpass. 

In Brooklyn Center the concepts include alternatives with full access at 66th Avenue, 70th Avenue, 73rd 
Avenue or at 66th and 73rd Avenue.  If there is full access at 66th Avenue there will be no access to TH 252 
at 70th Avenue.  It will either be closed or have an overpass with connection to West River Road. With access 
at 66th Avenue there may also be access at 73rd Avenue.  If the full access is located at 70th Avenue there 
would be no access at 66th Avenue or at 73rd Avenue. 

Transit

The City of Brooklyn Center’s long-term vision for transit on TH 252 is to enhance both the regional and local 
service from what is currently provided.  Metro Transit plans to continue express service bus service on TH 
252. It is expected that some park and ride users from communities north of Brooklyn Center will use the 
newly expanded park and ride on TH 610 and Foley Boulevard NW. Metro Transit plans to serve Brooklyn 
Center transit users by maintaining at least one stop on TH 252. It will be important to coordinate with Metro 
Transit to integrate transit stops into future interchanges and to enhance amenities.
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INTERIM INTERSECTION ALTERNATIVES IN BROOKLYN CENTER 
Several interim intersection alternatives were considered to address the traffic operations, safety, and 
neighborhood connectivity issues in the TH 252 corridor. Interim alternatives focus on options at the 
intersections in Brooklyn Center: at 66th, 70th, and 73rd Avenues N. The following sections describe the 
alternatives considered at each intersection.

The interim intersection improvements idea was to focus on recommended projects that could be funded 
through various state and federal competitive funding programs and could be initiated within the next few 
years. The goals of these recommendations were that interim improvements would be consistent with the long-
term vision of converting TH 252 to a freeway facility and not be “throw away” projects.

66th Avenue N Alternatives

Alternatives Rejected  

A total of 14 interim intersection alternatives were developed for 66th Avenue N. Six alternatives were 
rejected based on concerns about the safety of the design and/or restriction of access for certain movements. 
The alternatives rejected are shown in Figure 8 and described below.

1. J TURN
The J-Turn alternative was rejected because it would provide insufficient capacity for future traffic volumes. It 
would also provide unacceptable access to northbound TH 252.

2. HIGH “T”
This alternative was rejected because it would result in an unacceptable weaving distance on southbound TH 
252 between 66th Avenue N and I-694.

3. PARTIAL FOLDED DIAMOND
A partial folded diamond was rejected because it would not provide access from northbound I-94/TH 252 to 
66th Avenue N. 

4. HALF DIAMOND
This alternative was rejected because it would not provide access to 66th Avenue N from northbound I-94/TH 
252. It also would not provide access to southbound TH 252 from 66th Avenue N.

5. RELOCATE 66TH AVENUE: DIAMOND
A diamond interchange located north of 66th Avenue N was rejected because it would result in an 
unacceptable weaving distance on southbound TH 252 between 66th Avenue N and I-694.

6. RELOCATE 66TH AVENUE N: HALF DIAMOND 
This alternative was rejected because it would provide unacceptable access to and from TH 252.





TH 252 Corridor Study

Page 20

Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Eight of 14 alternatives for 66th Avenue N were considered in detail. These alternatives are shown on Figure 
9 and are summarized below. 

1. GREEN “T” WITH “J” TURN
This alternative would provide right-in/right-out access on TH 252 at 66th Avenue N, as well as left-out 
access from eastbound 66th Avenue N to northbound TH 252. The green “T” with “J” turn alternative would 
not provide access across TH 252 at 66th Avenue N except for a pedestrian/bicycle underpass.

2. GREEN “T” WITH SOUTHBOUND FLYOVER
The green “T” with southbound flyover would provide right-in/right-out access to TH 252. It would also 
provide left-in access from northbound TH 252 to westbound 66th Avenue N and left-out access from 
eastbound 66th Avenue N to northbound TH 252. This alternative also includes a southbound flyover that 
would bypass 66th Avenue N. The green “T” with southbound flyover would not provide access across TH 252 
at 66th Avenue N except for a pedestrian/bicycle underpass.

3. FOLDED DIAMOND
This alternative would provide full access to TH 252 at 66th Avenue N via ramps located north of the existing 
intersection. The folded diamond would provide grade separated access across TH 252 at 66th Avenue N. 
This alternative would require closure of access at 70th Avenue N.

4. BUTTONHOOK
The buttonhook alternative is similar to the folded diamond alternative as it would provide full access to TH 
252 at 66th Avenue N via ramps located north of the existing intersection. This alternative would also provide 
grade separated access across TH 252 at 66th Avenue N. The configuration of the ramps on the east side of 
TH 252 is the main difference between the folded diamond and buttonhook intersections. Similar to the folded 
diamond, this alternative would require closure of access at 70th Avenue N.

5. QUADRANT INTERCHANGE
This alternative would provide right-in/right-out access at 66th Avenue N. Access across TH 252 would be 
accommodated via an overpass located north of the existing intersection. 

6. QUADRANT INTERCHANGE WITH ROUNDABOUTS
The quadrant interchange with roundabouts is similar to the quadrant interchange alternative. It would 
provide right-in/right-out access at 66th Avenue N and an overpass located north of the existing intersection. 
However, this alternative includes roundabouts at the intersection of the existing 66th Avenue N and proposed 
overpass. 

7. UNDERPASS AT 66TH AVENUE N
An underpass at 66th Avenue N would route 66th Avenue N underneath TH 252. This alternative would not 
provide access to TH 252.

8. CLOSURE OF EAST SIDE ACCESS AT 66TH AVENUE N WITH PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE BRIDGE
This alternative would maintain the existing signalized intersection at 66th Avenue N. It would close access on 
to and from the east side of TH 252. To address connectivity issues for pedestrians and bicyclists, this 
alternative would include a pedestrian and bicycle bridge. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities and Connections

Pedestrian and bicycle connections across TH 252 are included in all alternatives considered in detail (shown 
in Figure 9). Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide access across TH 252 via a pedestrian/bicycle underpass. 
Alternatives 3-7 would include bicycle and pedestrian facilities (sidewalk and/or multi-use trail) as part of the 
overpass or underpass of TH 252. Alternative 8 includes a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over TH 252. All 
alternatives would improve safety and comfort for people walking and bicycling across TH 252.

Transit

There are existing far side transit stops on TH 252 at 66th Avenue N. Buses stop on the shoulder of TH 252 
immediately past the intersection. A park and ride is located on the southwest corner of the intersection 
(shared with the Regal Cinemas parking lot). Current transit stop conditions create safety issues for motor 
vehicles and transit users. Transit users must walk across TH 252 at grade to access at least one stop on their 
transit trip. There are sometimes conflicts between buses entering/exiting bus stops and through vehicle traffic 
on TH 252.

The City of Brooklyn Center and Metro Transit would like to keep a transit stop at 66th Avenue N. If an 
interchange is pursued at this location, the city and MnDOT will have to further investigate options for 
providing convenient and enhanced transit service at this location. Metro Transit would prefer to keep bus 
stops on the mainline because exiting and entering TH 252 would create unacceptable delay for transit users. 

70th Avenue N Alternatives 
Three alternatives were considered for 70th Avenue N, as shown in Figure 10. As noted in the discussion of 
alternatives at 66th Avenue N, access at 70th Avenue N would need to be closed if an interchange is 
constructed at 66th Avenue N. 

1. Close 70th Avenue N and Provide Pedestrian Crossing

This alternative closes access to TH 252 at 70th Avenue N and constructs a cul-de-sac west of TH 252. This 
alternative includes a bicycle and pedestrian bridge or underpass to provide pedestrian and bicycle access 
across TH 252. This alternative could be considered if an interchange was constructed at 66th Avenue N.

2. Underpass or Overpass

This alternative includes an underpass or overpass at 70th Avenue N with no access to TH 252. The underpass 
or overpass would include bicycle and pedestrian facilities via a sidewalk and/or multi-use trail. This 
alternative could be considered if an interchange was constructed at 66th Avenue N.

3. Interchange

An interchange at 70th Avenue N would provide full grade-separated access to and across TH 252. The 70th 
Avenue N overpass would include bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Due to Metropolitan Council interchange 
spacing guidelines, an interchange could only be constructed at 70th Avenue N if access to TH 252 was closed 
at 66th Avenue N.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities and Connections

All three alternatives would provide grade-separated access across TH 252 for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Alternative 1 would provide a crossing of TH 252 separate from motor vehicle traffic. Alternatives 2 and 3 
would include sidewalk and/or trail as part of an overpass of TH 252.
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Transit

There are existing far side transit stops on TH 252 at 70th Avenue N. These bus stops could remain if access is 
closed at 70th Avenue N, as long as sidewalks are provided to connect from an overpass to transit stops. 
However, this situation could create safety issues between vehicles and buses entering/exiting the shoulder. 
Similar to 66th Avenue N, additional options will need to be considered to provide convenient transit service if 
an interchange is pursued at this intersection. 

73rd Avenue N Alternatives 
Two alternatives were considered for 73rd Avenue N, as shown in Figure 11. Due to Metropolitan Council 
interchange spacing guidelines, an interchange at this location could only be considered if access to TH 252 is 
closed at 70th Avenue N.

1. Half Diamond

This alternative provides access to 73rd Avenue N from northbound TH 252 and southbound access to TH 252 
from 73rd Avenue N. A half diamond at this location would be paired with half diamond at Brookdale Drive 
to provide northbound access to TH 252 and southbound access to 73rd Avenue N via a frontage road. 
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be included on the 73rd Avenue overpass of TH 252. As mentioned 
above, this alternative could only be pursued if access to TH 252 was closed at 70th Avenue N.

2. Overpass or Underpass

An overpass or underpass could be considered if an interchange is constructed at 70th Avenue N. This 
alternative would not provide access to TH 252. Sidewalk and/or trail would be provided on the 
overpass/underpass.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities and Connections

Both alternatives would provide grade-separated access across TH 252 for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would include sidewalk and/or trail as part of an overpass or underpass of TH 252.

Transit

There are existing far side transit stops on TH 252 at 73th Avenue N. There is a park and ride on the 
southwest corner of the intersection (shared with a church). As with 70th Avenue, these bus stops could remain 
if access is closed, as long as sidewalks are provided to transit stops. Additional options will need to be 
considered to provide convenient and enhanced transit service if an interchange is pursued at this intersection. 
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Evaluation of Alternatives
The alternatives described above were evaluated based on the following criteria:

 Congestion/Level of Service 
 Safety/Crash Reduction
 Compliance with Design Standards
 Construction Cost
 Potential for Funding Grants
 Right of Way Impacts
 Access
 Pedestrian/Bicycle Connectivity and Safety
 Development Impacts/Potential
 Transit Service
 Compatibility with Long-Term Vision for TH 252
 Neighborhood Connectivity Benefits 
 Environmental Impacts

The sections below describe the performance of the alternatives based on the evaluation criteria. 

Evaluation of 66th Avenue Intersection Alternatives

The evaluation of the alternatives against the criteria is presented in Tables 1 and 2.  Table 1 presents the 
evaluation in a rating relative to each criterion.  The rating is from low to high with intermediate ratings of 
low-medium, medium, and medium-high.  Table 2 assigns a numerical value of 0 to 4 to the rating, with 0 
assigned to a low rating and 4 assigned to a high rating.  The following discusses how the ratings were 
developed understanding that the ratings are generalized and not based precisely on statistical data.

Congestion/Level of Service: This criterion measures the ability to provide sufficient capacity for the 
existing and forecast volumes on TH 252 and cross-streets.  The alternatives are scored based on whether 
they are under capacity (the alternative provides more capacity than needed); at capacity, or over capacity 
(the existing or forecast volumes exceed the capacity that can be provided with the alternative).   All the 
grade separated alternatives can provide sufficient capacity at 66th Avenue to meet the forecast demand.  
The “J” Turn intersection will not provide sufficient capacity to meet demand.  The Green ”T” intersection with 
“J” turn will provide sufficient capacity to meet the current demand but there will still be some back-ups  on 
southbound TH 252 at 66th Avenue in the am peak hour.  The Green “T” intersection with flyover will provide 
additional capacity by grade separating the traffic destined to I-694.
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Safety/Crash Reduction: This criterion measures whether the alternative will reduce crashes at 66th Avenue 
and TH 252.  Currently 65% of the crashes at this intersection are rear end crashes and 14% are side swipes.  
The traffic signal at the end of the freeway section, with weaving and other activities that demand the drivers’ 
attention also occurring in the same area, is one of the primary reasons for rear end crashes.  The weaving, 
which occurs in the section between 66th Avenue and I-694, results in both side-swipe and rear end crashes.  
Alternatives that can eliminate the traffic signal will improve safety and reduce crashes.  

If the alternative can also increase the length of weaving sections or eliminate the weave altogether it will 
result in even greater crash reduction.  Therefore alternatives are rated as providing either no crash 
reduction, low-moderate crash reduction (either eliminates signal in one direction or improves weave), 
moderate (eliminates signal entirely), high-moderate (eliminates signal entirely and improves weaving 
lengths), high (eliminates signal and eliminates or improves weaving lengths).

Compliance with Design Standards: This criterion is a measure of how well the design meets drivers’ 
expectations.  Design standards are established to provide guidance on curves, grades, sight distance, 
weaving lengths, lane widths, and other project elements to provide consistency in design and a roadway that 
provides ample time for driver decisions.  

At this point in the design process it is assumed that in general design standards will be achieved.  However, 
there are several design elements that are dependent on the spacing of access and the amount of right-of-
way available.  One element is the distance available for weaving.   A minimum separation of 1000 feet 
between on-ramps and off-ramps is desired.  A second element is the consistency in access to cross-streets.  
Simpler access is desirable and a diamond interchange is the simplest type of interchange access.  If frontage 
roads exist it is desirable for the frontage road to have a separate intersection with the cross-street a 
minimum of 300 feet from the ramp intersections.  Scissors ramps (frontage road crossing an entrance or exit 
ramp) and ramps connecting directly to frontage roads are less desirable because it creates the potential for 
wrong way traffic movements and confusion on who has the right-of-way.  It can also be confusing for way 
finding.  

Alternatives that result in less than 1000 feet between on and off-ramps are rated low or low-medium 
relative to meeting design standards.  Unconventional ramp configurations such as scissor ramps or buttonhook 
ramps were rated medium.   More traditional ramp configurations that provided acceptable weaving lengths 
were rated medium-high or high.

Construction Cost: There are three or four considerations that will have a major impact on construction costs 
including the need for bridges or tunnels, reconstruction of TH 252 mainline lanes, reconstruction of 66th 
Avenue and the construction of ramps.  In general at-grade solutions will be the lowest cost; most likely in the 
$3M to $5M dollar range.  However, because the at-grade solutions will eliminate the ability to cross TH 252 
at grade a pedestrian bridge or tunnel will be needed for these alternatives.  This would add another $1M to 
$2M in costs.  The Green “T” with SB Flyover would have another $3M to $4M in costs and the High “T” 
intersection would have $5M to $6M more in costs.  

The other end of the cost range is the alternatives that construct an interchange on 66th Avenue in its present 
location.  These alternatives would require either raising or lowering of TH 252 and the reconstruction of 66th 
Avenue in order to achieve the grade separation, maintain access and provide reasonable grades.  That will 
make these alternatives the most expensive.  Typical interchange costs are on the order of $15M to $20M 
dollars.  
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In between the at-grade options and the interchange alternatives at 66th Avenue are the alternatives that 
construct a new bridge north of 66th Avenue.  These alternatives will provide grade separation but do not 
require reconstruction of the TH 252 mainline or 66th Avenue.  The new bridge can also be used for 
pedestrian and bicyclists crossing TH 252.  The costs for these alternatives are similar to the partial grade 
separation alternatives.  Therefore at-grade alternatives were given a rating of high (low construction costs) 
and the 66th Avenue grade separation alternatives were given a rating of low (high construction costs) with 
the other alternatives somewhere in between.

Potential for Funding Grants: The potential for success in obtaining funding through STP grants or other 
similar programs will be dependent on cost and how well the alternative addresses the evaluation criteria.  
Typical criteria used for these grants include measures related to congestion, safety, design standards and 
accommodation of other modes.  Therefore the alternatives with the highest potential are the ones that score 
best in the first 4 categories.  The cost of the alternative may have a greater impact on the funding potential 
than the other factors and therefore the high cost alternatives were rated lower.

Right-of-way Impacts: The two at-grade options should require very little if any right-of-way.  The Green 
“T” with SB flyover could require some right-of-way along the west side of the flyover impacting existing 
parking for the gas station south of 66th Avenue.  The High ”T” intersection would have similar right-of-way 
needs to the at-grade intersections.  All of the remaining alternatives will likely require the acquisition of both 
the gas station north of 66th Avenue on the west side of TH 252 and a home on the east side of 66th Avenue.  
There are some partial takes that will likely be needed with the folded diamond interchange.

Access: The at-grade alternatives have the largest impact on access because they restrict through traffic on 
66th Avenue and they restrict the left-turn in or left-turn out at 66th Avenue.  The partial interchange options 
such as the half diamond interchange will provide less direct access from and to the south at 66th Avenue 
while providing east-west movements on 66th Avenue.   Access between TH 252 and the commercial 
businesses on the west side of TH 252 is one of the more important considerations for the City as it affects the 
value of this property as commercial property.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Connectivity/Safety: It is assumed that a pedestrian/bicycle connection will be 
provided either through a separate pedestrian bridge or tunnel adjacent to 66th Avenue for the at-grade 
alternatives and that any grade separated alternative will include bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  
Therefore it is assumed that all of the alternatives would provide the desired pedestrian/bicycle connections.

Development Impacts/Potential: The development potential of an alternative is related to the right-of-
way impacts and access.  Those alternatives that have the least right-of-way impact and the best access 
would be the best alternatives for development or redevelopment.

Transit Service: All alternatives were judged the same at this time because it will depend on how transit 
facilities are modified to fit the alternative.  The at-grade alternatives will still have some signal delay at 
66th Avenue for transit while the grade separated alternatives may result in some changes in how service is 
provided.

Compatibility with Long-Term Vision for TH 252: Long term it is clear that TH 252 needs to be a 
controlled access freeway in order to meet the traffic demands in the corridor.  Alternatives that provide 
more of a traditional interchange at 66th Avenue will be more compatible with that long term vision.  The 
alternatives that have a bridge north of the existing 66th Avenue could potentially be compatible with a 
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freeway long term vision with some reconfiguration of the access to provide access similar to the folded 
diamond or buttonhook interchanges only farther north.

Neighborhood Connectivity Benefits: The alternatives that provide grade separation for pedestrians 
and bicycles as well as vehicles provide better connectivity between neighborhoods than just providing for 
grade separated movements for pedestrians and bicyclists.  The at-grade alternatives and the partial grade 
separation alternatives eliminate through movements on 66th Avenue and would have negative impacts on 
neighborhood connections.

Environmental Impacts: It is expected that the environmental impacts should be relatively low for this 
project.  In general it was assumed that the level of environmental impact would be proportional to the 
construction cost and right-of-way needs.  That is, the alternatives that have a higher construction cost and 
right-of-way requirements would also have higher environmental impacts.

Preferred Alternative for 66th Avenue N
Based on the evaluation described above, Alternative 3: Folded Diamond was selected as the preferred 
alternative at 66th Avenue N. This alternative provides the greatest safety and traffic operations benefits. 
While this alternative has the highest cost, it is compatible with the long-term freeway vision of TH 252 and 
has greater potential to receive regional funding grants for construction. This alternative would provide 
neighborhood connectivity benefits for pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers. 
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 This alternative does not provide access to northbound TH 252 at 73rd Avenue which makes access 
from the east side neighborhoods around 73rd Avenue very circuitous.

Concept B
Concept B has a folded diamond interchange at 66th Avenue and full access at 73rd Avenue.  The access to 
TH 252 at 70th Avenue would be closed but a vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle bridge would be provided to 
connect the east and west sides of TH 252.  

Benefits

The primary benefits of this concept are:

 It provides a safe grade separated crossing of TH 252 for bikes and pedestrians at 66th Avenue, 
70th Avenue, and 73rd Avenue.

 It will provide safe vehicle access to TH 252 at 66th Avenue and 73rd Avenue (both directions).
 This alternative generally maintains existing traffic patterns in the neighborhoods.
 It maintains the existing commercial property access to TH 252 and preserves the viability of these 

commercial businesses.
 The improvements would include noise walls and screening for residential properties.
 The 70th Avenue connection to West River Road would provide an alternative access for the 

residential neighborhood on the east side.

Impacts

 The primary impacts of this concept are:

 This concept will require acquisition of 2 to 3 properties on the east side of TH 252 and 4 properties 
on the west side of TH 252 for 66th Avenue.

 The 70th Avenue grade separated crossing would result in the acquisition of another 9 properties east 
of TH 252.

 Traffic that uses 70th Avenue to access TH 252 today would be rerouted to either 66th Avenue or 
73rd Avenue.  This is a relatively low volume.

Concept D
Concept D has no access to TH 252 at 66th Avenue and full access at 73rd Avenue.  A grade separated 
crossing would be provided at 66th Avenue for vehicles, bikes and pedestrians.  The access to TH 252 at 70th 
Avenue would be closed but a vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle bridge would be provided to connect the east 
and west sides of TH 252.  

Benefits

The primary benefits of this concept are:

 It provides a safe grade separated crossing of TH 252 for bikes and pedestrians at 66th Avenue, 
70th Avenue, and 73rd Avenue.

 It will provide safe vehicle access to TH 252 at 73rd Avenue (both directions).
 The improvements would include noise walls and screening for residential properties.
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 The 70th Avenue connection to West River Road would provide an alternative access for the 
residential neighborhood on the east side.

Impacts

 The primary impacts of this concept are:

 The 70th Avenue grade separated crossing would result in the acquisition of 9 properties east of TH 
252.

 Additional roadway easements would also be required at 73rd Avenue.
 This alternative would result in significant changes in traffic patterns.  Traffic volumes would increase 

on Dupont Avenue, on 73rd Avenue, and on 70th Avenue.  Traffic volumes would also increase on 
West River Road south of 73rd Avenue.  It may be necessary to widen 70th Avenue and 73rd Avenue 
to accommodate the increased traffic.  

 Traffic volumes will go down on 66th Avenue near TH 252 and the viability of the commercial 
properties in this area will be significantly reduced.  Many of these businesses are dependent on 
access to TH 252.  This impact will reduce commercial property values and tax base and may also be 
reflected in right of way costs for the project.

Concept F
Concept F has no access to TH 252 at 66th Avenue and full access at 70th Avenue.  A grade separated 
crossing would be provided at 66th Avenue for vehicles, bikes and pedestrians.  The access to TH 252 at 
73rd Avenue would be closed but a vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle bridge would be provided to connect the 
east and west sides of TH 252.  

Benefits

The primary benefits of this concept are:

 It provides a safe grade separated crossing of TH 252 for bikes and pedestrians at 66th Avenue, 
70th Avenue, and 73rd Avenue.

 It will provide safe vehicle access to TH 252 at 70th Avenue.
 The improvements would include noise walls and screening for residential properties.

Impacts

 The primary impacts of this concept are:

 The 70th Avenue grade separated crossing would result in the acquisition of 9 properties east of TH 
252 and potential acquisition of an apartment building on the west side of TH 252.

 Additional roadway easements would also be required at 73rd Avenue.
 This alternative would result in significant changes in traffic patterns.  Traffic volumes would increase 

on Dupont Avenue and on 70th Avenue.  Traffic volumes would also increase on West River Road near 
70th Avenue.  It will be necessary to widen 70th Avenue to accommodate the increased traffic.  

 Traffic volumes will go down on 66th Avenue near TH 252 and the viability of the commercial 
properties in this area will be significantly reduced.  Many of these businesses are dependent on 
access to TH 252.  This impact will reduce commercial property values and tax base and may also be 
reflected in right of way costs for the project.
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PUBLIC INPUT

Public Involvement Process
Public input informed the TH 252 Corridor Study process. Four open house meetings were held as part of the 
project. The first open house was held on May 21, 2014. The purpose of this open house was to present 
information on existing and future conditions and gather input on issues in the corridor. The second open house 
was held on February 10, 2015. The purpose of the second open house was to share alternatives for 66th, 
70th, and 73rd Avenues N and present an evaluation of the alternatives. The third open house was held on 
April 2, 2015. The purpose of the third open house was to present and evaluation of alternatives for freeway 
access throughout Brooklyn Center and gather feedback regarding the alternative locations. Public comments 
received from the first three open house meetings are included as Appendix B. Following the third open house 
meeting, the City received a petition from the Riverwood Neighborhood requesting further opportunities for 
public input on the project (see Appendix D). As a result, the City planned and held a series of three meetings 
(referred to collectively as the fourth open house) to ensure that the public had an opportunity to review 
information about the project and provide well-informed feedback to the City. The fourth open house 
consisted of a series of three meetings on consecutive nights (January 26, 27, and 28, 2016). The purpose of 
these meetings was to present revised and refined corridor-wide concepts for access to TH 252 and to gather 
responses to a questionnaire from residents and business owners within the project area.

A project website was maintained throughout the study process. The website included updates on upcoming 
meetings and materials from open houses. The website also included contact information for residents to share 
their comments or request additional information.

Public Comments received

Open House 1: May 21, 2014

Comments received at the first open house fell into the following themes. These comments were used to 
develop the issues identified in Figure 6 and were incorporated into the alternatives developed through the 
corridor study.

 Funding: Many comments were received about the need to secure funding for improvements to the 
corridor. Residents urged the city to work with State Legislators and US Senators/ Representatives to 
obtain funding for this corridor.

 Signal timing: Many residents commented that signal timing on TH 252 favors through traffic on TH 
252 and makes it difficult to cross or turn on to TH 252.

 Pedestrian crossings and transit: Several residents noted that it is very challenging to cross TH 252 
on foot. Signals do not provide adequate crossing time for pedestrians, resulting in pedestrians 
waiting in the median as they are unable to cross TH 252 in one signal cycle. This is particularly 
challenging for people who are accessing transit stops on the opposite side of Park and Ride lots.

 Enforcement: Several comments were received regarding the need to enforce traffic laws in this 
corridor. Residents noted that it is common to see vehicles running red lights on TH 252.

 Sound mitigation: Several attendees were concerned about noise as traffic increases on TH 252. 
Residents near the intersection of TH 252 and 66th Avenue commented that existing noise walls are 
too short to effectively block noise from TH 252.

 Issues with exhaust/air pollution: Several residents living adjacent to TH 252 commented that they 
are impacted by exhaust from vehicles, especially when traffic is backed up on TH 252.
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 Messages about traffic conditions/delays in corridor: One attendee suggested that variable 
message boards be installed in the corridor to inform drivers about traffic conditions and delays in the 
corridor.

Open House 2: February 10, 2015

The second open house provided an opportunity for residents to comment on the alternatives developed and 
the alternatives evaluation. These comments fell into the following themes and were addressed in the 
refinement of the preferred alternative.

 Property impacts: Residents wanted more details on which properties and homes would be impacted 
by proposed alternatives at 66th Avenue N. Several residents were concerned that commercial 
property on the west side of TH 252 at 66th Avenue N was being preserved at the expense of 
residential properties on the east side. 

 Impacts to neighborhood east of TH 252: A resident raised a concern that the proposed frontage 
road (as part of Alternatives 3 and 4 – Folded Diamond and Buttonhook interchanges) would 
encourage speeding through the neighborhood. One resident asked that a sound wall will be included 
in future projects at 66th Avenue N. Several residents were concerned about the impacts of an 
interchange at 66th Avenue N and requested closure of the intersection, with an interchange provided 
at 73rd Avenue N. 

 Alternatives evaluation: One resident raised a concern that the alternatives that were scored the 
highest (Alternatives 3 and 4: Folded Diamond and Folded Diamond with Buttonhook) benefit through 
traffic and not residents in Brooklyn Center. Several residents thought that preserving residential 
property on the east side of 66th Avenue N should be a higher priority than preserving and 
supporting commercial activity on the west side.

 Safety at 73rd Avenue N: Several residents noted that there have been recent safety problems at 
73rd Avenue N. If an interchange is constructed at 66th Avenue and the signal remains at 73rd 
Avenue N, the increase in traffic speeds south of 73rd Avenue will contribute to future safety 
problems at this intersection. A resident asked that improvements to 66th and 73rd Avenues N be 
completed at the same time so that there are not safety problems at 73rd Avenue N.

 Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access: Residents were concerned with improving safety of bus 
operations on TH 252 and pedestrian and bicycle access across TH 252.

 Next steps, agency coordination, and funding: Residents asked about coordination with Brooklyn 
Park, Metropolitan Council, and MnDOT. Residents also asked about timing of improvements to 66th 
Avenue N and whether property owners would be assessed for future improvements on TH 252.

Open House 3: April 2, 2015

The third open house, which was held at the Brooklyn Center Community Center, consisted of a presentation 
focusing on preliminary access alternatives developed for the TH 252 corridor, along with an evaluation of 
these alternatives. There was substantial public comment in response to the presentation, and members of the 
public requested additional information regarding the alternatives, including details surrounding the geometry 
of potential interchange concepts, etc. 

As a result of the feedback received at this meeting, the city worked with MnDOT to conduct some analysis to 
determine how various interchange designs and other access concepts could be accommodated in the corridor. 
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A part of this analysis, MnDOT also evaluated how various alternatives would affect traffic volumes on the 
road network surrounding TH 252. The results of these analyses were presented at Open House 4.

Open House 4: January 26–28, 2016

As described above, Open House 4 consisted of meetings on three consecutive evenings. These meetings were 
held at the Brooklyn Center Water Treatment Plant. Over 2,000 invitations for these meetings were mailed to 
area residents and business owners based on geographic location. The materials presented at each of the 
meetings was identical and members of the public were welcome to attend any (or all) of the meetings. 
Attendees at these meetings were invited to review four revised concepts for access to TH 252 and to 
complete a questionnaire regarding the alternative concepts, as well as the project in general. Seventy-one 
questionnaires were returned; the questionnaire and responses are included Appendix A, and responses are 
summarized below.

 A large majority of respondents (61 out of the 66 who responded to this question) believe that there 
are safety and/or congestion problems at the intersections along TH 252.

 When asked whether TH 252 should be a freeway, remain as is, or some other option, a majority (43) 
of those who responded said that it should be a freeway. Fourteen respondents suggested it should 
remain as is.

 Of the four concepts presented at the meeting, more questionnaire respondents expressed a 
preference for Option B (19 responses), and Option A (17 responses) received the second-most 
responses. Twelve responses favored Option F, six preferred Option D, and five suggested that either 
Option D or F would be preferable. Thirty-six responses favored an option including access at 66th 
Avenue (A or B) and there were 23 responses favoring an option that would not provide an access at 
66th Avenue (D or F).

 Respondents were also asked which location was preferred for accessing TH 252. 73rd Avenue was 
mentioned most frequently by residents, followed by 66th Avenue, and then 70th Avenue. Several 
residents also mentioned that they prefer to use Brookdale Drive.

 Most of the residents who filled out the questionnaire responded that improvements should be 
implemented in the next 3–5 years. Fewer responses indicated that improvements should be made in 
the next 5–10 years or beyond. 

NEXT STEPS
The TH 252 Corridor Study led by Brooklyn Center will be complete in Spring 2016. The next steps in the TH 
252 corridor will be led by Hennepin County. In 2016, Hennepin County will lead a study of the long-term 
improvement needs on TH 252. As part of this work, the County will coordinate with the Cities of Brooklyn 
Center and Brooklyn Park, MnDOT, and the Metropolitan Council. The study will take a more detailed 
approach for the TH 252 corridor and analyze traffic and neighborhood impacts of freeway conversion 
alternatives. It will also address timing and phasing of freeway conversion. It will develop detailed concept 
geometric drawings and layouts. In addition, the study will identify preliminary environmental impacts and 
mitigation. 
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