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1. INTRODUCTION 

The County State Aid Highway 9/20 (CSAH 9/20) Corridor Study was undertaken by Otter 
Tail County, in collaboration with the key stakeholder groups along the corridor, in an effort 
to guide future planning and improvements for CSAH 9 from just north of Tamarac Lake to 
the Otter Tail/Becker County border adjacent to the west and north sides of Pelican Lake and 
along CSAH 20 from CSAH 9 to 220th Avenue, also adjacent to the north side of Pelican 
Lake. 

Within the project area CSAH 9 runs in a north-south direction between TH 34 and the Otter 
Tail/Becker County border.  In the context of other transportation routes in Otter Tail 
County, CSAH 9 is classified as a major collector and serves both local traffic traveling 
around Pelican Lake and regional traffic moving between regional growth centers in Otter 
Tail and Becker Counties. 

Otter Tail County Highway Department staff had performed a previous CSAH 9 analysis 
resulting in the development of a preliminary realignment alternative.    Interest for a new 
“bypass” alignment to serve through trips has increased overtime as the area surrounding 
Pelican Lake continues to develop.  For the CSAH 9 corridor, the development along the 
Lake has created traffic problems; specifically speeding, crashes and unsafe pedestrian 
crossings.  These safety issues are greatly aggravated by close private driveway spacing, 
limited roadway width, cabins and ancillary buildings constructed near the roadway edge, 
environmental features, significant weekend and recreational traffic, and geometric design 
issues along the corridor. 

The new alignment concept developed by County staff was presented to the public in July of 
2004 and was met with strong opposition from rural landowners, concerns by the township, 
and general support from residents along existing CSAH 9.  Because of the impasse, the 
concept was not advanced. 

In 2008, as a result of continued traffic issues and at the urging of Pelican Lakes Property 
Owners Association, the County retained the services of SRF Consulting Group, Inc. to 
investigate alternatives that modified the existing alignment or relocated CSAH 9 and CSAH 
20 farther away from Pelican Lake, with the intent of improving safety and mobility.  The 
alignment identification effort needed to avoid, to the extent possible, wetlands, shoreline 
buffers, cultural resources, as well as property improvements and other physical features. 

Furthermore, the new study effort was to document the transportation issues affecting the 
existing corridor that were instigating the need for potential realignment. 
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Since the project area encompassed a diverse group of stakeholders with varying interests 
and concerns, a very important element of this new study was the facilitation aspect of public 
involvement.  Therefore the County desired experienced, professional facilitators to work 
with the project stakeholders – specifically the affected property owners – to identify the 
concerns of the public and to arrive at mutually satisfactory alternatives that balanced the 
transportation needs and related impacts. 

A. STUDY OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES  

The Study Review Committee at its kickoff meeting, agreed that the study objectives 
included the following: 

1. Collect data and assess needs 
2. Develop realignment alternatives or modifications to existing alignment 
3. Evaluate alignment alternatives 
4. Involve key stakeholders, resource agencies and the public in the study process 
5. Select a preferred alignment alternative(s) 
6. Undertake corridor preservation measures, if a new alignment is recommended. 

 
B. STUDY PROCESS  

Partner Roles and Responsibilities 

Partners in the CSAH 9/20 Corridor Study included the Otter Tail County Commission, the 
Otter Tail Highway Committee, the SRC members, the public, and numerous review 
agencies.  Table 1 lists these partners and the responsibilities of each. 

Organizational Structure and Stakeholder Involvement 

The Corridor Study process sought to promote effective decision-making buy fostering a 
cooperative spirit and building trusting relationships among county and local partners, and 
the public.  The various study partners worked together to develop a corridor plan that would 
improved safety and reduce vehicle speeds, and respect community values.  The stakeholders 
and their interactive relationships are shown graphically in Figure 2 and further described 
below.   

This Corridor Study used the following means to engage key stakeholders and promote 
public involvement: 

 Study Review Committee – The Study Review Committee (SRC), composed of 
senior technical staff and key stakeholder representatives met with SRF staff 
regularly for a total of six meetings during the study period.  The Committee guided 
the overall study process, digested input from public involvement activities, reviewed 
alternatives and selected preferred conceptual layouts and strategies for Highway 
Committee consideration. (See Table 1 for membership on the SRC). 
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 Open house public meetings – These meetings provided opportunities for the general 
public to participate in the corridor planning process.  The meetings also provided 
opportunities for key stakeholders to examine materials developed by SRF that 
displayed results from the traffic analyses and preliminary corridor alignment 
alternatives.  The meetings encouraged citizens and affected parties to become 
involved in the study process by learning and commenting on the study process, and 
providing input on needs, issues, constraints, preliminary alternatives, alternative 
evaluation methods, and draft recommendations.  Two well attended open house 
meetings were held during the course of the Corridor Study.  Open house input was 
recorded and provided to the SRC for consideration. 

 Special neighborhood meetings – From the open house meetings the study team 
learned which CSAH 9/20 landowners were facing the largest impacts from the 
concept proposals.  The Study Team held special on site “walk about” meetings for 
these stakeholders to further discuss their concerns, needs, and issues regarding the 
proposed preferred alternative.  This input was presented to the SRC for 
consideration. 

 Review agency coordination – The Study Team coordinated with officials from 
various local and regional agency staff throughout the study process.  Through these 
contacts, agency officials provided insight into appropriate environmental 
documentation, and wetland, cultural resources and local development issues. 

 Presentations to governing bodies – The Study Team members met with the Otter 
Tail Highway Committee and the Otter Tail County Commission during the study 
process.  The presentations briefed the officials on key study analyses, findings and 
recommendations, and allowed the study team to gain input on policy issues, and seek 
and secure final decisions, and final approval of study recommendations. 

Minutes from all SRC, open house, and special community meetings are available at the 
Otter Tail County Highway Department. 

2. STUDY CHARACTERISTICS & ISSUES 

In order to assess the study area characteristics and issues, information was gathered from 
various sources including: previous studies performed by Otter Tail County, environmental 
research and field surveys, public and SRC input, land use and development information 
from public and private sources, ROW survey, and various traffic studies.  Figure 3 
illustrates the characteristics and critical issues in the study area as well as the improvement 
concept developed by the previous study. 
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3. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the proposed project is to develop a future CSAH 9/20 that will function as a 
safe, north-south major collector and serve both local traffic traveling around Pelican Lake 
and regional traffic moving between regional growth centers in Otter Tail and Becker 
Counties.  As noted earlier interest for a new “bypass” alignment to serve through trips has 
increased overtime as the area surrounding Pelican Lake continues to develop.  For the 
CSAH 9/20 corridor, the development along the Lake has created traffic safety problems; 
specifically speeding, crashes and unsafe pedestrian crossings.  These safety issues are 
greatly aggravated by close private driveway spacing, limited roadway width, close structure 
setbacks near the roadway edge, environmental features, significant weekend and 
recreational traffic, and geometric design issues along the corridor.  

Lakeshore interests desired a new alignment of CSAH 9 away from their property however 
rural landowners were not supportive of the new roadway through their properties.  Further, 
during the earlier discussions, it was established by the County, that if a new roadway were 
to be constructed, the County would request that the Township take jurisdiction over the 
existing CSAH 9 alignment.  The Township expressed concerns with the current condition of 
CSAH 9 and was not interested in assuming jurisdiction over the existing roadway, until 
identified transportation issues were addressed.  This impasse frustrated the County’s earlier 
efforts to achieve a solution to traffic issues. 

Thus the an early step in the new Corridor Study process was to prepare, review and adopt a 
Purpose and Need Statement (PNS) for the project.  The SRC prepared draft PNS at its 
second meeting.  At the first public open house, the proposed project Purpose and Need 
Statement was presented and based on public input revised.  The following represents the 
accepted PNS that was utilized during the study process: 

1. Improve traffic and pedestrian safety along the existing CSAH 9/20 alignment, and 
reduce traffic speeds. 

2. Address roadway geometric limitations (close access spacing and building setbacks, 
narrow shoulders, steep ditch slopes, horizontal curves, passing zones, etc.) 

3. Improve local circulation and safety along CSAH 9/20. 

4. Upgrade mobility for regional traffic (north-south and east-west trips) linking local 
growth areas and regional centers 

5. Minimize private property disruption. 

6. Minimize or mitigate environmental impacts. 

7. Assure proposed improvements meet future transportation needs (operations, 
volumes, etc.) and fit into the sub regional (three county area) and transportation 
network. 

4. DATA COLLECTIONS AND ANALYSIS 

The study team collected and analyzed substantial amounts of corridor data and 
environmental information from the study area and completed special traffic operational 
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analyses to assess perceived roadway issues, and corridor needs.  Collected data included 
daily traffic volume counts for weekend time periods (to capture increased recreational 
traffic), peak hour turning movement counts, travel speeds, vehicle classification, pedestrian 
observations, crash history, access location/type, and a wetland and environmentally-
sensitive site analysis, ROW and parcel GIS information, land use and planned development 
proposals.   

This data was used to prepare the following special traffic analyses:  a speed study, an origin-
destination study, and a diversion curve analysis.  Furthermore, a set of alternative alignment 
screening criteria, that were tied to the project’s Purpose and Need Statement were approved 
by the SRC.  These data sets, technical analyses and criteria were crucial in helping opposing 
interest groups understand the implications of alternatives and in assisting these diverse 
interests find solutions that were mutually acceptable, yet effective in addressing key corridor 
needs.  This information was presented and discussed with stakeholders at the first public 
meeting. 

From the public involvement process, it was determined that the traffic studies needed to be 
expanded to include peak hour week day traffic, weekday vehicle classification, and weekday 
origin and destination analysis.  The study team conducted these additional traffic data 
collection tasks and recomputed each aspect of the traffic studies with the new datasets.  The 
new data showed that the overall results of the traffic studies had only been marginally 
affected by the new weekday information; and in fact, the weekend conditions presented the 
“worst-case situation” from a traffic volume perspective. 

The numerous traffic studies completed examined the following aspects of the corridor: 

 Access Spacing – The areas along the west and north sides of Pelican Lake are highly 
developed and the close access spacing has aggravated other traffic issues.  The study 
team completed an access inventory for CSAH 9/20 and identified eight public 
roadway, seven commercial, and over 120 private accesses along the corridor, four 
mile corridor.  These access points were defined and documented and are shown in 
the Issues Map (Figure 3). 

 Environmentally Sensitive Areas – The Study Team conducted a field review of the 
study area to confirm wetland types and locations, identify any significant 
biodiversity areas, and document general wetland boundaries in the project area.  
Wetland and biodiversity areas were mapped and are included in the Issues Map 
(Figure 3). 

 Right-of-Way – The County provided the study team with existing right-of-way GIS 
data along the corridor.  The existing public ROW ranged from 66’ to 100’, along 
CSAH 9.  This information was used during consideration of improvements, 
especially along the more narrow portions of the corridor.  An actual right-of-way 
survey was completed later in the study and was used to help develop short-term 
traffic calming alternatives, which had minimal impacts to private properties. 

 Safety Issues – The Study Team performed a safety analysis along the corridor using 
crash data from 2002 to 2006.  The analysis included a calculation of the corridor 
crash rate and identified crashes by type and severity to help identify possible 
solutions to corridor safety issues.  Results from this analysis are shown in Figure 4. 
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 Existing Traffic Conditions – The Study Team conducted automated traffic counts at 
four locations along existing CSAH 9/20 to determine daily traffic volumes during 
weekends and weekdays.  The automated counts were also able to identify vehicle 
speeds and classification (e.g., autos vs. trucks).  Results from these traffic counts are 
shown in Figure 5. 

 Vehicle Origins and Destinations – To better understand the need for a “bypass” 
alignment, the Study Team performed an origin-destination study to distinguish local 
trips from thru traffic.  Results from this analysis are shown in Figure 6. 

 Diversion Analysis – After all potential new alignment alternatives were screened and 
the field was narrowed to only two alternatives, the Study Team performed a 
diversion analysis for each realignment.  The diversion analysis compared each 
alternative to the existing roadway (under future turn back conditions) to forecast how 
many vehicles would use the new alignment to determine which alignment was more 
conducive to diverting thru traffic.  Results from this analysis are shown in Figure 7. 
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5. CONCEPT ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

The complex issues and relationships related to the study’s objectives affected the 
development of concept alternatives, and required a change in study approach during the 
alternative development process.  However, the study’s proactive public involvement 
process, combined with SRC cooperation resulted in a very satisfactory program of 
alternatives that addressed critical needs and respected stakeholders desires. 

A. DEVELOPMENT OF PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES, AND 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Study Team, based on preliminary technical analysis, public input, and the County’s 
previous study, established a wide range of preliminary, long-term corridor alternatives.  
These included an urban alignment alternative along the existing CSAH 9 roadway, three 
backage roadway alignments, and three rural alignments that were somewhat similar to the 
alignment previously developed by County staff.  These alternatives were developed using 
the Purpose and Need Statement as a guiding principle.  Additionally, in the development of 
these early conceptual alignments the Study Team attempted to minimize impacts to 
environmentally sensitive areas (i.e. crossing wetland areas at the narrowest possible point) 
and to use sound land use planning and engineering design practices.  

The Study Team’s technical analysis and these seven alignment options were presented to the 
public at the first open house meeting held in August 2008 (see Figures 8-10 for original 
alternatives).  A substantial amount of valuable public input was received.  The SRC 
thoughtfully considered this public input and prepared a new study plan for CSAH 9/20.   

B. STUDY APPROACH MODIFICATION 

During the first public open house multiple stakeholder groups conflicting objectives 
documented there was a need to alter the study approach.  The rural stakeholders opposed a 
new alignment as the first corridor improvement action.  The County noted it could not 
consider maintaining two parallel roadways, due to cost, and the Township again reiterated 
that before they accepted jurisdiction of the existing CSAH 9 roadway, improvements would 
need to be made by the County to decrease the Township’s liability and maintenance costs.  
Citizens living on the north side of the Lake also stated that CSAH 20 should also be 
included as part of the Corridor Study, and any corridor improvement should include CSAH 
20.  Further, interest groups indicated any new alignment alternatives should consider an 
east-west option following the Ottertail/Becker County line. 
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Additionally the results of the various technical analyses were presented by the Study Team 
so the public could focus on real versus perceived issues and needs.  The current situation 
along the corridor, as identified by technical analyses, include average vehicle speeds were 
approximately five miles per hour over the posted speed limit and a marginally higher than 
average amount of truck trips travel the corridor than would be expected for a major 
collector.  Additionally, the origin-destination (O-D) study identified that 65 to 70 percent of 
the trips on CSAH 9 were local trips. 

Using this information, the vehicle diversion analysis was completed to determine the 
amount of traffic that would use a “bypass” alignment if one was constructed.  It was 
determined that approximately 485 vehicles, (or 23 percent), of the 2,150 forecasted weekend 
daily trips in 2030 along existing CSAH 9 could be expected to divert to either of the new 
alignment options.  This finding was consistent with the O-D Study, which documented that 
approximately 70% of the current trips on CSAH 9/20 wished to stay on the existing corridor 
because they had an origin or destination there.  Further the cost of a bypass was estimated at 
between $8.6 and $9.2 million.  

Based on public input and results from the traffic study, it was determined that constructing a 
“bypass” alignment would not be a cost-effective solution at this time and led the SRC to 
develop a revised study approach.  The new strategy included devising immediate actions for 
CSAH 9/20 to address current documented need (speed and safety) and long-term solutions 
that would recommend and preserve a new alignment. 

Therefore the Study Team determined that the urban alignment option presented at the first 
open house for existing CSAH 9/20 should be eliminated from further conceptual design 
analysis because 1) it did not slow traffic, and it’s presented ROW conflicts 2) the SRC and 
County staff felt that public/stakeholder input clearly supported a traffic calming program as 
the best way to immediately address speed and safety issues along the existing CSAH 9/20 
alignment 3) because any effective traffic calming measures would include a considerable 
amount of reconstruction (including curb and gutter), and it was felt that any additional 
future urban improvements along the existing CSAH 9/20 alignment would be in conflict 
with the previously installed traffic calming measures, and not be cost effective. 

However, as noted above, the SRC felt a preferred long-range alignment should be identified 
now so that corridor preservation activities could be undertaken for this future alignment, if 
and when it was needed.  Therefore the three backage road and three rural alignment 
alternatives and new alignment concepts suggested by the public were advanced for further 
analysis screening, and evaluation. 

Thus, based on citizen input and technical analysis, the future improvements options for the 
CSAH 9/20 corridor were separated into short-term and long-term time horizons and specific 
alternatives developed accordingly. 

C. SHORT-TERM TRAFFIC CALMING ALTERNATIVES 

As noted, after the first public meeting the SRC felt that public/stakeholder input clearly 
supported a traffic calming program as the best way to immediately address speed and safety 
issues along the existing CSAH 9/20 alignment.  The current problems along the corridor, as 
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identified by technical analysis and public input, include high speeds and a lack of pedestrian 
facilities (i.e. no safe crossings and no parallel trail system).  Based on this input and to 
address these immediate issues, the SRC requested SRF to prepare an array of traffic calming 
measures for their review.  From this menu, the SRC selected a program of traffic calming 
measures that responded to corridor needs and the constraints and maintained CSAH 9/20’s 
eligibility for state funding.  The draft traffic calming plan consisted of a combination of 
features to reduce traffic speed, and a trail to improve safety and provide adequate facilities 
for pedestrians. (see Figures 11-18 for the original Traffic Calming proposal).  The SRC 
understood, if an extensive traffic calming program was constructed for CSAH 9/20, it may 
preclude or postpone the need for any further solutions (e.g. long-range new alignment 
construction or reconstruction of the existing roadway). 

Citizens were invited to attend the second public meeting held in May 2009 in order to 
review study findings, provide comments, and express their reaction to the preliminary 
calming program options, and the new alignment alternatives analysis. 

During the well-attended open house there was a general consensus among citizens on the 
core features of the short-term traffic calming improvements on CSAH 9/20.  It was also 
determined that any short-term improvement program should include dynamic driver 
feedback signs, a raised crosswalk median system at the Yacht Club building and docks, a 
sidewalk system (instead of a trail) along the non-lake side of CSAH 9, and gateway 
treatments including sidewalks and raised crosswalk medians at the intersections of CSAH 
9/CSAH 20 and CSAH 9/South Pelican Drive.  These features addressed stakeholders’ most 
important objectives: improve safety and reduce corridor speeds. 

While all the traffic calming features could be located within the public ROW, due to issues 
with proximity to structures or ancillary private facilities, some proposed “non-core” features 
were deleted from the calming design based on public input (ex. trails, parking, and some 
boulevards).  None-the-less, landowners along two discrate segments of CSAH 9 expressed a 
desire for more input on traffic calming features proposed on their areas. 
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Walk-About Meetings 
Specific property owners were invited to attend a public “walk-about” meeting to continue 
discussions regarding the proposals presented at the May 30, 2009 public open house.  The 
walk-about sessions were intended for stakeholders along CSAH 9 who owned properties 
south of 510th St. and for stakeholders who lived on the north side of CSAH 9 and west of 
the Yacht Club. 
 
The walk-about was conducted to give stakeholders the opportunity to visualize the proposed 
calming features in the field, identify potential impacts to individual properties, and discuss 
modifications. 
 
From the discussions a conclusion was reached confirming that the lakeside edge of the 
roadway would not move regardless of which improvement were to be constructed. 
 
During the walk-about there were diverse opinions expressed regarding the need for a 
pedestrian facility separated from the roadway.  Some participants were comfortable with 
pedestrians using the shoulders, while others were in favor of providing a separated facility, 
such as the proposed sidewalk. 

Traffic Calming Alignment Alternatives 

On July 9th, the SRC met to discuss results from the May 30, 2009 open house and the walk-
about meetings conducted earlier in the day. 
 
The SRC discussed three traffic calming improvement options for the CSAH 9/20 corridor, 
which included: 
 
Alternative 1 – A basic maintenance overlay of the existing roadway, with dynamic speed 
signs to reduce speed.  No pedestrian safety features would be included. (See Figure 19) 
 

 
Figure 19 – Traffic Calming Alignment Alternative 1 

 
Alternative 2 – This option would included a six foot shoulder on the non-lake side (with 
curb and gutter where needed), two twelve foot travel lanes and a four foot shoulder on the 
lake side.  It also included no parking signs throughout the corridor, dynamic speed feedback 
signs, a raised crosswalk, sidewalk, and median system between the Yacht Club building and 
the Yacht Club dock, and gateway treatments with sidewalks and medians at the intersections 
of CSAH 9/CSAH 20 and CSAH 9/South Pelican Drive. (See Figure 20) 
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Figure 20 – Traffic Calming Alignment Alternative 2 

 
Alternative 3 – This option included a six-foot sidewalk on the non-lake side of the roadway 
(with curb and gutter as needed), a four-foot shoulder, two 12-foot travel lanes, and a four-
foot shoulder on the east side of the roadway.  A six-foot boulevard would be included 
between the sidewalk and roadway where space allowed. This alternative also included 
dynamic feedback signs, a raised crosswalk, sidewalk, and median system between the Yacht 
Club building and the Yacht Club dock, and gateway treatments including sidewalks and 
medians at the intersections of CSAH 9/CSAH 20 and CSAH 9/South Pelican Drive. (See 
Figure 21) 
 

 
Figure 21 – Traffic Calming Alignment Alternative 3 

 
SRC Recommended Short-Term Alternative 
 
Based on the previous public input, the SRC determined that the traffic calming program 
presented at the May 30th open house should be modified to reduce adjacent property 
impacts and that any short-term improvements along existing CSAH 9/20 should include 
pedestrian facilities (sidewalks). 

Furthermore, Committee members agreed that Alternative 3 should be presented to the 
Highway Committee as the SRC’s preferred option.   
 
Newsletter 
 
To insure that key stakeholders were aware of the revised Traffic calming program elements 
and the SRC’s recommended short-term improvement plan for the CSAH 9/20 corridors a 
four page color newsletter was mailed to all landowners in  the study area.  The newsletter 
also noted the time and dates for Highway Committee and County Commission meeting 
when these recommendations would be reviewed, so citizens could altered and participate in 
the decisions process.  The Pelican Lake Property Ownerships Association submitted an 
email prior to the governing body meetings.  This email is included in Appendix A. 
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The Highway Committee 
 
The Highway Committee upon their review, recommended Alternative 3 to the County 
Board for approval.   

A concept layout of the recommended alternative is shown in Figure 22. 

County Commission Action 

On September 22, 2009 the County Board reviewed and unanimously approved the 
Alternative 3 conceptual traffic calming layout and directed the County Engineer to begin 
design work for the CSAH 9/20 reconstruction. 

Implementation 

The County will attempt to install the first phase of the traffic calming program (driver 
feedback signs by 2010), (See Figure 23) with the remainder of the improvements tied to 
planned corridor reconstruction in 2013.  

Due to the large amount of lakeshore in Otter Tail County, the increasing development of 
these properties and the probability that other lakeshore associations may request similar 
improvements as CSAH 9/20, the SRC requested that a Traffic Calming Policy be developed 
for use in the future.  This policy will be applied to future county roadways where citizens 
believe a speed reduction is needed. 
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D. LONG-TERM NEW ALIGNMENT 

Corridor Vision and Design Criteria 

Regarding the second element of the dual improvement approach for CSAH 9/20, the SRC 
reviewed comments from the first public meeting and concurrent with the short-term traffic 
calming program, began to revise/expand its analysis of future new alignment alternatives.  
This analysis included developing a corridor vision, preparing corridor layouts and 
undertaking a three step screening and evaluation process. 

A corridor vision for the new CSAH 9/20 was established at the beginning of the process to 
provide guidance in the development of long-term alternative alignments. 

The corridor vision and associated design criteria indicated that any new alignment 
alternatives should function as a major collector.  Further, the typical roadway section should 
be rural (i.e. ditches), with a right-of-way of 120 feet, intersection spacing at least a quarter 
mile apart, and private access spacing at least 300 feet apart.  Also, any future rural 
realignment alternative should not include a trail, since the short-term improvements (traffic 
calming) proposed for the existing CSAH 9 alignment would address this need.   

New Alignment Concepts 

In addition to the earlier new alignment concepts presented at the final open house, 
alternatives for CSAH 20 were also included in the study analysis because this roadway has 
similar safety and speed issues to CSAH 9.  Thus, two new alignments stretching from 
CSAH 9 to CSAH 20 were developed, as well as an alignment running along the Otter 
Tail/Becker County Line between Duck Lake Road and CSAH 20. 

Preliminary technical analysis also led to the addition of several other ‘hybrid’ alignments.  
For example, another backage road option was developed to address foreseen geometric and 
environmental impacts generated by earlier layouts, and two additional sub options were 
added to the County Line alternative to avoid or minimize unique environmental or private 
property impacts.  All preliminary options are included in Figure 24. 

Because these Build alignments shared many common components, they were broken into 
individual segments, and each segment was given a unique identification number.  In some 
cases to avoid fatal flaws, several segments were then combined to form an individual 
alignment.  These segments and alignments were then screened to identify those alternatives 
recommended for more detailed analysis and evaluation. 
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New Alignment Screening Process 

In many cases, the Study Team found that one or more long-range new alignment concepts 
could be dismissed early in the screening process, due to large private property impacts, 
significant environmental impacts, geometric design issues, safety concerns, or 
mobility/connectivity issues. When it was not clear which concepts minimized impacts to the 
surrounding environment and served the transportation needs the best, more detailed 
evaluation was completed. 

Using Purpose and Need factors approved earlier in the study process, the long-range 
alignment screening and evaluation process was undertaken.  The following sequential steps 
were utilized: 

1.) Alignments were deleted if they significantly severed private property compared to 
similar segments or adversely affected unique environmental communities (Level I 
criteria). 

2.) Alignments were deleted if they did not meet basic engineering and design standards.  
These standards included roadway geometrics, traffic safety and system continuity 
(Level II criteria). 

3.) Analysis of remaining alignments was completed using an alternative evaluation 
matrix (Level III criteria).  The matrix included a wider range of criteria (yet they 
were still related to the project’s Purpose and Need Statement), however greater level 
of analysis and measurement, were used to evaluate the remaining alternatives. 

A more detailed description of each step in the screening and evaluation process for the long-
term CSAH 9/20 alignments is presented below. 

Level I Alignment Screening 

The first step in the assessment of alternative alignments was to evaluate the Build 
alignments, and the individual segments, against the Level I criteria, which included 
significant property severance and impacts to unique environmental communities.   

Parcel severance was selected as a primary screening parameter because it was a critical 
concern expressed at SRC and the public meetings.  This screening measure did not 
necessarily eliminate segments that severed properties, but instead deleted segments that had 
more property severance issues than similar or parallel segments.  Of the Build alignments, 
seven segments were eliminated from further consideration using this screening factor.  
These seven individual segments are described below.  Segments remaining after applying 
Level I screening criteria can be viewed in Figure 25. 
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Segment 6 

This segment is part of the original 2C option from the base concepts and is bounded by the 
split of the 2C and 2D options to its intersection with Duck Lake Road.  The segment curves 
sharply around the west and north side of Duck Lake before connecting to Duck Lake Road.  
The segment was eliminated from the analysis because it runs parallel to Segments 4 and 7, 
and has a larger property severance. 

Segment 13 

This segment runs east/west and is bounded by CSAH 9 north to the west and CSAH 20 to 
the east.  The segment significantly severs several properties, as well as having more 
severance than parallel Segments 12, 14, 15, 16. 

Segment 14 

This segment is the southernmost sub option of the County Line alignments and was 
eliminated because it severed more property than both Segment 15 and 16. 

Segment 18 

This option is an alternate roadway connection to CSAH 9 for option 3C; instead of 
extending the alignment south to CSAH 34.  The segment was eliminated due to the amount 
of severance to three properties west of CSAH 9 and its dissection of multiple large 
agricultural operations. 

Segment 19 

Segment 19 was developed as an alternative to the southern portion of option 3A, which 
closely resembles the original County concept, developed prior to this Corridor Study.  This 
segment runs parallel to Segment 20 and makes a larger severance of the farmland parcel 
being traversed.  For this reason the segment was eliminated from further analysis. 

Segment 21 and Segment 22 

Segment 21 and Segment 22 are similar in that both include a common section running 
north/south along a parcel line north of 510th St.  These two segments (21 and 22) were 
eliminated since parallel Segment 23 severs less property and is similar in essentially every 
other respect. 

The other Level I screening criterion applied to the remaining segments was the effect they 
would have on any unique environmental communities.  This measure was considered 
because good environmental stewardship requires agencies to avoid or minimize and mitigate 
adverse impacts to important natural resources.  Further, the risk of being denied a permit for 
such alignments was considered high, as resource agencies could be expected to protect such 
sensitive areas.  Additionally, delays for extra environmental studies would prolong the 
schedule to construct a roadway impacting these areas, and any special construction 
conditions required as part of the permitting process would certainly increase the cost to 
implement such alignment options.  Of the Build alignments, three segments were eliminated 
from further consideration due to their anticipated impact to important environmentally 
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sensitive areas (i.e. USFW Wildlife Production Area, native plant communities).  These three 
individual segments are described below. 

Segment 17 and Segment 26 

Both of these segments are similar because each crosses areas identified as DNR Native Plant 
communities.  In order to protect unique habitats and minimize the cost and difficulty of 
construction, these segments were eliminated from consideration. 

Segment 16 

This segment is along the northernmost County Line option.  The alignment was developed 
in order to minimize certain wetland impacts. However, the alignment also enters a Wildlife 
Production Area (WPA) just north of the Otter Tail/Becker County Line and therefore it was 
eliminated due to its affect on United States Fish and Wildlife special areas. 

Segments remaining after the Level I screening are presented on Figure 25. 

Level II Alignment Screening 

The second step in the evaluation was to apply sound engineering and design principals to 
the remaining segments and alignments.  The purpose of this step was to identify design 
issues associated with individual segments that would prohibit the construction of a safe, 
geometrically acceptable Build Alternative.  The following basic design criteria were 
identified: 

 Minimal horizontal curves were not to be exceeded for the specified design speed of 
60 mph (55 mph posted speed limit). 

 Alignments should intersect existing roadways at a 90 degree angle, or close to a 90 
degree angle as possible for safety purposes. 

 Access to existing residential and commercial sites needed to be provided; however, 
compliance with County access spacing guidelines were sought for new segments 
(e.g. quarter mile for intersections and 300 feet between private drives). 

 Alignments should be continuous in order to provide mobility for regional traffic and 
safety continuity. 

Using these technical criteria, six of the Build alignment segments were eliminated from 
further consideration.  These six individual segments are described below. 

Segment 3 

Segment 3 was the northern portion of alignment option 2A.  This segment runs from the 
branch of options 2A and 2B south of Duck Lake to an intersection with Duck Lake Road.  
Basic design issues pertinent to Segment 3 include:  skewed intersections, mixing of regional 
and local traffic and closely spaced private access points close to the intersection of the 
existing CSAH 9 alignment and the new alignment.  On this basis, Segment 3 was eliminated 
from further consideration. 
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Segments 8, 9, 10, 12 

Continuity issues were identified with Segments 8, 9, 10, 12.  These segments were all part 
of alignments that included one or more of the segments eliminated by the Level I criteria.  In 
order to prevent offset intersections, which can cause safety issues and would discourage 
regional traffic mobility, these segments were eliminated from further consideration. 

Segment 24 versus Segment 25 

After combining remaining segments into single alignments, these two segments were 
redesigned in order to assure that the new ‘hybrid’ alignment was still in compliance with 
roadway design standards.  It was discovered that this new hybrid option contained a tight S-
curve, which only minimally met design standards for this type of horizontal curve.  Further, 
while Segment 25 did sever more private property, it had none of the safety concerns 
associated with Segment 25.  Therefore, because of Segment 24’s S-curve safety issue, 
Segment 25 was determined to be the better segment for this alternative. 

The remaining segments and connecting alignments were determined to meet the basic 
engineering and design principles. Remaining segments after applying Level II screening 
criteria can be viewed in Figure 26. 

Level III Alignment Screening – Evaluation Matrix 

Each of the remaining alignments share a similar section between Duck Lake Road and 
Heimark Avenue composed of segments 11 and 15.  The three remaining alignments between 
CSAH 9 and Duck Lake Road consist of a western alignment (segments 20, 23 and 25), a 
central alignment (segments 5 and 7), and an eastern alignment (segments 2 and 4).  It was 
recognized that the central and eastern alignments were, from a planning-level analysis 
perspective, extremely similar.  Based on input from County staff, consideration of Level I 
and II screening criteria, and direction from the SRC it was determined that only the central 
and western alignments (Alternatives 2C-East and Alternative 3D-West) should be carried 
through to Level III of the screening process. 
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To perform a quantifiable analysis, more detailed information was required to evaluate the 
final two concept alternatives.  Preliminary alignment layouts were developed using the 
remaining concept alternative alignments, contour information, wetland, right of way, utility 
data, and parcel information.  These preliminary alignment layouts were also used to develop 
detailed cost estimates.  The preliminary alignment layouts are available at the Otter Tail 
County Highway Department. 

The remaining two alignments were then evaluated using quantifiable criteria, again derived 
from the project Purpose and Need Statement.   

The evaluation results were organized and presented in a matrix which documented impacts 
among alternatives.  It should be emphasized that values for measurable criteria were based 
on best estimates, and are intended as measures of relative impact.  These values may change 
as designs are refined and more detailed studies are completed.  Therefore, the values should 
not be interpreted as final determinations of impacts.  Criteria used in the evaluation matrix 
included concept cost estimates, ability to upgrade regional mobility and improve local 
circulation, quantification of wetland, property and structural impacts, and the alignment’s 
compatibility with the existing transportation network. 

Cost estimates for each alignment were developed using recent costs from similar projects 
constructed in the area and were separated into construction costs, right-of-way (ROW) costs 
and other costs.  ROW costs included building relocation, wetland mitigation and ROW 
acquisition costs.  Other costs included mobilization, contingencies, minor items, and traffic 
control. 

The regional mobility and local circulation portion of the evaluation matrix focused primarily 
on the effectiveness of each alignment to divert traffic from existing CSAH 9/20 to a future 
bypass alignment.  The technical analysis involved examining estimated travel times for each 
alternative and comparing it to the travel time of the existing alignment.  The more an 
alignment was able to decrease travel times between similar shared destinations, the more 
vehicles will be inclined to divert to the new path instead of using the existing alignment.  It 
was assumed that existing CSAH 9/20 would be “turned-back” to the township if a new 
bypass alignment was constructed, and under this assumption, it was determined that the for 
any section of existing CSAH 9/20 to be bypassed the speed limit would be lowered to 35 
mph. For this analysis, both existing and future volumes were used to determine the amount 
of traffic that would divert to the new alignment. 

In order to assess the wetland, property and structural impacts of each alignment, a 
combination of GIS and design software was used.  Using these tools, SRF was able to 
identify the approximate acreages of wetland impacted, and ROW needed for each 
alignment.  Additionally, structures that would either need to be acquired or impacted (within 
330’ of a new alignment) were also identified. 

A summary of the evaluation analysis for the final two alignments can be viewed in Table 2 
and Figure 27.  Based on this analysis the SRC unanimously accepted Alternative 3 - West as 
its preferred alternative. 
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Public Comment 

The SRC’s new alignment and analysis and evaluation process was presented to the public at 
the May 2009 open house meeting.  Although the meeting was well attended, no opposition 
to the recommended 3D-West alignment was received. 

SRC Recommended Long-Term Alternative 

Based on traffic volume forecasts and route diversion analysis, the SRC recommended that a 
new CSAH 9 alignment not be constructed at this time.  Additionally, the SRC felt the 
County should not maintain two parallel roadways, and understood the Township’s 
stipulation that before they accept jurisdiction of the existing CSAH 9 roadway, 
improvements would need to be made by the County to decrease liability and maintenance 
costs.  Completion of the proposed short-term traffic calming improvement program should 
address Township concerns and meet immediate speed and safety needs. 

The SRC did however, recommended undertaking an official mapping process to preserve 
the necessary right-of-way for alternative 3D-West so that when traffic volumes meet the 
demand for a new roadway, one can be constructed without land use conflicts. 

Newsletter 

As noted earlier a newsletter was mailed to all study area landowners to appraise them of the 
SRC’s recommended program of action both the short-term (traffic calming) and long-term 
(future alignment).  The newsletter presented the SRC’s 3D-West new alignment 
recommendation to interested parties could comment to their elected leadership. 

Highway Committee 

The Highway Committee, upon review of the corridor evaluation process and findings, 
recommended that the County Commission approve Alternative 3D-West as the long-term 
alignment for CSAH 9/20. 

County Commission Action 

On September 22, 2009 the County Board unanimously approved the Highway Committee’s 
recommended long-term future alignment (Alternative 3D-West) and authorized the County 
Engineer to undertake the official mapping process for this future alignment. 

Implementation 

The County will complete the official mapping process provided by the State Statute to 
preserve the right-of-way needed to construct a future bypass alignment.  Actual construction 
of the future alignment however, is not expected within the next twenty year time horizon 
based on traffic analysis. 



 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 
 

 



 

Mr. Rick West  
Ottertail County Engineer  
 
Re: CSAH 9/20 Corridor Study  
 
Dear Rick:  
   
This letter is written on behalf of the Pelican Lake Property Owners Association Executive Board of 
Directors. We have reviewed and discussed the Study as prepared by SRF Consulting Group, Inc. 
   
Over 10 years ago the Lake Association was promised that immediate action would be taken on County 9 
to control speeding and safety issues. The concept of a Bypass Road would also be reviewed and we 
were also told that the monies for these projects was available to complete these projects soon. 
   
Now this 2009 Corridor Study has finally come before us. The Lake Association feels this is merely a 
band aid to the County 9 and 20 problems. A bypass road to the west and north of Pelican Lake are the 
only long term solutions to our problems with these 2 county roads. 
   
We do feel, however, that the short term solutions proposed in this study regarding traffic calming, 
crosswalks and sidewalks on the west side of the lake are steps in the right direction to assist in both 
speed reductions and safety to pedestrians, joggers, walkers and bicyclists. We would welcome these 
improvements to be implemented as soon as possible. 
   
We strongly support the position that the  official corridor preservation mapping as outlined in Long Range 
Alternative 3D be adopted at this time. Again, the Lake Association sees the bypass as the only long term 
solution to County 9 and 20. 
   
We so sincerely thank both the County and the Consulting group for your efforts on this project that will 
have an impact on the Pelican Group of 4 Lakes in the future, 
 
Sincerely Yours.  
 
Pelican Lakes Property Owners Association  
 
Roland Swanson, President.  
 
Roland E. Swanson, CPA  
Fiebiger, Swanson, West & Co., PLLP  
2537 South University Dr., Suite 200  
Fargo, ND 58103  
(701)280-2100  
Fax (701)280-0719  
rocky@fsw-co.com  
www.fsw-co.com    
 

 




