
Laurentian Vision Partnership (LVP) Meeting  

January 11, 2012  

Chisholm, MN  
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}Project Team and Status  

}Public Involvement Activity  

}Project Need  

}Alternatives  
ƁScoping level of development  

ƁEvaluation of Corridors and alignments  

}Next Steps ð Scoping Document, Hearing  
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}MnDOT  
ƁBrian Larson ð Project Manager  

ƁKevin Adolfs  ð Construction Manager  

}Consultant Team (for EIS)  
ƁCH2M HILL ð Doug Abere, Project Manager  

ƁOther Subconsultants  include: LHB and Kimley Horn 
Associates  

}Cooperating Agencies  
ƁFHWA 

ƁUSEPA 

ƁArmy Corps of Engineers  
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}Current planning process  
ƁScoping  

ƁEnvironmental Impact Statement  

ƁFinal decisions and approvals (by summer 
2013)  
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}Final engineering design -  through early 
2015  

}Construction contract letting ð spring 2015  

}Construction period ð 2015  & 2016  

}New Hwy 53 configuration by spring 2017  
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}1960 Easement  

}Notice of easement termination 
ð May 2010  



}Planning process  
ƁScoping (currently)  

ƁEnvironmental review (2012 to 2013)  

ƁFinal decisions and approvals (by Summer 2013)  

6 

}Work completed/status:  
o Public meeting ð March 2011  

o Project Advisory Committee, community, business, and 
agency coordination  

o Evaluation of alternatives  

o Environmental agency workshop (U.S. EPA and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers are Cooperating Agencies) and document 
reviews  
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}March 22, 2011 ð more than 200 attended  

}Top issues: traffic re - routing; quad cities 
connections; business impacts; shared services 
(school buses, emergency response); feasibility of 
the existing Hwy 53 option  
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}Other issues: future ore reserves conflicts; access 
to 2 nd  Avenue; connectivity to Hwy 135; City of 
Virginia drinking water supply; utilities on Highway 
53; recreational trails  

}Project web site: 
www.dot.state.mn.us/d1/projects/hwy53relocation  
-  sign up for email updates  

}Project Advisory Committee  
}Community representatives from business and government  

}Last meeting: June 30, 2011  

}Regular communications for project updates and feedback  

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/d1/projects/hwy53relocation


}Primary Needs  
ƁRespond to the easement terms (May 2017 in negotiations)  

ƁMeet regional and inter - regional system connectivity needs 
and inter - regional highway corridor performance targets  

ƁMaintain local connectivity to the regional system and maintain 
efficiency of local connections (including local travel times)  

ƁProvide a facility that serves current and future capacity needs, 
while maintaining system mobility and safety (currently 22,400 
vehicles per day on the easement segment of Highway 53)  

}Other Factors  
ƁPotential high cost of right - of - way, due to mineral rights  

ƁSupport the regionõs economy; plan for utilities (on easement) 

ƁAvoid/minimize environmental impacts                    
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}Regional communities 
(for example, I - Falls to 
Duluth)  

}The City of Virginiaõs 
core and Midway area  

}Gilbert/Highway 135 
and Virginiaõs CBD 

}Eveleth and Virginiaõs 
CBD 

 

 

}Transportation needs include maintaining 
connectivity between:  
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}The Biwabik Iron Formation  
}Wetland, streams, and water 

resources  
}Community development:  
ƁResidents  
ƁBusinesses  

}Mesabi Trail  
}City of Virginia Utilities  
ƁOn Highway 53  
ƁWater supply (north end of 

Rouchleau  Pit) 
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Virginia  
CBD 
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}1A: No Action (No Build) 
Alternative ð Closure of the 
Highway 53 easement 
segment; re - route, with minor 
improvements to existing 
roads (map)  

}1B: Existing Highway 
Alternative -  Keep Highway 53 
where it is and open; address 
economic/engineering issues:  
} State would need to compensate 

land owner and for mineral 
rights (high cost ð expected to 
far exceed the cost to build Hwy 
53 realignment alternatives)  
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}The Biwabik Iron Ore Formation 
influenced the 1960 Hwy 53 
decision process (resulting in the 
easement)  

}Again today, the choice of 
crossing or avoiding iron ore 
reserves is important ña basis 
for developing alternative 
corridors:  
Ɓ2W: West corridor ð uses existing 

highway s, avoids ore formation  

Ɓ2M: Middle  corridor ð shortest 
route, crosses the operating mine  

Ɓ2E: East corridor ð maintains 
existing connections  

 


