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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
Public Works
Originating Department ADOPT REVISED MISSION STATEMENT FOR
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

K. DeSpiegelaere 8/11/88
Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

See attached memo from K. DeSpiegelaere dated July 18, 1988 with
revised Mission Statement as requested by the RCRRA Board at its
meeting of July 12, 1988.

See attached original mission statement.

Budgeting and Accounting Date / Time
/}W‘:ALLL 'IJ\(\fmmJ‘A 7y Y/H/(f(( Received By

County Attorney. J
Risk Manager
Data Processing

l

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature Date

Committee / Meeting Date szgﬂérsmmn 3 Date
August 16, 1988 : < 8/11/88

Board Date Signature / Date




MEMORANDUM

TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Executive Director Terry Schutten

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere‘k?E?

SUBJECT: Mission Statement

DATE: July 18, 1988

At the July 12, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority meeting, I
was directed to prepare a mission statement for your consideration.
Commissioner Donald Salverda provided background information to

assist in this task.

A mission statement is sometimes developed as a group effort. The
proposed statement is a beginning point for your discussion.

Recommendation:

1. For your consideration.

2. The mission statement that results from your deliberations
should be incorporated in future reprints of Goals for Light
Rail Transit in Ramsey County, Minnesota (attached).

KD/clm
Attachment
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Mission Statement

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Ramsey County Regional/ Railroad Authority is dedicated to a long-range vision of 40
transit services to meet )peeds for today and for succeeding generations.

The Authority strives to shape the future of Ramsey County and the region by preserving
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)
The Authority shall respond to the/(transi néeds of the County's citizens in a manner

that is sensitive to the financial implieati to County taxpayers.
imfaft
The Authority is co{nmitted tolplanning of integrated transportation services in

cooperation with other agencies.

/
The Authority wil}-’ encourage,community participation in its deliberations
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ADOPTED GOALS FOR LRT
IN RAMSEY COUNTY

In adopting goals for LRT in Ramsey County, the following considerations were relevant:

LRT is not a short-term solution. The permanency of rails is indicative of the
time frame in which it should be considered. Twenty years is a common
transportation planning horizon. That length of time should be extended
considerably when LRT is the topic of discussion.

Not all goals may be appropriate in any given corridor. Just as each alignment
for LRT presents both opportunities and constraints, so there may be goals which
confliet in some situations. They may, however, serve as a useful guide toward
which Ramsey County would strive. The goals are not ranked in order of
importance and the relative importance may vary in different corridors.

ADOPTED IN JUNE 1988 ARE:

To integrate a Ramsey County LRT system with other counties' LRT systems,

with other transit services and other transportation services in the metropolitan
area.

How to accomplish:

2.

Prepare an LRT Comprehensive Plan for Ramsey County which recognizes the
interrelationships of LRT, land use, transit, highways, railroads and LRT plans
in other counties,

Coordinate LRT plans with other counties, state and regional agencies.
Coordinate LRT plans with cities and township in Ramsey County.

To reduce the need for roadway construction or expansion; to assist in relieving
congestion on roadways in Ramsey County.

How to accomplish:

Increase use of transit by existing auto users.

Improve transit travel time.

Locate LRT in areas of high auto congestion, but not on street right of way
where LRT would exacerbate that congestion.

Locate LRT on exclusive right of way where feasible.

Minimize vehicle/transit/pedestrian conflicts.

Install traffic signal preemption equipment on light rail vehicles and at LRT/street
crossings.

Space stations at intervals to minimize travel time.
Provide park/ride facilities at some LRT station areas.
Encourage downtown parking policies that provide incentives to LRT use.




3.

How

4.

How

To enhance economic development in Ramsey County.
to accomplish:

Select corridors for LRT where economic development can be encouraged.
Coordinate economic development with agency responsible for it.

Promote marketing and incentives to encourage economic development at LRT
station areas.

Respond to ‘desires of individual areas through which LRT passes to preserve the
status quo or to intensify land use.

Plan LRT construction to minimize detrimental impact on existing businesses.

To decrease costs of transportation services in Ramsey County.
to accomplish:

Provide an alternative to private auto ownership and its attendant costs.
Reduce operating costs of transit services by using light rail vehicles to carry
more passengers per vehicles than conventional buses.

Reduce the need for additional roadway capacity with LRT.

To respond to mobility needs in Ramsey County.

to accomplish:

Provide improved transit service with diverse modes to meet differing trip
purposes.

Integrate access to disabled in planning for an LRT system in Ramsey County.
Involve citizens of the County in LRT plans.

Serve transit dependent concentrations with transit services.

Coordinate feeder transit services with LRT service in a manner which improves,
rather than decreases, overall transit service to the area.

To reduce environmental impacts associated with the automobile in Ramsey
County.

to accomplish:
Locate LRT to improve, not worsen, air quality.

Plan LRT systems to minimize noise levels to residential land uses.
Work with neighborhoods through which LRT passes to minimize disruption.

To promote financing the planning, construction and operation of an LRT system
in Ramsey County with broad-based funding to minimize the impact to Ramsey
County taxpayers.

to accomplish:
Examine sources of funding as alternatives to the property tax.

Encourage legislation that would provide flexible, alternative sources of revenue
to the property tax.




DEPARTMENT: 59101 - RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

ACTIVITY: 59000 - REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

DEPARTMENT HEAD: John T. Finley, Chairman, Ramsey County Regional Railrad Authority
LOCATION: 316 Court House PHONE: 298-5792

MISSION

To provide for preservation of railway corridors for future public transit use
and to provide for the preservation and improvement of local rail service for
agriculture, industry, or passenger traffic when determined to be practicable
and necessary for the public welfare, particularly in the case of abandonment
of local rail lines.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was organized by Resolution 87-230,
April 20, 1987, Board of Ramsey County Commissioners, pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, 1986, Chapter 398A, as a political subdivision and local government

unit of Minnesota, to exercise thereunder part of the sovereign power of the state.

The registered office of this Authority shall be situated in St. Paul, County
of Ramsey, Minnesota.

Neither the State of Minnesota, the County of Ramsey, nor any other political
subdivision is 1iable for obligations of the Authority.

There will be an appropriate citizen participation component, including munici-
palities, in the rail authority process.

The corporate existence was created and filed with the Secretary of State,
Minnesota, on June 9, 1987.

ORGANIZATION

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority consists of the seven Ramsey County
Commissioners.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION 2

: Board Action Requested

Originating Department 1989 BUDGET FOR RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL

Authorized Signature

|
|
:
Patrick O'Malley (s) : RAILROAD AUTHORITY
|
: FOR DISCUSSION

Request Justification

See attached: Memo from P. 0'Malley dated June 24, 1988

Memo from L. Olson, Taxation & Records to J. Van Houdt
dated June 29, 1988, on Estimated Light Rail Transit Levy
Limit, with estimated taxes on homes and commercial
property.

Proposed Budget, please note we have marked with *** the changes
recommended at the Board Meeting of July 12 1988

o {
Budgeting and Ac u.nt Date / Time
County Attorney. Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature Date

Committee / Meeting Date J oz@ Signature : Date
August 16. 1988 e le e G 8/11/88
Board Date Signature / 3 Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

Duane W. McCarty

ailroad District 1

Hal Norgard
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Waren W. Schal
District ©

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.
St. Paul, MN 55102

Phone 298-4145
MEMORANDUM

John T. Finley, Chairman
Regional Railroad Authority

Pat 0’Malley %
Director, Property Management

June 24, 1988

1989 REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY BUDGET

This budget does not include any funds that may be appropriated
from the Minnesota Department of Transportation for light rail
transit. It is uncertain at this time how much, if any, will be
appropriated to the county.

Other options also may exist for funding this budget, such as
issuing general obligation bonds for a portion of this budget and
for studies and land acquisitions. This would reduce the levy
and possibly allow the Regional Railroad Authority to have some
cash reserves} if the Regional Railroad Authority should

consider this option for funding the budget, it is recommended
that it be reviewed by bond council.

PO:kh




DEPARTMENT : 59101 - RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
ACTIVITY: 59000 - REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

DEPARTMENT HEAD: John T. Finley, Chairman, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

LOCATION: 316 Court House PHONE: 298-5792

MISSION
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is dedicated to a long-range vision of
transit services toc meet needs for today and for succeeding generations.
The Authority strives to shape the future of Ramsey County and the region by
preserving options for rail transit locations and by providing rail transit

services.

The Authority shall respond to the transit needs of the County's citizens
in a manner that is sensitive to the financial implications to County taxpayers.

The Authority is committed to planning of integrated transportation services in
cooperation with other agencies.

The Authority will encourage community participation in its deliberations.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was organized by Resolution 87-230,
April 20, 1987, Board of Ramsey County Commissioners, pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, 1986, Chapter 398A, as a political subdivision and local government

unit of Minnesota, to exercise thereunder part of the sovereign power of the state.

The registered office of this Authority shall be situated in St. Paul, County
of Ramsey, Minnesota.

Neither the State of Minnesota, the County of Ramsey, nor any other political
subdivision is liable for obligations of the Authority.

There will be an appropriate citizen participation component, including munici-
palities, in the rail authority process.

The corporate existence was created and filed with the Secretary of State,
Minnesota, on June 9, 1987.

ORGANIZATION

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority consists of the seven Ramsey
County Commissioners.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY - 59101 - 1989

020000 Dther Services & Charges

040000 Capital Outlay
Contingent

070000 Transfers

Revenue

TAX LEVY

Appropriations
Revenue

Tax Levy
Allowance for Uncollectible Tax - 2 %

Net Tax Levy

BUDGET SUMMARY

EXPENDED BUDGET

1,500,000
10,000
25,000

125,000 3,060,320

1988
ESTIMATE

3,060,320

3,121,526

1,523,320
1,500,000
10,000

3,060,220

3,121,526




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY - 59101 - 1989

BUDGET DETAIL

19€7
EXPENDED

(20102  CONSULTING SERVICES , 28 300,000 300,000
020103  ENGINEERING SERVICE 3, 000 30, , 105,000 . 103,000
02010% REAL ESTATE APPRAISER SERVICES 30,000 30,000
020174  COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES : ; 16,250 , 250
020176  EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SERVICES KR ' 32,500 32,500
020179  BUDGETING & ACCOUNTING SERVICES , 00 16,230 16,250
020202  POSTAGE 30 700 700
020401  PRINTING MINUTES & NOTICES , it 1,900 1,900
020501  PRINTING & STATIONERY ; 4 4,000 4,000
021192  INTEREST 2 2,720 2,720
021407 OTHER TRAVEL 10,000 10,000
021408  VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSE )

1,525,320 1,525,320

1967 1988
EXPENDED BUDGET

040103

061001  CONTINGENT APPROPRIATIONS

TOTAL CONTINGENT

070201 DUE 7O COUNTY REVENUE

. TOTAL DUE TO COUNTY REVENLE

TOTAL RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY 16,633 125,000 2,060,320 3,060,320




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM PAGE NO.__1

DEPARTMENT__59101 Ramsey County Regional Railrcad Authority BUDGET YEAR__ 1989
Name

EESESSESCSSS S =S === =SS EESSSS=ES =SS =SS SS=S====SSSSSSSSSSsSSsSS=S==s=s=

Use the following format for all accounts, and use as a continuous form,

1987 1988 1989
Expended  Budget ~  Request Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing Operation -0- 4,280

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for independent consultants as necessary. Estimated
expenditures are as follows:

% Comprehensive Planning $300,000

020103 - Engineering Services
1987 1988
Expended Sudget Request Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing Operation 5,000 30,000 1,105,000

EXPLANATION:
Funds are needed to pay for preliminary engineering fees in connection with
the Midway Corridor and to pay for Hazardous Substance Testing when necessary.
Estimated Expenditures are as follows:

Preliminary Engineering - Midway Corridor 1,000,000
Public Works Fees 65,000
Hazardous Substance Testing 40,000

TOTAL $1,105,000

020109 - Real Estate Appraiser Services

1987 1988
Expended  Budget

Existing Operation 30,000

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for independent real estate appraiser services in
conjunction with land acquistion necessary to implement the project.

Form BA 364 - 88 (See instructions on back)




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM PAGE NO._2
DEPARTMENT_59101 Ramsey County Regional Rail Road Authority BUDGET YEAR__1989

Code # Name

============ =

Use the following format for all accounts, and use as a continuous form.

020174 - County Attorney Services
1987 1988 1989

Existing Operation 5,000 3,000 16,250

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed for payment of legal services rendered by the County
Attorney's Qffice.

020176 - Executive Director - Services
1987 1988

Existing Operation 3,200 3,000 32,5

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to reimburse for time expended by the Executive Director's
staff for the planning, development and implementation of the Regional Rail
Road Project.

020179 - Budgeting & Accounting Services
1987 1988

Existing Operation 524 3,000 16,250

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to reimburse for time expended by the Budgeting & Accounting
staff relating to basic accounting services, accounts payable, receivable,
invoice processing/payments, reports, etc.

Form BA 364 - 88 (See instructions on back) b




Fi PAGE NO.__3

DEPARTMENT__ 59101 Ramsey County Regional Rail Road Authority BUDGET YEAR_1989
Code # Name

Use the following format for all accounts, and use as a continuous form.

—020202 - Postage

1987 1988 1989
Expended  Budget Request Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing Operation 210 300 700

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for mailings, meeting notices, agendas, reports, etc.

020401 - Publishing Minutes and Notices
1987 1988

Existing Operation 1,670 1,500

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for printing Tax Level Notice and
Annual Financial Report in newspapers.

020501 - Printing and Stationery
1987

Existing Operation 1,029

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for duplicating services, printing of
agenda and minutes.

Form BA 364 - 88 (See instructions on back) q




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM PAGE NO._4

DEPARTMENT__59101 Ramsey County Regional Road Authority BUDGET YEAR__1989
Code # Name

EEZ=S=ZISESSSSSTTITTITS==

Use the following format for all accounts, and use as a continuous form.

Q21192 - Interest

1987 1988 1989
Expended ~ Budget  Request Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing Operation —l 2,420 = @ 2,720

EXPLANATION:

To provide for repayment to Ramsey County of a $25,000 loan received

in 1988. Estimated interest is 9% x $25,000 for 12 months; 9% x $12,500
for 5 months. Repayment to Ramsey County to be one-half of principal
plus interest on June 1 and November 1, 1989. Executive Director is
authorized to make loan repayment on due dates.

9% x 25,000 x 12 months 2,250
9% x 12,500 x 5 months

021407 - Other Travel

Existing Operation

EXPLANATION:

. Funds are needed to pay for staff attending training seminars relating
to light rail transit systems. Also to pay for trips, as may be required,
to cities that have established light transit systems (Chicago, San Diego,
San Jose, etc.) so as to study and observe operations.

021408 - Volunteer/Committee Meeting Expense
1987 1988
Expended  Budget

Existing Operation 1,000

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for expenses relating to meetings by Citizens
Advisory Committee and Task Force Groups with regard to planning current
proposals on light trail corridors and any additional light rail corridors
that may warrant studies.

Form BA 364 - 88 (See instructions on back)




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM PAGE NO.

DEPARTMENT_59101 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority BUDGET YEAR
Code # Name

=SS S SIS S S S S S S S CS S ECSE S ES IS ECSESSESESSSESSSSSSSCSSE=ESSESSSS==SSsE=s====s==s==S

Use the following format for all accounts, and use as a continuous form.
. 040103 - Land Acquisition

1987 1988 1989
Expended ~ Budget  Request Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing Operation 1,500,000

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed for the purchase of land necessary to implement the project.
This might include the North South Swede hollow corridor or possibly the

Sco Line "South Corridor" or land for stations or grounds. Another option
might include issuing bonds for this acquisition or for the engineering fees
for possibly the entire budget. This would reduce the levy and allow the
Railroad Authority to have money in reserve.

061001 - Contin

1987 1988
Expended Budget Request Levy Goal Proposed Approved
39,000 10,000

Existing Operation

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for expenses not known at this time,
transfers from contingent to line accounts will be made as
necessary by the Regional Railroad Authority.

070201 - Due to Ramsey County

1987 1988
Expended Budget

Existing Operation 25,000

EXPLANATION:

To provide for repayment to Ramsey County of $25,000 loan received
in 1988. Estimated interest is 9% x $25,000 for 12 months; 9% x
512,500 for 5 months. Repayment to Ramsey County to be one-half of
principal plus interest on June 1 and November 1, 1989. Executive
Director is authorized to make loan repayment on due dates.

Form BA 364 - 88 (See instructions on back)




| RAMSEY COUNTY |

DEPARTMENT OF
TAXATION AND RECORDS ADMINISTRATION
COUNTY OF RAMSEY

113138 COURT HOUSE
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

LOU McKENNA
Director

ROGER VIK
Asst. Director

LFO:
cc:

MEMORANDUM

Jim VanHoudt, Director
Budget & Accounting

Len Olson, Managerp_)
Revenue Division &

June 29, 1988

DIVISION MANAGERS
RICHARD D. WARD
Property Valuation
LEONARD F, OLSON
Revenue
C. THOMAS OSTHOFF
PEGGY RECTOR
Records
JOHN C. McLAUGHLIN
Abstract, Title
and Ownership

Estimated Light Rail Transit Levy Limit - Pay 1989 per Laws 1988,

Chapter 719, Art. 5, Sec. 36 (275.011, S. 1)

'87 Pay '88 Assessors Assessed Value Excluding T.I.F. $3,392,069,988

Fiscal Disparities - Net Adjustment

115,420,858

Agricultural & Urban Homestead Conversion (273.13, S. 7a) 1,708,840,552

Exempt '66/'67 Personal Property (275.49)

55,613,147

$5,271,944,545

2 mills (398A.04) x 1.035339 Class 2 factor (272.64) =
2.071 mills

.002071

Payable 1988 Dollar Limit

Estimated Payable 1989 Estimated Market Value
divided by 1988 Estimated Market Value

10,918,197

107.2%

Estimated Payable 1989 Dollar Limit

*This figure will be adjusted each succeeding year
by the percentage increase or decrease in Estimated
Market Value over the preceding year.

el
Lou McKenna, Director
Dept. of Taxation & Records Adm.

11,704,307+




Estimated Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

. Estimated Levy: $3,121,526
Estimated Millrate: 1.014 *

Estimated Taxes:

Home with estimated market value of 570,000 $100,000 $150,000
Estimated Gross Tax $12.28 $20.48 $34.18

Commercial Property with estimated
market value of $100,000 $500,000 $1,000,000
Estimated Gross Tax $34.48 $208.88 $426 .90

Estimated Gross Taxes are based on Payable 1988 Assessed Values (as equalized) and the
Payable 1988 Homestead Assessed Value formula.

Prepared by: Taxation & Records Admin.
Revenue Division - Tax Accounting
7/01/88

* NOTE: Estimated Taxes are based upon 1988 rates. 1989 tax formula and method is not
yet available, pending information from State of Minnesota.




RAMSEY COUNTY

ailroad
Authority

AGENDA

Room 316 Courthouse RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102 Tuesday, August 23, 1988
Phone 298-4145

*10:30 A.M. - LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM

Room 316

Minutes - A - Meeting of July 12, 1988
B - Meeting of July 26, 1988

John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

Duane W. McCarty
District 1

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Comprehensive light rail transit system plan for Hennepin County.

Soo Line tour - a verbal report

Appointment to Anoka County's Technical Advisory Committee.

Community Participation Program for Ramsey County RRA

Alignment Information Public Record for the Midway Corridor.

Discussion of Elimination of Some Proposed Alignments.
Definitions of LRT work

Consultant selection for LRT grant application

Work program for Comprehensive LRT Plan

Media relations assistance

Public Works Department responses to Northeast Corridor Study and

Computerized Base Mapping Request
Legal opinions on railroad issues

Financial Information for Light Rail Transit




MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

July 12, 1988

The meeting of the Board of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
was held on Tuesday, July 12, 1988, at 10:35 A.M. in the Conference Room of
316, Court House. Chairman Finley called the meeting to order.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Commissioner Duane McCarty (entered during Item 4)

ALSO PRESENT: Michele Timmons represented the County Attorney's Office
James Van Houdt, Ed Glaubitz, Robert Clarkson, Hugh
Faville, Larry Holmberg, Greg Mack, Toni Baker. Karen
Tero, Tom Ryan, Tim Yanto, Commissioner Paul McCarron,
Frances Glendenning, Patrick 0'Malley

Approval of payment of $8,487.34 to Executive Director's Department for
services of Property Manager, secretarial service, Chief Clerk to County
Board services, and services of the staff of the Executive Director's
Department.

Commissioner Norgard moved the following recommendation, and Commissioner
Hunt seconded this motion.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the payment of
$8,487.34 to Executive Director's Department for services of Property
Manager, secretarial services, Chief Clerk to County Board services,
and services of the staff of the Executive Director's Department.

Ro1l Call: Ayes - 5, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Quarterly Report of Payments
for period of April thru June, T988.

Commissioner Norgard moved the following recommendation, and Commissioner
Hunt seconded this motion.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority accepts the Report of
Quarterly Payments for the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority for
the period of April through June, 1988.

Rol1l Call: Ayes - 5, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.




Minutes
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
July 12, 1988

Goals for Light Rail Transit in Ramsey County - Adopted June, 1988

Chairman Finley said the revised Goals and Objectives have been‘pgt
together in the manner that the Board indicated as far as priorities,
and adding of No. 7.

Commissioner Salverda moved the following recommendation, and Commissioner
Hunt seconded this motion.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the revised Go§1s
and Objectives as presented in the documentation for Light Rail Transit
in Ramsey County.

Rol1l Call: Ayes - 5, Nays - O
Motion adopted.

Comprehensive LRT Plan for Ramsey County

Chairman Finley discussed the memorandum from Kathy DeSpiegelaere, in which
she outlines staff needs, the idea of a three person staff in which none of
them are full time on LRT in order to give you broader coverage, coordina’cion,.

and comprehensive planning, etc. Then, the recommendation is that they put
together an RFP for the Comprehensive Plan, and use existing County staff -
this was touched on briefly at the last meeting, that the County Engineer
staff could help in some areas.

On the Comprehensive Plan, Chairman Finley suggested we also look at No.
6, as part of the Comprehensive Planning funding is set forth in No. 6,
tie the two together in the budget.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere addressed the Board, Mr. 0'Malley has prepared the budget.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation has slightly over $4 million avail-
able for LRT grants, and there would be a 50% match through the seven metro
county Regional Rail Authorities. The revised guidelines based on comments
Ramsey County and other agencies submitted, this indicates that Ramsey County
would be able to apply for funds for a Comprehensive Plan and also this indicates
that Ramsey County would be able to apply for funds for preliminary engineering
in the Midway Corridor.

Chairman Finley said this would then have an effect on the budget if these
funds were applied for.

Mr. 0'Malley informed the Board that the total funds available are $4.2 million,
and the most you can apply for is 50%.

Commissioner Hunt would like to know if the engineering is separate in the .
state allocation for preliminary engineering.




Minutes
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
July 12, 1988

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained this is all in the $4.2 million, you can apply

for the plan grant, and if you have a Comprehensive Plan, you can apply for
preliminary engineering. Ramsey County does not have a plan, however, there is
exception for Ramsey County in the Midway Corridor as this corridor has

been the highest priority corridor in the region. So, we are in a unique
situation where we could apply for funds for both, we are the only county

who can.

Commissioner Norgard asked when you go out for this Comprehensive Plan, you
have one group that does everything, and they tell us what they want to tell
us. This has to stop somewhere along the way. You will have one outfit who
is representing everyone, which is probably not a healthy situation.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said this was discussed at the last meeting, there are
several consulting firms we, as the client, should be able to control the
situation by indicating that we want realistic information.

Chairman Finley commented that Commissioner Hunt had brought this up at the
last meeting, because of the experience with the City Council, and this is

a point well taken. He did address this with Ms. DeSpiegelaere and she does
feel comfortable that a well-prepared RFP which could essentially be done
in-house, could bring out competition, with the County Public Works providing
certain parts of the Comprehensive Plan, she feels that it could be controlled,
so that we get the facts that we are looking for without the hype. We do not
need any hype. We will try to Took at it the best we can, and he does not
think that anyone at this Board feels we have to go full speed ahead as it is
not feasible in our experience. The Board should feel comfortable that we
can probably get a consultant who would not provide the hype.

Commissioner Salverda asked how many national consultants are there in this
field.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere does not really know, when they issued a RFP for the Midway
Corridor, there were about nine proposals received. The question is if you
get a national firm, you want someone to be responsible locally too, you do
not want to have to do everything by long distance phone calls.

Chairman Finley said the firms need to get a grip on the goals and objectives.

Ms. DeSpiegelare would like the recommendations at the conclusion of the
June 29, 1988 memo to be acted upon today.

Chairman Finley asked if we should include at this point that we should
seek a grant, is it appropriate or too early. Ms. DeSpiegelaere would
like to have this included in the motion if possible.
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Commissioner Hunt moved the following recommendation, and Commissioner
Norgard seconded the motion.

The Board of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority authorizes
the following:

1. Ramsey County should initiate the preparation of a Light Rail Transit
Comprehensive Plan. The plan should outline incremental stages for
development of light rail transit in Ramsey County. Preparation of
the plan should be conducted with a realistic rather than excessively
optimistic approach to the issues.

The services of a consultant should be sought for the preparation of
the Plan.

Existing County staff (in increased numbers over the current Regional Rail-
road Authority staff) should be used to manage the project and to staff

the citizen/community involvement components of the Plan. These staff

members would spend a portion of their time on Regional Railroad Authority
assignments and retain responsibilities in Ramsey County departments where
they are employed. The first task of the additional staff members would

be to assist in the preparation of a request for proposal for consultant .
services for the Plan.

Ramsey County is to apply for grant funds from the Minnesota Department

of Transportation for the Comprehensive Plan, as well as funds for the
preliminary engineering in the Midway Corridor.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - 0 (Commissioner McCarty entered meeting during
Motion adopted. Item 4.)

Debt Service Schedules - Information Only

Chairman Finley discussed the impact which is not as drastic as we may have

been 1ed to believe, when you are talking about expenses of $45.00, he realizes
you have to take this into consideration with the other debt which we are en-
cumbering. When we talk about $100 million, it is not a $100 million tax levy,
we are talking about $22.72 on a $70,000 home, $37.94 on a $100,000 home. This
is only one of many possible sources, but this give us where we are at present
day authority. Chairman Finley asked what this means as far as mills go.

James Van Houdt explained the current mill is about 1% mills for the annual debt
on $100 million.That is for the old mill, no one knows on the new mill.

Chairman Finley said on the old mill we could generate sufficient funds for in .
excess of a $100 million bond issue under existing law for the old mill.
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Commissioner Hunt said this does not take into account what a subsidy might
be for operation if that falls back on us. At what point in time would we
be able to determine the operation losses? Ms. DeSpiegelaere said you would
get this in the Comprehensive Plan, but as you get further long, you will
find that information becomes more accurate.

Chairman Finley followed up on the question, does Ms. DeSpiegelaere envision
that we look at LRT in the Comprehensive Plan as one more part of the total
transportation plan, is this a difficult question? Ms. DeSpiegelaere said

it is not, in Public Works they have talked about this a great deal. We have
a transportation plan that was prepared ten years ago by an intern, this plan
does not address LRT at all, and at that time the responsibilities were quite
different, and this suggested that Ramsey County come up with Metropolitan
Transit Commission. Ms. DeSpiegelaere thinks it would be beneficial to revise
EE%EtRL?n as well. LRT and the Transportation Plan are linked and should go

1989 Budget for RC Regional Railroad Authority - for Discussion

Chairman Finley called on Pat 0'Malley who put this budget together to
address the Board.

Mr. 0'Malley explained that the budget has two significant areas proposed
for next year, and this is being brought in for discussion at this time.
Basically, the information was gathered from various mediums that they had
and also some of the goals and objectives, the two biggest areas start on
Page 5 of the budget, which would be for Engineering Services, fees for
Midway Corridor, or any other corridors, funding for Public Works, and

any hazardou substance testing, the other area was acquisition of property,
page 9, this was left vague, as you have not selected a corridor, could be
used for stations or grounds. If the Regional Railroad Authority decided

it wanted to acquire some property, the funds would be available.

Usually the startup for LRT is acquiring the grounds for the main station
for repair facility. If you decide to start up the transit, the vehicles
are transferred to the main service station. There may be some property
available now.

In other areas they tried to increase these as much as was felt necessary,
if we get into studies, these types of programs, the funds would be available.

Commissioner Hunt asked if the $500,000 shown under Engineering Services, would
this be reimbursable by the state for the Midway Corridor. He believes that is
true, if we apply for it, and if we are granted that money, then it would be
available. In his memo on Page 1 he stated that the budget did not include any
funds that may be appropriated from the state. When the budget was prepared,
they were uncertain, or how much money they would get.
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Chairman Finley said that would be true on the one above that too, the
$300,000 for Consulting Services. He believes what we are talking about

is that we should apply for the two grants, one for the Comprehensive

Plan which could be in the area of $300,000, and one for the Preliminary
Engineering of the Midway Corridor, which may cost $500,000. The com-
bination of the $800,000 is that they would pay 60% of the cost of the
study, as the grant funds to any one county cannot be more than 60%

of the total cost, inotherwords, any one county can get 60% of $4.2 million,
so we could get 100% of the Comprehensive Plan and 100% of the Preliminary
Engineering.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said there is a 50% local match in addition to the 60%
total for one County, and Chairman Finley said now he understands.

Commissioner Hunt is concerned as to how this is going to be administered
as the State may run out of money. Is there a deadline for applications?

Ms. DeSpiegelaere pointed out that all applications may not be successful,
and they will have to evaluate them. The deadline is September 1st, and
the funds will be allocated in November.

Chairman Finley said we had been concerned that the allocations would not .
be until November, but what they have done is agree to make the funds retro-
active to July 1st, so if you expended funds between July 1 and the actual

grant approval, that they would reimburse you for what expenses were made.

Commissioner Ahrens is concerned about the $100,000 Tisted for a study of
the NE Corridor, and the thought that there was sufficient question about
the NE Corridor and its viability, putting $100,000 into a study of a
corridor we have questions about.

Commissioner Norgard commented that he has had some questions on this
corridor, and he wished to correct the name to Swede Hollow, rather

than Sweet Hollow. He has attended several meetings on this, some groups
were fighting this, but now they are willing to listen.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said it is true, they have had meetings on this, there
is another one scheduled in two weeks on this corridor.

Mr. 0'Malley said he is not sure which Comprehensive Plan we are going to
use, another thing is that Anoka County is not sure which plan they are
going to use, as they may be running some lines through a portion of Ramsey
County.
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Commissioner Ahrens had a question on the Midway Corridor $500,000, how did
we obtain that figure, and whether our staff has taken into assessment of
what was done over a two year period at the Met Council, they primarily con-
centrated on University Avenue Corridor, but they had done a number of
assessments and studies of the railroad potential north, and it seems to
her that this information is out there, and is available. To put $500,000
into a study which may tend to replicate what an earlier study did over a
two year period, might not be the best use of resources.

Mr. 0'Malley for a point of clarification, the Comprehensive Plan is sort

of the overall plan, and if we make a decision on the corridor, the funding
is there for the planning and engineering so we will have a detailed analysis
of the line and how it is going to be used.

Chairman Finley pointed out that there has not been engineering on any line.
Mr. 0'Malley said that planning and engineering is Tike laying out the line,
the engineering is the specifications for that line.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere suggested that the correct term for this might be
Preliminary Engineering. The Met Council study was prepared for Federal
guidelines which are more complex and require detailed analysis and input,

in that some of that information is not useful. This would be comparable to

the Comprehensive Plan for that one corridor only, but it was not preliminary
engineering for that corridor. It would be more appropriately under Compre-

hensive Planning.

Commissioner Salverda suggested that they have a Glossary of terms, as many
people do not know the difference, we should have a Tist of these plans,
what the task force is doing, what the Advisory Committee is doing, they
are all planning and advising to a degree. This could be a simple sheet
listing different types of plans, etc.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere agreed with Commissioner Salverda, our response to Mn/DOT
LRT Guidelines was "what do you mean by preliminary engineering". She was
uncertain herself, she knows what it is for road construction, but it may not
be the same for LRT. They have responded in the grant application in three
different aspects, one is the Comprehensive Plan, one is Preliminary Engineer-
ing, and one is actually Design of System Construction.

Chairman Finley asked at this point on Page 5 under Engineering Services,

if Planning and Engineering should really be Preliminary Engineering, let's
change that right now, so that when we come back to it we will not have these
questions. Mr. O'Malley believes that is accurate.

Commissioner Hunt asked if the Planning and Engineering for the Corridor,
does that mean we could study two potential corridors, or will it require
that we make a decision as to what the preferred corridor is first before
we do preliminary engineering.
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Mr. 0'Malley said we would probably make the decision first, he believes
a lot of this information will come out of the Comprehensive Plan.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said she is not sure, do we have to make a decision in
Ramsey County before we apply? - Mn/DOT has to answer some questions as to
what is expected of us before they approve the grant. She has a meeting
scheduled with Mn/DOT.

Mr. 0'Malley believes the money allotted in the proposed budget would
be just enough for one corridor study.

In response to Commissioner Hunt's question as to when will we make a
decision on what our preferred corridor is, Chairman Finley would like to
make it this year, but he does not know if we will if we do not have the
Comprehensive Plan. The one thing that has to be done before making that
decision, we are going to have to check out University Avenue and connections,
as there are some concerns that have been addressed that we are going to have
to check out regardless before we decide on a corridor. Hopefully, he would
like to have a determination before the end of this year if possible.

Chairman Finley thinks we need a specific resolution regarding the
Comprehensive LRT Plan as far as authorizing you to apply for grant, would .

we be doing the same thing for preliminary engineering.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere had a conversation with Mn/DOT, and they indicated to her
that it may be necessary to get outside expertise like a consultant to complete
the grant application, and she would like to explore that further. Chairman
Finley suggested this be placed on the agenda for next meeting, you could call
it the Preliminary Engineering Midway Corridor Grant Process.

Chairman Finley asked if the Board is being asked to approve the budget today,
and Mr. 0'Malley said this was for discussion only today.

Commissioner Salverda would like to know if a mission statement was ever
adopted, he feels that maybe this should be redone, and Ms. DeSpiegelaere
be directed to revise this, and he was not impressed with the mission.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere shares Commissioner Salverda's concerns, as this mission
statement evidently came from the legislation.

Commissioner Salverda reiterated that the Board look at the mission statement

as this could be embellished. Chairman Finley recommended that the goals

which have now been adopted be addressed in the final budget as well. Commissioner
Salverda said the goals support the mission statement, and we should revise the
mission statement so it is concurrent. .
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Commissioner Salverda moved the following recommendation, Commissioner
Hunt seconded the motion.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority directs the staff to
revise the mission statement, as the goals and objectives have now
been adopted, and these should be considered in the revision as they
support the mission statement.

Roll Call: Ayes- 6, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Chairman Finley asked when the Board would Tike to look at the budget in
detail.

Mr. O'Malley informed the Board that we have six weeks if we are going to
make any changes. He mentioned that we have to publish the Intent to Tax
Notice.

Intent to Tax Notice

Chairman Finley asked Mr. Van Houdt if the Board can approve this Intent
to Tax Notice now.

Mr. Van Houdt addressed the Board, last year we adopted it the same day the
County Board adopted its tax levy at a special meeting. What he would suggest
is, as something new has come up that they just found out, the October 10th
date has been moved back for some reason in the legislation, and would like
to leave the date up to the County Attorney, he believes it will be the 25th,
but he would Tike to have as long a time as possible if they have to make
changes.

Mr. Van Houdt suggested the date be changed to October 25th, and then the
day the County Board adopts the budget, the Regional Railroad Authority

can have a special meeting following the Board. This is the notice of the
levy intent, not the budget, which should be published six weeks in advance.
This notice should be approved today, and Ms. Timmons can verify the correct
date.

Mr. Van Houdt explained that Mr. MacMillan in preparing this intent to tax
notice has drafted this so that we will not have to come back and do this
every year, to publish it.

Commissioner Hunt had a question, would the Railroad Authority be considered
as a local unit of government, and if they do not change the tax law, would
this have to go through that same process of a first class notice to every
property owner.

Thomas Ryan does not believe that you are in that definition. Mr. Van Houdt
added that we are probably not.
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Mr. Van Houdt said if the levy starts approaching what you authorized, you
could levy under that two mills to divert that $11 million, this may be
changed in the next session, he believes they made an error in the formula,
but this is the way it reads.

Chairman Finley said there has been a question as to where the Railroad
Authorities fall under the requirement of comprehensive planning, under

the authority of the Metropolitan Council. He was at a meeting where

this was discussed, and this was sort of a compromise that the Metropolitan
Council would still look at our Comprehensive Plan, with or without that
authority, and that the Advisory Committee of the Transportation Board

that Commissioner McCarty is on, would review it also. They sort of felt
that we were not a local unit of government for that purpose.

Michele Timmons agrees that the date in the Intent to Tax Notice be left
blank, until she can research this. She wished to call attention to the
Tax Notice, this should be corrected to read Statutes 398A.04.

Commissioner Hunt moved the following recommendation, Commissioner
Salverda seconded this motion.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the Intent to Tax .
Notice to be published six successive weeks prior to date the Authority

intends to levy the tax, correct date to be determined by the County

Attorney's Office.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Coordination with Metropolitan Regional Railroad Authority Staff

Ms. DeSpiegelaere addressed this matter, on July 1st the seven Metro
County Regional Railroad Authority Staff had their first meeting, each
discussed what their counties were doing, and what they intended to do to
apply to Mn/DOT for grant funds. Two counties indicated that they will
probably not apply, Carver and Washington, the remainder indicated that
they would apply, those who are taking a more aggressive approach,
obviously, Anoka, Hennepin and Ramsey. This was good to share information.
Hennepin, of course, has done a lot of things that the rest of us will be
following through on. They have decided to meet quarterly.

Commissioner Salverda asked if Ramsey County staff provided a written
handout. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said they did, it was included in the documentation.
Commissioner Salverda said they are to be commended.

N.E. Corridor Study - Memo from Greg Mack .
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Chairman Finley discussed the memo from Greg Mack who has outlined in the
letter some points, and that he feels they will be able to complete their
assessment by September 1st.

Greg Mack addressed the Board, this letter outlines several points which
they could address, these would be in the category of the preliminary plan,
and would not be the engineering of a recreational trail. It would be
important for both the recreation assessment, and the Public Works assessment
to have some of the base data compiled, and they would need that before they
could proceed with any further study.

Mr. Mack said they would Took to the Metropolitan Council who have done some
studies from the Regional Trail Corridor perspective and the Department of
Natural Resources for some input into the recreational needs. Also, we would
dealing with the City of St. Paul who has been active in discussing this
corridor, and the Swede Hollow issue, so they would be looking at that in
conjunction with the St. Paul Parks & Recreation Division, and he believes
that it would be realistic to provide that kind of narrative discussion of
the recreational needs by September 1st.

Chairman Finley asked if we need any action to authorize them to do an outline,
and Ms. DeSpiegelaere said her concern is that some base date which Mr. Mack
may need is not yet available, and as yet we do not have a response from the
Public Works Department as to when that will be available. At the July 26th
meeting we hope to have a response from the Public Works Department.

Chairman Finley asked if there are some things that could be done by the
Parks and Recreation Department while they are waiting. Mr. Mack said they
could proceed now with the assessment portion, not using the physical layout,
but in Tooking at the general alignment of the corridor, reviewing what is
available from Metropolitan Council connections, their criteria for funding
of corridors such as that, tying that in in conjunction with Regional Park
facilities. They would have to look at some very specific ownership issues,
as the corridor narrows in some areas, they could not assess that until they
see what the property laws are, what easements exist.

Commissioner Hunt asked about St. Paul's main interest in this corridor which
is for recreational purposes, how does this fit in with the intent of the law
that it was to be for transportation purposes, and only some ultimate kind of
thing that you could use it for.

Michele Timmons said that we have essentially stated before that recreation
uses may be made on an interim basis, but for the purpose of the land
acquisition by the Railroad Authority would be to hold the land for some
development for light rail. She mentioned that Ms. DeSpiegelaere had requested
a legal opinion on this topic, and this should be ready this week.
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Commissioner Salverda asked if this could tie in with the mission statement,
as there is no mention made of recreational facilities.

Commissioner Norgard said the Department of Transportation for matching funds
said this could be used for recreation until such time if they ever decided
to use it for transportation, it would revert back. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said
that is true. you have to be very cautious, however, with an interim use,
that that interim use does not legally prohibit the ultimate use from ever
occurring. Inotherwords, if you had a bike path, and eventually wanted LRT,
or some other means of transportation, you would want to be sure the interim
used as bike path would not prohibit you from eventually doing what you
really wanted to do.

Chairman Finley said this is one of the issues mentioned in No. 10 with the
[-94, and what has happened as it affects bridges down in that area.

Chairman Finley asked if the Board should proceed with the assessment, gather

the material with the anticipated date of September 1st, so that you would be

able to start gathering this information. Mr. Mack said this would be

acceptable, the action taken on the 14th of June made the request, and they,

at this point, are responding to that, if they can proceed with everything

to the point where they need the mapping. .

Mr. Mack said they would try to tie in with the resources in their existing
staff and the City of St. Paul, Met Council has staff that would be available
in the trail corridors if needed. Additional Funds - Chairman Finley asked
if they are needed. Mr. Mack said at this time he does not feel they will
need any additional funds.

Commissioner Norgard's reaction is that they want some form of government to
pick up that property, does not know what we are going to use it for, how we
are going to use it.

Mr. Mack added that the City of St. Paul is reviewing their Capital Improvement
Program for the Regional Parks, they have included the corridor to Beam Avenue

for funding, that was the contingency that Bob Piram placed, and he does not know
how this progressed through the City Council.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere (Commissioner Schaber is not here) expressed a concern that we
made some commitments to have the citizens participation involved in the study,
but maybe it is time to initiate the information on the NE Corridor Task Force.
We have a Technical Group involved, but not a citizens' group.

Chairman Finley suggested that this should be brought in for the next meeting.

[t would be more appropriate if Commissioner Schaber were here, and we will be
addressing the whole issue of the roles of the Advisory Committee and Task .
Force.




Minutes
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
July 12, 1988

Commissioner McCarty asked what we are going in terms of preserving this
corridor, we do not have any agreement with the railroad at this time, we
have no means of warding off piecemeal sale.

Mr. 0'Malley said there is no agreement right now, he has had several
conversations with BN about it, they don't know what they want to sell

it for, they have ordered appraisal on the corridor, and this may be

done in the next sixty days. Interest has been expressed by some residents
in buying parts of it, but they do not want to sell it piecemeal, they want
to sell it to one corporation. He asked BN who has an interest in it, they
said the City of St. Paul Water Department, City of Maplewood has expressed
interest in buying a portion of it.

Commissioner McCarty feels there is some point where we are going to have
to make a judgment call, such as we are interested, maybe we should have an
option, maybe this is not a real concern.

Chairman Finley suggested that the only way would be a legal option to buy
with the first right of refusal from the railroad.

Mr. 0'Malley does not know if an option or first right of refusal would
protect us; as he has worked with these people in the past, they have been
keeping him informed.

Commissioner Hunt moved the following recommendation, Commissioner
Ahrens seconded the motion.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority requests that the Parks and
Recreation Department proceed with the analysis of the Northeast Burlington
Northern Railroad Corridor, to prepare an assessment of the recreation
potential of the corridor, as outlined in the letter from Greg Mack, dated
June 27, 1988; with expected completion to be about September 1, 1988.

Ro11 Call: Ayes - 6. Nays - O
Motion carried.

Minnesota Department of Transportation Plans for I-94 at Burlington
Northern Railroad.

Chairman Finley discussed the memo and the letters and response from
Mn/Dot on behalf of the County's concerns. Essentially, to summarize, he
said that a decision was made by the Department of Transportation about a
year ago toremove about five bridges in that area. They did not consider
Light Rail Transit at that time, and they made a decision to go ahead with
the removal. When Chairman Finley had a meeting with Commissioner Levine,
he did touch upon this particular subject, and told him that we were very
concerned about it from the County's overall aspects, in eliminating these
for use, there may be interest in some of the bridges. The staff was
quite adamant as when decisions are made they are hard to pull off. There




nutes
~amsey County Regional Railroad Authority .
July 12, 1988

is a meeting tomorrow with the City of St. Paul where they are asked to
approve these plans, Councilman Dimond is concerned and has sent some letters
to the Department. Chairman Finley plans to attend this meeting, and express
that we do have a concern because we want to try to leave as many options
open as possible. If anyone feels that we should not be involved in this at
all, Chairman Finley would like to know. At this point, we may not have too
much input. One thing that was brought to the attention of Mn/DOT, however,
and he did get a promise from Commissioner Leving that in future, they will
consider the concerns of Light Rail Transit in their planning in this area

as we were not even consulted either as well as the Public Works Department.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said that is true, in response to what Chairman Finley has
said about coordination in the future, she has received a call inviting her
to a meeting on the Snelling Marshall Bridge, so apparently his message did
come through.

Chairman Finley again asked for any comments from the Board members as to
whether we should be involved in this.

Commissioner Salverda commented that Chairman Finley is representing the
Regional Railroad Authority very well at these outside meetings, and he .

recommended that he keep doing what he has been doing.

Non Agenda:
Chairman Finley asked if the Board wished to hold a special meeting on the
budget.

Commissioner Norgard said he would like to have it wrapped up before budget
time, and get it done so we can come in with a package.

Chairman Finley would 1ike to allocate time for a special meeting between
now and the first of September to deal with the LRT budget, this could be
on an alternate week rather than our regularly scheduled week. Ms. De-
Spiegelaere suggested that the second meeting of the month, the fourth
Tuesday, we may have additional items to be considered.

Commissioner Salverda had another question, the Board has adopted the goals,
each of the goals have action steps, and he is wondering about the time table
that Ms. DeSpiegelaere has on many of the tasks to support the goals, one

of the most major tasks is to seek out potential funding, maybe we should be
pro-active by way of proposing legislation to get someone else to pay for
this, and he is calling for the urgency and the funding goal as a discussion
point.

Chairman Finley agreed that this is a very good point, and Ms. DeSpiegelaere
said one of the steps for funding is an alternative to the property tax, as so




Minutes
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
July 12, 1988

the Comprehensive Plan process beings, it would be possible to define those
further and come up with some recommendations, and then go to the Legislature.

Chairman Finley suggested that it might be a good idea to bring back out the

material on financing, and put this on the agenda for the next meeting,
for informational purposes.

Anoka County Comprehensive Plan

Chairman Finley introduced Commissioner Paul McCarron who is the Chairman of
Anoka County Regional Railroad Authority, and Tim Yantos, the Deputy Admin-
istrator from Anoka County.

Commissioner McCarron said he is here today to try to enhance the working
relationships that have developed over the last few years in this LRT community
that we are involved in. In March of this year the Anoka Rail Authority con-
tracted with BRW to do an Anoka County Light Rail Phase I Scoping Study, and
the purpose of that study was to identify all those LRT routes available

to Anoka County, there are on the periphery, so they have to look at the core
counties as part of their planning process. One of the routes that was
identified is the Minnesota Commercial Railroad which runs from Fridley down
into Ramsey County and over into Hennepin County. The proposed route to
examine would follow the Minnesota Commercial RR to Highway 88, and then
follow 88 into the core area. The passageway that the Commercial Rail Author-
ity allows for its own use, and for potential other uses is wide enough down
to where it runs into Highway 88. After that point, there is such a density
of other uses, such as NSP transmission Tines following that routing, that it
does not allow for much planning for other potential uses.

As the majority of the routes have been identified so far as having a potential
of connecting with Hennepin County System, the Anoka Rail Authority and
Hennepin County have entered into a contract with BRW jointly to develop an
Anoka Hennepin Northeast Light Rail Corridor Study and Comprehensive LRT
Systems Plan. This portion was left out of Hennepin County's study, and will
include areas of Anoka County that have not been adequately studied. As part
of that Comprehensive Plan, they are going to study the Minnesota RR Highway 88
route, and Anoka County is requesting Ramsey County's positions and opinions

on this route as they look at it. As part of their Comprehensive Plan, they
will be developing four different Committees, and they would like to ask the
Chair of this Regional Rail Authority and the Mayors of Mounds View, New Brighton,
Roseville to participate in the Anoka Government Advisory Committee so that
adequate recognition of the needs of those areas could be factored into the
studies. Also, they would 1ike to ask Ramsey County to appoint some repres-
entative to participate in their Corridor and Technical Advisory Committee

so that once again proper recognition of the needs of those neighborhoods

be factored into this overall Comprehensive Study.
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Commissioner McCarron said it is his understanding that Ramsey County will be
or are considering Ramsey County Comprehensive Light Rail Study, and he

also added that he has not had an opportunity to review the Ramsey County
Goals and Obljectives for Light Rail. Anoka County would like to assure
Ramsey County that the Anoka County Rail Authority is most interested in
participating with Ramsey in their study in those areas where it impacts

upon their communities as they follow the area of the western border.

Commissioner McCarron reiterated that Anoka County would like to join in
Ramsey County's Comprehensive Study, if and when Ramsey County deems that
to be appropriate, and have Ramsey County join in their study as well.

Commissioner Salverda asked if Anoka County has a goal statement for their

authority, and Commissioner McCarron said they do not, they have only their
Scoping Study, but they do not have a goals-orientated thing as yet. This

Phase I Scoping Study he shows to the Board.

Commissioner Norgard asked about the line that goes to Central Avenue, and

if this is one of their high priorities to come down through New Brighton.
Commissioner McCarron said it is one of their priorities to find a way into

the core, and they do not know at this point in time which one is going to .

be the most appropriate, both fiscally and ridership wise.

Commissioner McCarron showed some mapping that he presented to the Board,
and he asked Mr. Yanto to point out the area which comes to Highway 47, it
does cross 65, and they are looking at a connection to Highway 88. several
routes which go from north to south they are considering, the hub area which
is the Northtown Shopping area.

Commissioner McCarron said there is significant interest on the part of the
members of the Rail Authority to make sure that they get connected into St.
Paul some way or another, and they envision this as being a connection some-
where.

Chairman Finley commented that the Board members had gone on BN up to
Northtown, but they crossed that Minnesota Transfer Line while they were on
the BN 1ine. Commissioner McCarrton said that this comes in, barely touches
Mounds View, and then cuts down to New Brighton and Roseville.

Chairman Finley would 1ike to know if the Minnesota Commercial is a private
operation, and Thomas Ryan informed the Committee that Minnesota Transfer
Railroad sold it to a private operator. Mr. 0'Malley added that the ownership
was sold, but he believes there is still joint ownership

Mr. Yanto informed the Board that the Anoka Goals will be answered in many of
the areas that will be studied in the Comprehensive Plan, although they have .
not developed specific goals as yet, they have an Executive Committee, the
Inter-Governmental Committe, and the Technical Corridor Committees. They

expect these to be developed and established within the next couple of weeks.
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Chairman Finley informed Commissioner McCarron and Mr. Yanot that Ramsey
County will be very happy to participate in Anoka County's planning, and
appreciate the opportunity to do so. He will make himself available, and
also it would be good if Commissioner McCarty, in his absence, as it affects
his district. We all like to kept apprised of this information.

Commissioner Norgard feels that the Anoka County Study will be very advantageous
to us as it goes through the northern part of Ramsey County.

Chairman Finley thanked Commissioner McCarron and Mr. Yanto for coming to the
meeting today, he advised them that Ramsey County's Comprehensive Plan was

Jjust approved today, we have to put together an RFP, so Ramsey County is moving
along, too.

There being no further matters to come before this Board, Chairman Finley
declared the meeting adjourned.




MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

MEETING

July 26, 1988

The meeting of the Board of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was
held on Tuesday, July 26, 1988, at 11:15 A.M. in the Conference Room of 316,
Court House. Secretary Warren Schaber called the meeting to order.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Commissioner Warren Schaber

MEMBERS ABSENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Duane McCarty

Also Present: Michele Timmons represented the County Attorney's Office,
Robert Clarkson, Hugh Faville, Howard Blin, Ed Glaubitz,

Karen Tero, Toni Baker, Charles Kenow, Frances Glendenning,
Patrick 0'Malley

Minutes - of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting of
July 12, 1988.

These minutes will be on the agenda for the next meeting for full Board
approval.

Mission Statement for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Acting Chairman Schaber recommended that this matter would be best to hold
until we have the full Board present for input and discussion.

This will be laid over until the next meeting.

Community Participation Program for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Acting Chairman Schaber recommended that this matter should probably be held
over until the new full Board Meeting.

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere addressed the Committee, she has spoken with Jerry
Jenkins who is the Community Coordinator for St. Paul. However, Ms.
DeSpiegelaere has been directed by Commissioner Finley to meet with Ms.
Jenkins and review this program, so that we are certain that the District
Councils are involved adequately in the Rail Authority in the future.




Minutes
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
July 26, 1988

Acting Chairman Schaber asked if there were any comments, he would recommend this .
be laid over.

Commissioner Hunt mentioned that Ann Wynia, Representative, had discussed
this also in a letter of July 25, 1988. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere informed
the Committee that a response to Ms. Wynia's letter has been drafted for
Commissioner Finley's signature.

Grant for Light Rail Transit

Acting Chairman Schaber recommended that this item be acted upon today.

Commissioner Norgard moved adoption of the following recomendation which was
seconded by Commissioner Hunt.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said they would like to be able to go ahead and sign the
contracts instead of coming back to tre Board, so they can get started, as
September 1st is the deadline for the grant application, as the Board can
see this is a time constraint.

Mr. 0'Malley suggested if they would wish to delegate the authority to him
or the Executive Director to execute the contract, then we can get started
at once on the Grant Application.

Members of the Board were in agreement on this, and this should be included .
in the recommendation.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the recommendations
for the application to Minnesota Department of Transportation for a grant
for Light Rail Transit Funds as follows:

1. Authorize preparation of grant applications to Mn/DOT before September
1 for a comprehensive LRT Plan for Ramsey County and for preliminary
engineering, including appropriate environmental documents, for the
Midway Corridor.

Authorize staff to negotiate a contract on an hourly basis (total
cost not to exceed $3000) for consultant assistance in preparing the
LRT grant application.

Request the Board of Ramsey County Commissioners to loan funds as
necessary to the RCRRA to meet the funding requirements of a comprehensive
plan, should RCRRA resources be depleted during the course of that work.

Authorize Ms. DeSpiegelaere to proceed with the selection of the
consultant immediately, and authorize the Executive Director to execute
the consultant contract to cover the grant application.

Roll Call: Ayes - 4, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.
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Staff Needs for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Acting Chairman Schaber said that Ms. DeSpiegelaere had said this matter could
certainly wait. This matter will be laid over until the next meeting.

Financial Information for Light Rail Transit

Acting Chairman Schaber because of the small number of members here today
recommended that this matter be laid over for discussion at the next meeting.

Northeast Burlington Corridor Study

Acting Chairman Schaber recommended that we should move ahead on this.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere advised the Board that the recommendation is to request
nominations for the North East Corridor Task Force. This also indicates

that the meetings will be scheduled this summer and probably not until

later next year, so there will be a time lapse. Also, the Board may want

to be aware that if we go ahead with this, the nominations would be

requested as outlined in the Community Participation Program which would

be one from each affected District Council, which may be 4, and two from

each city other than St. Paul, business interests as well, as listed on Page 7.

Acting Chairman Schaber has looked at the Community Participation Program,
and it appears that all the bases have been covered.

Commissioner Norgard moved adoption of the following recommendation,
seconded by Commissioner Salverda.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board approves the request

for nominations of citizens to serve on the Northeast Corridor Task Force,
with the understanding that the task force may have meetings in the summer of
1988 and again in the winter of 1988-89, and selection of these members is

to follow the process as shown in the Community Participation Program.

Roll Call; Ayes - 4, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Commissioner Norgard said there is a rumor which he has been asked about,
that is that the County is going to buy the Burlington Northern Corridor
right of way.

Acting Chairman Schaber said he does not know, but he does know that the City
of St. Paul has been urging us to buy it as they want it for a trail type and
he suggested that the City buy it.

Patrick 0'Malley informed the Board that the Met Council has expressed an
interest in buying this. He has talked to Burlington Northern,and they
are working on a price for the property, getting an appraisal, so we are
waiting for them to come back with this information.
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Acting Chairman Schaber can see no reason for the County acquiring this
for transit purposes. He knows Bob Piram, City of St. Paul, is very anxious
to have it acquired, so it can be used as a trail.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere advised the Board that yesterday the Technical Staff Committee
for the NE Corridor had a meeting, and Bob Piram did apply to the Met Council
for funds for acquisition for the corridor. She added that Michele Timmons has
recently issued an opinion that for the Regional Railroad Authority

to purchase it, the purpose would have to be for light rail transit, it

could not be for recreation use, although that could be an interim use.

Her opinion stated that a study should be conducted before a decision is

made for the Regional Railroad Authority to purchase it.

Michele Timmons had copied the Commissioners on the Legal Opinion. This
opinion is consistent with everything that has been said before, basically
the purpose for purchasing the corridor is to preserve the corridor for
light rail. We need some kind of a reason documented decision, probably
through this NE Corridor Study,that affirmatively says that purpose before
we go ahead and actually purchase it.

Acting Chairman Schaber said the Met Council was looking at acquiring it .

for recreational purposes. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said the funding would be
100%.

Acting Chairman Schaber asked about the budget for the RRA, and Ms. De-
Spiegelaere said this was discussed at the RRA Board Meeting two weeks

ago, and there will be a special meeting on August 16th solely for dis-
cussion of the budget.

Comprehensive LRT System Plan for Hennepin County

Acting Chairman Schaber recommended that this be held until the next
meeting when we have a full Board.

There being no further matters to come before the Board, Acting
Chairman Schaber declared the meeting adjourned.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

PUBLIC WORKS Board Action Requested

Originating Department

K. DeSpiegelaere HENNEPIN COUNTY

Authorized Signature

|
|
|
: COMPREHENSIVE LRT SYSTEM PLAN FOR
[
|
|
: Information

|

Request Justification

See attached memo from K. DeSpiegelaere dated 7/20/88 with
Summary of the Comprehensive LRT system Plan for Hennepin
County dated June 21, 1988,

Budgeting and Accounting =~ = Date / Time
County Attorney. ”.; sdy Lp oleC QJI"I 9 2 Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

This item had appeared on the July 26,1988 agenda for the
RCRRA, and it was recommended that this matter be held over
for discussion when the full Board would be present.

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date i Date

Committee / Meeting Date i Date
August 23, 1988 . - 8/18/88

Board Date i Date
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Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Executive Director Terry Schutten

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere:zzg;

RE: Comprehensive LRT System Plan for Hennepin County

DATE: July 20, 1988

Hennepin County regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) adopted a
Comprehensive Light Rail Transit System Plan in June, 1988. The
summary of the plan is attached.

Statistics of the plan are contained on page 6, Table 1, of the
report. The Stage 1 portion of the plan is 29.1 miles in length
with a cost estimate of $497,000,000. HCRRA has authorized staff
to negotiate a contract for preliminary engineering ($10 million)
for the Stage 1 plan for LRT.

As indicated on page 5 of the plan, financing for capital costs
has yet to be resolved.

Recommendation: For your information.

KD/gb
Attachment







Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority

Jeff Spartz', Chairman

Sam S. Sivanich, Vice Chairman
John E. Derus, Treasurer
Mark Andrew, Secretary

Randy Johnson
John Keefe

E.F. Robb, Jr.

The Comprehensive LRT System Plan for Hennepin County as presented in this report
was adopted by the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority on June 21, 1988.




COMPREHENSIVE LRT SYSTEM PLAN
FOR HENNEPIN COUNTY

Prepared for

HENNEPIN COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
2307-A Government Center
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55487

Prepared by:

BRW, Inc.
700 Third Street South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Subcontractors:

BECHTEL CIVIL, INC.
LTK ENGINEERING SERVICES
MILLER & SCHROEDER FINANCIAL
CNA CONSULTING ENGINEERS

June 21, 1988




I. SUMMARY

The Comprehensive Light Rail Transit System Plan has been prepared by the Hennepin County
Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) in response to a mandate by the Minnesota State Legis-
lature in its 1987 session. In the preparation of the System Plan, the HCRRA considered:

e LRT Design and Service Standards and Policies

e System Definition

- Location of LRT Service within Hennepin County
- Patronage Forecast
- Capital and Operating Costs

System Financing

Potential Public Benefits of LRT

LRT and Corridor Land Use Relationship
Implementation Methodology Alternatives

System Operator

Major points are summarized below.




LRT DESIGN AND SERVICE STANDARDS AND POLICIES

The recommended system is a conventional light rail system, using a steel-wheeled vehicle riding
on a steel rail, electrical power drawn from an overhead wire, and exclusive (though not neces-
sarily grade-separated) right-of-way.

The analysis of system standards also determined hours of service, maximum headways, passenger
loading standards, fare collection method, and other standards and policies regarding system con-
struction and operation.

One remaining issue which has been deferred to the preliminary engineering phase of project
development is the means by which elderly and handicapped accessibility will be provided. The
options include high platform stations, low platform stations with various means of bringing the
mobility-impaired to the car floor height, and low floor cars which would allow level loading from
a 14- to 18-inch high platform.

SYSTEM DEFINITION

The recommended Twenty-Year Plan and the Stage I Plan are shown on Figure 1 and Figure 2.
The Twenty-Year Plan represents the long-range view of how light rail will serve Hennepin Coun-
ty and reflects the expected growth in population and employment concentrations. The
Twenty-Year Plan includes service in five corridors and a downtown segment located under-
ground; service in a sixth corridor is recommended for study with Anoka County. The Stage I Plan
is proposed to be implemented over an eight-year period. The Stage I Plan includes the Univer-
sity Connector and initial segments of the four other corridors contained in the Twenty-Year Plan.
The proposed Yards and Shop facility will be located in the Hiawatha Corridor near [-94 and
Cedar Avenue. The potential for trails will be investigated in preliminary engineering for all LRT
corridors.
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The characteristics of the Twenty-Year Plan and the Stage I Plan are presented on Table 1. The
characteristics include corridor length, capital cost, and ridership.

SYSTEM FINANCING

The above described Stage I Plan is estimated to cost $497 million (1988 dollars). The revenue
used to retire the bonds to pay for this system are expected to come from federal, state, local, and
private sources. At this time the following three revenue sources have been adopted by the
HCRRA:

e Property Tax levy of up to 1 mill for Hennepin County

e Tax increment financing through agreements between the HCRRA and cities

e Motor vehicle excise tax (MVET) as directed by the Legislature
Other revenue sources that are candidates to be used to retire the bonds include:

e Hiawatha Special Funding
e [-35W Reconstruction Funds
e Urban Mass Transportation Administration Capital Grant
e Private Sector Development Related Payments
e Other private-sector contributions
The first three revenue sources identified above would cover approximately 64 percent of the re-

quired revenue to pay for the 29-mile Stage I system. During preliminary engineering, the financial
plan and Stage I system plan will be finalized.




TABLE 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF RECOMMENDED TWENTY-YEAR AND STAGE I PLANS

TWENTY-YEAR PLAN
Length  Capital Cost Daily Ridership

SEGMENT (Miles) (1988 $ Million) Range Year 2010

STAGE I PLAN
Length  Capital Cost  Daily Ridership
(Miles) (1988 $ Million) Range Year 2010

Downtown 34 $138
(Tunnel to 29th Street)

Northwest Corridor 12.0 19,600 - 25,500
Southwest Corridor 13.5 16,600 - 22,000
South Corridor 10.4 24,500 - 32,000
Hiawatha Corridor 10.0 17,300 - 22,500
University Connector 1.5 40 9,200 - 12,000

Yards and Shops 20

34 $138

18,000 - 23,500
n . 14,500 - 18,800
80 15,300 - 20,000
34 13,000 - 17,000
40 9,200 - 12,000

20

TOTAL 50.8 $825 87,200 -114,000

29.1 $497

70,000 - 91,300

NOTE:  The capital costs and patronage forecasts will be refined in Preliminary Engineering. The ridership forecasts are based on work reported in the
Metropolitan Council report dated December 1986, "A Study of Potential Transit Capital Investments in Twin Cities Corridors" and the results

of the Patronage Forecasting Peer Review Committee work.




BENEFITS OF LRT

Implementation of a light rail transit system in Hennepin County will have beneficial effects in
several areas:
Enhanced transit service in corridors where LRT is constructed
Increased transit patronage
'More economical use of transit resources
Reduced auto trips on regional highway system
Improved air quality‘in the region
Reduced bus traffic in downtown Minneapolis
Reduced auto traffic in downtown Minneapolis
Reduced need for parking in downtown Minneapolis
Increased development potential near stations

Increased development potential in downtown Minneapolis
LRT AND CORRIDOR LAND USE RELATIONSHIP

Each community along proposed LRT alignments will be responsible for making appropriate
changes in its comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance. The recommendation is that land use
decisions along the LRT alignments should remain the sole responsibility of local units of govern-
ment. The HCRRA will request the opportunity to review proposals for development along the
LRT alignments. Local communities will be asked to examine the potential for funding of develop-




ment-related LRT construction under an agreement with the HCRRA through the appropriate
local taxing authority.

IMPLEMENTATION METHODOLOGY ALTERNATIVES

Four alternative implementation methodologies were defined and analyzed; the preferred ap-
proach will be selected in preliminary engineering.

Traditional

The Project Manager/Engineer prepares detailed plans and specifications for all system com-
ponents. Contracts are bid and awarded to low, responsible bidders.

Upon completion, an operations contractor or a public agency operates the system. Traditional
contracting provides maximum control to the project owner, but limits the likelihood of obtain-
ing contractor financial participation.

Design/Build

The Project Manager/Engineer advances the design to approximately the thirty percent level.
Contracts are awarded to contractors who design, furnish, and install each component. Upon com-
pletion, an operations contractor or a public agency operates the system; the operations decision
is made independent of the design and construction. Design/Build sacrifices a modest degree of
owner control, but enables suppliers to tailor final design to their products rather than having to
“re-engineer” to the owner’s exact specifications.




Turnkey

The Project Manager/Engineer advances the design as would be done in the Design/Build
category, but the performance specifications and thirty percent design are issued for competition
as one package. The winning Turnkey contractor completes the design in all areas and fabricates
and furnishes the equipment at an agreed-upon price. The Turnkey Contractor also manages the
operation of the system, at an agreed-upon price, for a prescribed period to ensure reliability. A
minimum period of five years is usually suggested as a reasonable time period for problems to
develop.

Super Turnkey

This is the same as the Turnkey approach except that, in addition, the Super Turnkey contractor
is made responsible for partial or total system financing and may be involved in the related land
development. This approach allows the private sector to prepare "innovative" financing methods.
The Super Turnkey approach is likely to require that public agencies cede substantial control over
the precise details of the technical/physical solution to the Super Turnkey contractor.

SYSTEM OPERATOR

It is recommended that the LRT system be operated by the Metropolitan Transit Commission.
The potential for private sector management of the system would exist.
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PUBLIC WORKS
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Soo Line Tour
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Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

This will be a verbal report on the tour taken July 15, 1988.

Budgeting and Accounting Date / Time
County Attorney. Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation
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Committee / Meeting Date i : Date
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SEE ATTACHED LETTER FROM COMMISSIONER PAUL MCCARRON DATED JULY 25, 1988

Budgeting and Acouniting , Date / Time
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Data Processing
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Terry Schutten, Executive Director
Ramsey County Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Mr. Schutten:

As you are aware, the Anoka County Regional Raidroad Authority (ACRRA),
together with the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority, has begun the
process of studying the various light rail transit routes in the northeast
corridor as described on the attached map. BRW, a technical consultirg
firm, has completed a scoping study which identifies potential IRT routes to
serve Anoka, Hennepin, and Ramsey Counties. Anoka and Hennepin Counties
have contracted with BRW to complete a northeast corridor comprehensive IRT
system plan which will study in detail each identified route. The study
will attempt to answer questions regarding the potential of light rail
transit becoming a component of our future transportation systems.

In order to obtain the maximum input in this study from officials,
businesses, and citizens, three advisory committees - the Corridor,
Technical, and Intergovernmental Committees - have been established.

Because the Minnesota Commercial Regional Railroad Highway 88 proposed route
may impact your city, we request your assistance in appointing a staff
person to represent your city along with relevant state and metropolitan
agencies on the Techinical Advisory Committee which will review all
technical work and advise the Intergovermmental Advisory Committee.

I would ask that you please inform Tim Yantos, of our County Administration
Office, of your appointment to the Technical Advisory Committee by August
22, 1988.

We look forward to your community's participation in this very exciting and
challenging study and should you have any questions, please do not hesitate
to contact us.

Yours truly,

Cérmﬁiésioner Paul McCarron, Chairman
Anoka County Regional
Railroad Authority

Anoka County Regional Railroad Authority

325 East Main St., Anoka, MN 55303, (612)421-4760, ext. 1171
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Request Justification

See attached memo from K. DeSpiegelaere dated 7/14/88

See attached Community Participation Program.

Budgeting and Accounting. Date / Time

™~ - ‘ ’
County Attorney I/l doli, £ Nip o 2/eled Received By

Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

At the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting of
July 26, 1988 this matter was laid over for discussion at the next
Board Meetings when all members will be present.

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date ignal Date

Signature
Committee / Meeting Date _ @.ﬂuﬂ : Date
August 23, 1988 Jézﬂ “*’(f———'"—mq 8/18/88
Signature o

Board Date Date




MEMORANDUM

To: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Executive Director Terry Schutten

T — {_.,
From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere Py AT

Subject: Community Participation Program for
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Date: July 14, 1988

At the June 14, 1988 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority meeting, I was
directed to make recommendations regarding citizen involvement in activities of the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority. The attached report contains those
recommendations.

Recommendation:

For your consideration.

KD:m
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SUMMARY

Ramsey County's Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) has responsibility for planning,
design and implementation of light rail transit (LRT) in Ramsey County. The RCRRA
may also aequire railroad right of way.

This report recommends a community participation program for the RCRRA. As
background to the recommended program, the report reviews the existing RCRRA
community participation program and reviews the programs of other areas involved in
LRT planning.

Existing RCRRA community participation program

The RCRRA appointed a 14-member Citizens Advisory Committee in 1987. Members
are citizens who represent the entire County. The Committee makes recommendations
to the RCRRA.

The RCRRA established a Corridor Task Force concept. Task Force members are
citizen and business representatives for specific corridors under consideration by the
RCRRA. The Task Forces make recommendations to the Citizens Advisory Committee.

Community participation programs in light rail transit of other jurisdictions

The community participation programs in LRT activities of Hennepin and Anoka Counties;
Buffalo, New York; and Portland, Oregon are reviewed in this section of the report.
All are extensive and use diverse methods. The type of involvement varies during
different stages of the project implementation.

Recommended community participation program for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority

The recommendations in the report are separated into four categories:  general,
comprehensive plan, Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor study and Citizen Advisory
Committee concerns. They are located on pages 5 to 7 of the report.




BACKGROUND

In April of 1987 the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, chaired by John T.
Finley and comprised of the seven members of the Board of Ramsey County
Commissioners was formed. The Authority has the resposibility for planning, design
and implementation of light rail transit (LRT) in Ramsey County. The authority also
may acquire railroad right of way.

The Authority is committed to a strong community participation program in its work.
A Citizens Advisory Committee was appointed in August, 1987 and corridor task forces
were recommended to be formed as needed to review and advise on information for
specific corridors in Ramsey County.

As Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) begins preparation of a
comprehensive plan for LRT, it was requested that the existing community participation
program be analyzed by staff. Recommendations were requested regarding specific
concerns that had developed after completion of a study of potential LRT alignment
in the Midway Corridor between dcwntown St. Paul and Minneapolis.

The purpose of this report is to review the existing Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority community participation program; review the programs of other areas involved

in LRT planning; and to recommend a community participation program for Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority that will serve the projects undertaken by the
Authority and the citizens of Ramsey County.




EXISTING RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

A Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was appointed by the RCRRA in August, 1987.
The 14-member committee is comprised of interested citizens and represents the entire
County. Two members were appointed by each of the seven RCRRA commissioners.
Although the request for applicants indicated that members would serve two and four
year terms, the length of terms was not assigned to specific members. The CAC
makes recommendations to the RCRRA.

The Corridor Task Force (CTF) concept was also established by the RCRRA. CTF
members represent specific corridors where the RCRRA is making decisions. Interested
citizens, community organizations and members of the CAC in the affected area are
participants on the CTF. The Midway Corridor Task Force (18 members) was formed
in January, 1988 and concluded its work by making recommendations on alignment for
LRT in the Midway Corridor in March, 1988 to the CAC.

The responsibilities of the CAC and CTF are specified in the appendix of this report.
Questions and concerns have arisen regarding some aspects of the CAC and CTF roles.

The RCRRA is about to begin additional studies, and it was therefore decided that
this was an opportune time to examine these issues. Areas of concern are:

1s The term of the CAC members should be specified, rather than open ended.

2, The role of technical staff in citizen participation in studies undertaken by the
RCRRA should be clarified.

3. Some CAC members who are also CTF members had two votes on the Midway
Corridor recommendations. Other CAC members had only one vote.

The recommendations of the CTF should not be made to the CAC, but should
be made directly to the RCRRA.




COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION PROGRAMS
IN LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
OF OTHER JURISDICTIONS

Hennepin County, Minnesota has recently completed a Comprehensive Plan for LRT
with an extensive community participation program that included:

o}

Corridor Advisory Committees (one for each of several corridors)

= Residents, business people are members.

- Each city in corridor was asked to appoint four representatives.
- . Made recommendations on alignment issues.

-  Each group elected its own chair.

Technical Advisory Committee

-  Planners/engineers from cities/agencies are members.

- Each agency was asked to appoint one representative.

- Reviewed recommendations from all Corridor Advisory Committees.
- Made recommendations on alignment and other issues.

Intergovernmental Advisory Committee

-  Elected/appointed officials from affected cities and agencies are members.
-  Made recommendations on alignment and other issues.

Single-Issue Committees

-  The Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority appointed members to single-
issue committees to make recommendations. The committees addressed Finance
and Land Use issues relevant to LRT.

Newsletters

- Newsletters were sent to an extensive mailing list at regular intervals

throughout the study period.

Anoka County, Minnesota has initiated preparation of a Comprehensive Plan for LRT
in cooperation with Hennepin County. The community participation program is similar
to that used by Hennepin County with these exceptions:

0

Corridor Advisory Committee

- There will be only one for the entire study area.

Publiec Forums

-  The public at large will be invited to public forums for specific geographic
areas held at intervals throughout the planning process.

Executive Committee

- Will most likely be composed of one staff member from Hennepin and Anoka
Counties and one or two commissioners from each county. Recommendations
will be reviewed by this committee before they are forwarded to the respective
Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners. This committee will guide the
study.




The City of Buffalo, New York had an extensive community participation program in
. the 1970's when LRT was being planned there. Key elements were:

o Community forums

= Held at regular intervals during planning process in particular geographic areas.

- Consisted of a presentation by staff and elected officials followed by opportunity
for public to speak for up to five minutes per person or group on issues,
Allowed views of public to be brought before decision makers without
interruption.
Follow up of concerns expressed was important, although it must be recognized
that achieving consensus on a major project such as LRT is not realistic.
Addressed issues such as alignment, system design and station locations.

o) Workshops

= Held at request of interested groups to provide information and listen to
specific concerns.
- Recognized that some concerns are local, others are region-wide in scope.

Mass Transit Advisory Committee
T The technical committee which received in-depth presentations on LRT topies.

The City of Portland, Oregon has a recently constructed LRT sytem. The community
participation process in Portland included:

o Citizens Advisory Committee
- Originally consisted of 15 community representatives.
- Approximately one year later was restructured and broadened to increase its
effectiveness.
Membership of 133 at one point with these subcommittees:
homeowners
government representatives
business representatives (three groups)
low-cost improvement alternatives
general interests
public information

Committee Meetings
= Work was accomplished on LRT recommendations through existing civie
organizations.

Public Speakers Bureau
- The transit agency provided speakers to make presentations on LRT.

Varied Focus at Differing Stages

— The above community participation opportunities were provided during the
alternatives analysis stage of LRT. Other opportunities were used as appropriate
during the design stage and during the construction stage of LRT. The broad
focus narrowed as construction occured and individual property owners' concerns
were paramount.




RECOMMENDED COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION PROGRAM
FOR

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Community participation in the activities of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority (RCRRA) is desirable for these reasons:

- Decision makers benefit from hearing the suggestions of many people with
diverse views.
Suggestions from the public improve the planning and implementation of
projects.
A well-informed community can understand and accept why decisions on complex
projects are made and how they were made.

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

General recommendations for community participation in the RCRRA are:

1.

Community involvement should be flexible and responsive to different stages of
projects undertaken by the RCRRA. A comprehensive plan for LRT should have
broad representation in its conceptual aspects. If LRT is constructed by RCRRA,
one to one involvement with property owners is preferred to other forms of
involvement at that stage.

Community involvement should be undertaken with a respect for differing views
and a willingness to consider and act upon suggestions. It should also recognize
that suggestions and recommendations communicated to decisions makers need not
necessarily be implemented by them.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Recommendations for community involvement in a Comprehensive Plan for LRT for
Ramsey County are:

1.

Because of the multiplicity of corridors likely to be considered, the Corridor Task
Force/Citizen Advisory Committee concept used for the Midway Corridor Task

Force should be modified for the publiec participation program for a Comprehensive
Plan.

The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) has spent the past several months learning
about light rail transit. Since it represents the entire County, it would be an
effective and educated vehicle for community participation. Recommendations on
aspects of the Study should be made by the CAC.




The Corridor Task Force concept should be replaced for this Study with well
publicized forums held at regular intervals in each corridor under consideration for
LRT. The forums should consist of:

an open house with information available and opportunity for one on one
discussion among elected officials, technical staff and the general public;
- a brief presentation on the topic of the forum;
- an opportunity for audience comments, both verbal and written.

Following the forums, comments will be documented for decision makers. Technical
staff will respond in writing, by phone or in person to questions and suggestions.

The procedure used by Hennepin and Anoka Counties for a Technical Advisory
Committee, Intergovernmental Committee and an Executive Committee is
recommended,

The Technical Advisory Committee would consists of engineers/planners/city

managers from:

- each municipality in Ramsey County;

- adjacent counties (Hennepin, Anoka, Washington, Dakota);

- agencies (Metropolitan Council, Minnesota Department of Transportation,
Regional Transit Board, Metropolitan Transit Commission, University of
Minnesota).

This committee would make recommendations on various aspects of the Study.

The Intergovernmental Committee would consists of elected or appointed officials
of the municipalities, adjacent counties and agencies. This committee would make
recomendations on various aspects of the Study.

The Executive Committee makeup would be determined by the Chairman of the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority. This committee would be responsible
for the conduct of the Study.

Special committees to address specific aspects of the Study, such as finance of
LRT, should be appointed as necessary by the commissioners of the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority.

A newsletter should be considered to disperse information during the course of the
Study.

NORTHEAST BURLINGTON NORTHERN CORRIDOR STUDY

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has undertaken a study of the Burlington
Northern Railroad right of way from dowrtown St. Paul to the north Ramsey County
border. The transportation and recreation potential of the area will be addressed.
Washington County may want to be included in this Study.

Recommendations for community involvement in the Northeast Burlington Northern
Corridor study are:

. 1. The Citizens Advisory Committee should be involved in the LRT aspects of this
study through the Comprehensive Plan for LRT for Ramsey County. This corridor
will be one that is studied as part of the Comprehensive Plan.




The Corridor Task Force (CTF) should be retained for this study to make
recommendations on the transportation and recreation study. . Membership of the
Corridor Task Force should consists of:
- one representative from each affected distriet council in St. Paul;
- two community representatives appointed by each municipality other than St.
Paul in Ramsey County;
business community representatives;
members of the existing Citizens Advisory Committee in the affected area
who wish to participate;
representatives from Washington County and affected cities in that County
may elect to attend meetings but will not be permitted to vote on
recommendations.

The CTF will make recommendations to the RCRRA on aspects of the study.

A Technical Advisory Committee has already been formed, consisting of
representatives of Ramsey County Parks Department, St. Paul Parks Department,
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Minnesota Department of
Transportation, Regional Transit Board, Metropolitan Council, Washington County
Regional Railroad Authority, St. Paul, Maplewood, Gem Lake, Vadnais Heights,
White Bear Lake, White Bear Township and Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority.

This committee will guide the study and make recommendations on it to the
RCRRA. Members will also be responsible for informing the organizations they
represent about the study as it progresses.

Community forums to explain aspects of the study and solicit general public
comments may be scheduled if requests are received for this form of community
involvement.

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE CONCERNS

The recommended modifications to community participation will address the concerns
relating to the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) members.

]..

The term of CAC members should expire upon completion of recommendations on
the Comprehensive Plan for LRT for Ramsey County.

Technical staff should participate on the Technical Advisory Committees of Regional
Railroad Authority projects, rather than on its Citizens Advisory Committee or
Corridor Task Forces.

CAC members who participate on the Corridor Task Force of the Burlington
Northern Corridor Study may elect to vote on this aspect of the Comprehensive
Plan for LRT at the CAC meeting or to vote at the Corridor Task Force meeting,
but not at both meetings.

The recommendations of the Corridor Task Force will be made to the RCRRA,
not the CAC.




CONCLUSION

The recommendations for community participation are made for the consideration of
the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.
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RAMSEY COUNTY
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
(Tmembers)

CITIZENS' ADVISORY
COMMITTER

CORRIDOR
TASK FORCE

(14 members)

CORRIDOR
TASK FORCE

CORRIDOR
TASK YORCE




Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Citizens' Advisory Committee

Responsibilities:
Review and make recommendations to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority (RCRRA) on issues conveyed from corridor task forces (CTC's).

Suggest work to be undertaken by the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
in conformance with legislation specifying regional railroad authority powers.

Review and recommend action to the RCRRA on major activities that may be
undertaken by the RCRRA such as:

What major transit capital investments, including light rail transit, should be
considered in Ramsey County;

Defining the role of the RCRRA in transit or rail corridor investments;

What routes should be considered for major transit investments in Ramsey County;
Potential use of railroad corridors in Ramsey County.
Review actions of other regional railroad authorities or units of government that

may have an impact on RCRRA.

KD:rv
8/26/87




Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Corridor Task Force

Responsibilities:

[dentify neighborhood concerns associated with corridors being considered for major
transit capital investments such as light rail transit.

Identify neighborhood concerns associated with abandoned railroad corridors or
potential corridors for abandonment.

Review and make recommendations on reports or actions to be considered by the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) or the RCRRA's Citizen
Advisory Committee (CAC) pertaining to a specific corridor represented hy task
force members.

K D:kph




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION &3

1 Board Action Requested

ALIGNMENT INFORMATION PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE
MIDWAY CORRIDOR.

. PUBLIC WORKS
Originating Department

K. DE SPIEGELAERE 8/17/88
Authorized Siguature Date DISCUSSION OF ELIMINATION OF SOME PROPOSED

ALIGNMENTS.

Request Justification

See attached memo from K. DeSpiegelaere dated 8/17/88
with comments.

Budgeting and Accounting ‘ — Date / Time
County Attorney. 51":['1’!. e, ?/ & \q;/w—n"- e o 7 /1L /f:-‘af Received By
Risk Manager :
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date i ; Date

Committee / Meeting Date Date
August 23, 1988 8/17/88

Board Date Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ailroad N
; . Hal Norgard
District 7
AllthOl' lty Donald E. Salverda

District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

TO: Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere s
SUBJECT: Comments on the Midway Corridor LRT Study

DATE: August 17, 1988

At the August 16 Regional Railroad Authority meeting, you asked to be provided with
comments made on the Midway Corridor LRT study to assist you in eleminating some
of the alignments from further work in the Midway Corridor. The comments are
attached.

Comments have been added since you last received this information from:

City of St. Paul

St. Paul Chamber of Commerce
Merriam Park Community Council
Midway Civie & Commerce Association
Midway Coaliltion District 11.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD:ptd




Light Rail Transit

Planning Analysis
for the
Midway Corridor

Alignment Information

Public Record

August, 1988

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
John T. Finley, Chairman

Regional Transit Board
Elliott Perovich, Chairman




ALIGNMENT INFORMATION
PUBLIC RECORD
TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page No.
Description of Study 2

Project Area Map

Letters Requesting Comments

Information Meeting/Open House

Citizens Advisory Committee Recommendations

Midway Corridor Task Force Recommendations

Recommendations of Agencies

Public Response




DESCRIPTION OF STUDY




MIDWAY CORRIDOR LRT STUDY

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and Regional Transit Board have
conducted a study of light rail transit (LRT) alignments in the Midway Corridor between
downtown St. Paul and Minneapolis. The Midway Corridor has previously been identified
in Metropolitan Council studies as a high priority corridor for consideration for LRT
for the region.

Light rail transit (LRT) is being considered in the Twin Cities because it has the
potential to:

reduce traffic congestion

encourage development at station areas

provide more cost effective transportation than buses

provide improved service to transit patrons

reduce the environmental impacts associated with other transportation alternatives.

The Midway Corridor study examined east/west alignments along two Burlington Northern
railroad rights of way, University Avenue, 1-94, Marshall Avenue, Selby Avenue and Soo
Line railroad right of way. Some of the factors examined were right of way availability,
traffic impacts, land use compatability, connection to other LRT lines, development
potential, ridership, impact on transit dependents, environmental impacts, capital and
operating costs and construction impacts.

The study was conducted in January and February, 1988. A comment period allowed
an opportunity for public, agency and citizen group comments to be made on the
alignment issue.

If a decision is made by the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority to proceed,

preliminary design of a light rail transit system in the Midway Corridor would be the
next step in implementation.

KD MEMO RCRRA 7/5




PROJECT AREA MAP
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LETTERS REQUESTING COMMENTS




Mayor George Latimer

City of St. Paul

347 City Hall

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

J' Scheibel, President
St Paul City Council

716 City Hall

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

Representative Daniel Knuth
Chair, Ramsey County

House Delegation
345 State Office Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Senator John J. Marty

Chair, Ramsey County
Senate Delegation

235 State Capitol

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Mr. Frank Snowden, Chair
Metropolitan Transit Commission
560 Sixth Avenue North
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55411

Mr. Steve Keefe, Chair

opolitan Council
etro Square Building

Seventh & Robert Streets
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Mr. Kermit McRae

District 9 Engineer

Minnesota Dept. of Transportation
3485 Hadley Avenue North

North St. Paul, Minnesota 55109

Commissioner Jeff Spartz

lenn. Co. Regional Railroad Auth.
A-2307 Hennepin Co. Govt. Center
300 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55487

Gary Grefenberg, Exec. Secretary

Capitol Area Architectural &
Planning Board

B-46 State Capitol

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Richard Sauer, Interim President
University of Minnesota

201 Coffey Hall
Eckles Avenue
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108




" John T. Finley, Chairman
RAMSEY COUNTY District 3

Diane Ahrens 2
District 4

Ruby Hunt

ai l road Duane W. Moég‘:’

District 1

] Hal Norgard

[ District 7
Authorlty Donald E. Saverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

March 10, 1988

Mayor George Latimer

City of st. Paul

347 City Hall

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear George:

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and the Regional

Transit Board have completed a study of alignments for light rail
transit in the Midway Corridor of St. Paul. The study has been
referred for recommendations to the Citizens’ Advisory Committee

and Midway Corridor Task Force of the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority.

A copy of the study is enclosed for your review. Recommendations
from the two citizens’ groups will be forwarded to you when they

are received. We would appreciate receiving your comments by
April 20.

7, /\ZOUIS,

ohn T. Finley, Chairman
Regional Railroad Authority

&bt~

Elliott Perovich, Chair
Regional Transit Board

JTF/clm
Enclosure




: John T. Finley, Chairman
RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

: ) 7 District 5
Sk Duane W. McCarty
i 4 allroad District 1
Hal Norgard

1 Authority Distrct 7

Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

March 23, 1988

Mayor George Latimer

City of St. Paul

347 City Hall

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear George:

As indicated in my recent letter to you regarding the study of
alignments for the Midway Corridor in St. Paul, the study was
referred for recommendations to the Citizens’ Advisory Committee and
Midway Corridor Task Force of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority. Comments from the committee and task force are enclosed.

Additional comments are expected from agencies affected by light rail
transit plans and from the public.

Very truly yours,

L

d

T. Finley, Chairman
/Regional Railroad Authority

JTF/clm
Enclosure




John T, Finley, Chaln-nan.

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt
Dis

ailroad Duane W. Mc

District 1

Hal Norgard
.

District 7

AUthorlty Donald E. Salverda

District 2

Warren W. Schaber

District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

April 21, 1988

Dear

On March 23, 1988, I wrote to you regarding the study of LRT
alignments for the Midway Corridor in St. Paul. Comments from
the Citizens’ Advisory Committee were completed on April 19,
1988, and are enclosed for your information.

Very trﬁiy yours,

’///_ .
John  T. Finley, Chairman

Regional Railroad Authority

JTF/clm
Enclosure




- John T. Finley, Chairman
RAMSEY COUNTY District 3

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ai] o ad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

a . Hal Norgard
“\ Authority plvit
] Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W, Schaber

District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

June 21, 1988

Mayor George Latimer

City of St. Paul

347 City Hall

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear George:

on March 10, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and the
Regional Transit Board forwarded to you a study of alignments
for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor of St. Paul. We
requested your comments by April 20. Because a concern was
expressed that insufficient time was allowed for review, that
deadline was extended. At the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority meeting on June 14, a decision was made to request
comments by July 22. That would permit a four-month review
period for agencies affected by the study.

Please advise me if the July 22 date for receipt of comments is
unworkable. We look forward to reviewing your comments on the
study.

With waﬁpest regards,

, v
- s 1

A /,“ " /

; [

-

John ' T. Finley, Chairman
Regional Railroad Authority

JTF/clm

cc: Elliott Perovich, Chair, Regional Transit Board
County Commissioners
Terry Schutten




John T. Finley, Chnirman
District 3

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt

ailroad Duane W, l‘f*

o District 1
B % : Hal Norgard
-\ Authority w7
Donald E. Salverda

District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

June 21, 1988

James Scheibel, President
St. Paul City Council

716 City Hall

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Jim:

On March 10, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and the
Regional Transit Board forwarded to you a study of alignments
for 1light rail transit in the Midway Corridor of St. Paul. We
requested your comments by April 20. Because a concern was
expressed that insufficient time was allowed for review, that
deadline was extended. At the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority meeting on June 14, a decision was made to request
comments by July 22. That would permit a four-month review
period for agencies affected by the study.

Please advise me if the July 22 date for receipt of comments is
unworkable. .= We look forward to reviewing your comments on the
study.

With warmes} regards,

/,/

John T. Finley, Chairman
Regional Railroad Authority

JTF/clm

cc: Elliott Perovich, Chair, Regional Transit Board
County Commissioners
Terry Schutten




~ Saint Paul
o Area Chamber
of Commerce

April 20, 1988

The Honorable John Finley
Ramsey County Commissioner
316 Court House

Sailnt Paul, Mlnnesota - 55102

Dear Commissioner Finley:

The Transportation Committee of the Salnt Paul Area Chamber of
Commerce Is studying the Light Rall Transit Planning Analysls For The

Midway Corridor under conslderatlion by the Ramsey County
Commisslioners.

We respectfully request that you allow us the opportunity to submit
our Input to the Ramsey County Reglonal Rall Author ity subsequent to
the April 20 hearing. This Is an Important and difficult Issue, and

llke several other groups, It has taken longer to consider than we
estimated.

We thank you for your conslideration on this matter.

Respectfully,

RICHARD G.HADL:TQ%7f”
President

RGH/agg

600 North Central Lile Tower
445 Minnesota Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

612/223-5000

Telex: 7401653 SPAC UC




hn T. Finley,
RAMSEY COUNTY e

Diane Ahrens
District 4
Ruby H
Distri

ailroad Duane W, McCa

District 1

= Hal Norgard
Authority " Disrct 7
Donald E. Salverda

District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

May 2, 1988

Richard G. Hadley, President

St. Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
600 North Central Life Tower

445 Minnesota Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Mr. Hadley:

In response to your letter of April 20, Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority would be interested in receiving your comments
on the 1light rail transit planning analysis for the Midway
Corridor, even though they will be received after April 20.

We agree that this is an important and difficult issue. Please let
me know if there is any information Ramsey County can provide to
assist your deliberations.

”
i

Sincerely,
A

John T. Finley, Chairman
Regional Railroad Authority

¢ JTF/clm




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

ai]road Duane W. McCarty

Fie District 1
e Hal Norgard
={ Authority Disrict 7
) Donald E. Salverda

District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

June 21, 1988

Richard Hadley, President

St. Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
600 North Central Life Tower

445 Minnesota Street

st. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Rich:

on April 20, you requested additional time to submit comments
on the study of alignments for 1light rail transit for the
Midway Corridor of St. Paul. My response of May 2 was to grant
your request for additional time. At the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority meeting on June 14, a decision was
made to request comments by July 22. That would permit a
four-month review period for agencies affected by the study.

Please advise me if the July 22 date for receipt of comments is

unworkable. We look forward to reviewing your comments on the
study.

Very“ffa}y yours,

4 -/
«(;’

Johp’Tf Finley, Chairman
Regional Railroad Authority

JTF/clm

cc: Elliott Perovich, Chair, Regional Transit Board
County Commissioners
Terry Schutten




INFORMATION MEETING/OPEN HOUSE




Public Meeting and
Open House

Midway Corridor Light
Rail Transit Analysis

Wednesday, March 23

Hamline Branch Library
1558 West Minnehaha Ave.
St. Paul
(Please use the west entrance, from the alley.)

4:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Information on the Midway Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Analysis will be provided.
There will also be the opportunity to ask questions and provide comments on the study.
The public record on the Midway Corridor LRT Analysis will remain open until April 20.
Written comments may be brought to the public meeting or mailed to:

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

3377 North Rice Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55126

For more information on the Midway Corridor LRT Analysis public meeting and open
house, call the Regional Transit Board at 292-8789 or the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority at 484-9104.

The Public Meeting and Open House are being co-sponsored by the
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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS




SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Citizens Advisory Committee

April 19, 1988

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Citizens Advisory Committee,
comprised of 14 members representing Ramsey County in its entirety, (Attachment 1),
was appointed in August, 1987 by the Regional Railroad Authority. An early assignment
of the committee was to review recommendations from the Midway Corridor Task Force
and make a recommendation to the Regional Railroad Authority on an alignment for
light rail transit in the Midway Corridor between Downtown St. Paul and Downtown
Minneapolis.

The committee reviewed information gathered in a joint study by the Regional Transit
Board and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority. The committee met 13 times
between November, 1987 and April 1988.

The committee reviewed six major LRT alignments and variations of them (Attachment
2). The alignments were:

1 Burlington Northern Northern Mainline
2 Burlington Northern Southern Mainline
A via Como/Rice

B via Burlington Northern
University Avenue

1/4 mile station spacing

one mile station spacing
[-94

frontage road

aerial
Marshall Avenue

A Selby Avenue

Soo Line (Shortline) via West Seventh Street
A via 35E
B via Shepard Road

The question before the advisory committee can be phrased as, "If LRT is to be built
in the Midway Corridor, which alignment should be selected"? The committee's
recommendation does not address whether or not light rail transit should be constructed
in the Midway Corridor.

All LRT alignments were considered to terminate at the approach to downtown St.
Paul for the purposes of this study. Downtown alignments will be be developed once
a Midway Corridor alignment recommendation has been made.

The committee, following the recommendation of the Midway Corridor Task Foree,
eliminated these alignments from further consideration in February, 1988:

1 Burlington Northern Northern Mainline
5 Marshall Avenue
S5A Selby Avenue

The West Seventh Street portion of the Soo Line (Shortline) alignment
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The alignments were eliminated for the following reasons:

Alignment 1 - Northern Burlington Northern Railroad
Recommended for elimination from further consideration because:

1. The narrow right of way would not allow parallel use of LRT and freight trains
without major construction of retaining walls and some right of way aequisition.

2. Joint use of tracks for LRT and freight trains is not feasible with current volume
of freight use, 70 trains per day.

Burlington Northern Railroad has said that the right of way is not available.

The Southern Burlington Northern Railroad alignment offers a possibility for
wider right of way to accommodate parallel operation of LRT and freight trains.

Alignment 5 - Marshall Avenue and Dayton Avenue
Recommended for elimination from further consideration because:

1. The right of way is somewhat restrictive in the eastern portion and would require
one-way operation on two residential streets.

2. The loss of boulevard and parking areas, some mature trees and restriction of
driveway access would be unacceptable.

Alignment 5A - Selby Avenue
Recommended for elimination from further consideration because:

1. The right of way is prohibitive on at least two segments of the street. Sidewalks,
boulevards and driveway access would be impacted.

Alignment 6 - Short Line with West Seventh Street access to Downtown St. Paul
Recommended for elimination pending development of additional information because:

1. Right of way may be available along the Short Line segment of the railroad tracks.

2. The West Seventh Street portion of the alignment has traffic capacity restrictions
that would increase with LRT operations. LRT would require the elimination of
some on-street parking and may limit access to adjacent land uses. There is
little available space for off-street parking.

Railroad right of way from West Seventh Street to Downtown St. Paul is,
according to the Soo Line, not available. Direct at grade access to Downtown
St. Paul could not be provided because of tre difference in elevation between
the Soo Line tracks and Kellogg Boulevard in the Downtown area.

Right of way width along I-35E should be examined in greater detail to allow
consideration of that alignment as an alternative route to West Seventh Street.
A general cost estimate for elevating this portion of the alignment should be
available for the consideration.
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On March 8 the committee eliminated from consideration as potential LRT routes in
the Midway Corridor these alignments:

2B Burlington Northern Southern Mainline via East Central Business District Bypass

4B I-94 Aerial
6A Soo Line/Short Line via 35E
The alignments were eliminated for the following reasons:

2B Burlington Northern Southern Mainline via East Central Business Distriect Bypass
o high  cost
o poor access to downtown
o} poor access to capitol
) less favorable travel time than 2A (Burlington Northern Southern Mainline
via Rice/Como)

[-94 Aerial

o} committee feels aerial section is unacceptable due to visual impaet and
effeect on adjacent properties

0 high cost

Soo Line/Short Line via 35E

0 high cost

0 the committee feels that an elevated section of LRT along I-35E would
be especially undesirable and unacceptable because of controversy
surrounding the design of this section of I-35E

The remaining alignments were discussed by committee members. The committee
minutes provide a detailed discussion on these points and should be considered an
integral part of the committee report. The comments were made by individual members
of the committee and do not necessarily reflect agreement of the entire committee.

BN SOUTHERN 2A COMO

Exclusive right of way along BN/no conflicts with auto traffic except on
omo/Rice

Would serve more north suburban residents

Space for park/ride facilities on adjacent land

A new right of way which adds transportation capacity to the corridor

Higher speed than University Ave.

Serves St. Paul campus and Energy Park better than the other alignments

Less disruptive to University Ave. businesses

Greater potential for new transit riders than University Ave.

Narrow right of way could be solved by condemnation

Allows easy, high speed connection to northern LRT routes

Buses can be compatible with the LRT

Second lowest capital cost

Least helpful to University Ave. businesses

Ques)tionable if would attract new riders; put emphasis on existing riders (Univ.

Ave.

Right of way may not be available

Some areas may have inadequate right of way

BN may be less than enthusiastic because of heavy use of lines by trains

Poorest integration with existing bu253system

C000000000000QAOO0

o O 0 o
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Poorest integration with pedestrians

Poor aestheties for riders

Access to southern parts of city not favorable

Planned park/ride may be positive or negative; needs to be evaluated

UNIVERSITY AVE. 3A and 3B

University Avenue was considered without particular reference to the two station spacing
alternatives because the charge to the committee was to evaluate alignments. Station
spacing for any alignment was viewed as an operations/design issue relating to transit
philosphy.

0 Continuing development potential; city has made this area its prime objective
for development

Ridership would be high

Integrates, rather than detracts from development

Serves existing transit ridership well with comfortable service

Serves transit dependents well

Right of way is wide and in public ownership; it is available

Informal park/ride at some points

Serves Capitol area well

Lowest capital cost _

Provides best intra-corridor service

Good daytime ridership because of commereial, office, ete. land use

Has speed limitation irregardless of station spacing; ecannot exceed auto speed limit
Not an exclusive right of way/competitive with vehicular traffic
Auto/LRT confliet is potential

Access to stations may be hazardous to boarding passengers

Some side streets may not cross Univ. Ave. with LRT in median

Would increase traffic congestion

Duplicates existing bus system

More expensive to provide new park/ride facilities than for BN alignment
Not proven that is beneficial or harmful to existing businesses

0o
0o
o]
0]
0
0
o]
0o
0]
o]
0
0o
0
0O
0]
0]
0
0
o

STATION SPACING UNIVERSITY AVE.

Allows for flexibility of station loecations
One mile spacing requires continuation of bus service on University Ave.
Speed is slower for 1/4 mile spacing
1/4 mile requires retaining 94 service; increased congestion on 94 will slow
express bus service there
1/4 mile will not serve senior riders as well as current every block spacing
because bus service will not remain on Univ. Ave.
Additional study is required to determine station location

spacing
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I-94 Frontage Road

High ridership

High speed

Some railroad right of way is being abandoned and is available for LRT

If complete reconstruction of I-94 was realistic, LRT on I-94 would be
advantageous

Has negatives of University Avenue (speed, congestion) without positives
(integration with businesses and access by passengers)

Relatively high capital cost

High potential for pedestrian/auto conflicts

Potential negative impact on single family residences in some areas

Because of current -94 rehabilitation plans, and the difficulty of coordinating
LRT proposals with that work, there exists the potential for lengthy construction
time affecting adjacent areas

Duplicates existing express transit service

High potential for auto/LRT conflicts at ramps

Limited park/ride land available

Appears to require maintenance of existing bus service on University Avenue
Capital costs east of Marion Street could be high; connection to downtown may
be difficult

Soo Line/Short Line via Shepard Road 6B

(o)
0O
(0]
o]

©OO00O0OO0OO0O0OO0Oo

Opportunity for tunneling in the downtown area (all alignments have that potential)
Aesthetically pleasing (scenic)

Good integration with bus grid

Provides service to portion of St. Paul not served by other potential Midway
Corridor alignments

Provides service to downtowns and University of Minnesota at likely station sites
Underutilized land with development potential at station locations

Potential to connect to airport and Hiawatha Corridor

Some railroad land is being abandoned and is available for light rail transit
Least direct connection to Capitol

Highest capital cost

Problems with right of way availability

Access to downtown St. Paul is highly problematic

Serious coordination problem with proposed Shepard Road improvements
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The committee voted on alignments with these results:

Alignment Number Favoring

University Avenue, unspecified station 7
spacing

Burlington Northern southern mainline
via Como/Rice

Soo Line/Short Line via Shepard Road

I-94 frontage road

Three members were absent from the meeting at which the vote was taken and while
offered an opportunity to submit written comments on their preferences, chose not to
do so.

The committee took action on these additional matters relating to the alignment
recommendation:

1. If the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority gives further consideration to
a University Avenue alignment, a combination of Soo Line on the west and
University Avenue on the east alignments should also be given further
consideration (Attachment 3).

If an LRT line is constructed in Hennepin County from downtown Minneapolis
to the University of Minnesota or in the Midway Corridor in Ramsey County,
those lines should be constructed at the same time.

Additional general comments by committee members were:

0 The committee's recommendation addresses the alignment for light rail transit
in the Midway Corridor. The recommendation does not address whether or not
light rail transit should be constructed in the Midway Corridor.

Of all the corridors being considered for LRT in the Twin Cities, the Midway
Corridor appears to offer the greatest potential for good ridership and cost
effectiveness.

Service to the Central Business District (Downtown St. Paul) should be a factor
considered in selecting an alignment. There are issues unknown to the committee
regarding where an alignment will be routed in downtown St. Paul that could
affect the east/west decision.

There is a need to think about LRT over the long term. Capital costs should be
put in that perspective.

There are other issues worthy of discussion the committee has considered. The
committee, while it did not reach conclusions about these issues, believes them relevant
to the alignment recommendation. Those issues are:

0 Transit philosophy: the ridership group to be served

o Importance of serving the Capitol area

o] The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority should corridor variations or
combinations of the alignments, such as that shown in Attachment 3

26
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Potential of LRT to affect economic development

Operational costs of the LRT system and effeet on current bus service
expenditures

Impact of station location on informal park/ride facility (city streets, private
parking lots) vs. formal park/ride facilities (exclusive and/or joint use park/ride
facilities).
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TABLE 1

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Right-of-Way Availability
Connection to Other LRT Lines

- Service to Capitol and Downtown St. Paul
- Connection to University of Minnesota LRT Line

Traffic Impacts

- Impact on Street/Highway Capacity
- Impact on Traffic Circulatiocn and Access

- Impact on Curb Use (Loading Zones, Taxi Stands, On-Street
Parking, Etc.)

Development Potential
LRT Ridership

- Travel Time

- Market Size (Population, Employment)

- Park-and-Ride Potential

- Proximity to Market (Origins and Destinations)
Ridership Differences

Transit System Integrity

- Impact on Transit Dependents

- Impact on Current Transit Users (Service Frequency, Station
Spacing)

Land Use Compatibility
- Impact on Existing Business

- Impact on Existing Residential Neighborhoods
- Impact on City Land Use Goals

Environmental Impacts
- Air Quality
- Noise

- Vibrations
- Aesthetics

Capital and Operating Costs
Construction Impacts
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MIDWAY CORRIDOR TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS




4 SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
MIDWAY CORRIDOR TASK FORCE MEETING
MARCH 2, 1988

The Midway Corridor Task Force, comprised of representatives in the
Midway Corridor of St. Paul (list attached), was appointed in January
1988 by the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority. The assignment of
the task force was to recommend to the Citizens’ Advisory Committee of
the Regional Railroad Authority an alignment for light rail transit in

the Midway Corridor between Downtown St. Paul and Downtown Minneapolis.

The task force reviewed information gathered in a joint study by the
Regional Transit Board and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.

At its March 2, 1988 meeting, the task force coﬁcluded its work. The
following actions were taken:

It was agreed by the task force that alignments would be placed in
rank order, based on the voting. There was consensus on the part of

the task force that there need be no consensus on the alignment
recommendation. 5

Eight alignment alternatives were considered (see attached list).

One committee member asked to include an additional option that had
not been studied.

The results of the vote were:

University Avenue, one mile station spacing, Alternative 3B votes

Southern Burlington Northern/Coqo/Rice,-Alternative 2A votes
University Avenue, other unspecified station spacing vote
I-94 Frontage Road, Alternative 4 1l vote
University Avenue, 1/4 mile station spacing, Alternative 3A 1 vote
The reasons for supporting or opposing alternative alignments were:

University Avenue one mile spacing Alternative 3B

good patronage forecasts

good access to Capitol area

serves Midway-area residents

LRT reinforces important commercial area along street
least expensive capital costs

LRT on other alignments would siphon development from University
Avenue

University Avenue is link between downtowns

has existing large transit ridership

has variety of transit users

would effectively serve transit dependents

would allow effective redeployment of bus service

savings in bus mileage is favorable

Ld
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LRT on Univer®ity Avenue would negatively impact vistas, signage
does not serve commuter trips as well as other alignments
street is reliever for I-94; LRT could interfere with that function
traffic congestion if LRT is on street will be a problem
mile station spacing on University Avenue would not serve
elderly or business people well
~ access to businesses is a concern

Southern Burlington Northern/Como/Rice Alternative 2A
has opportunities for park/ride facilities
longer station spacing as proposed would improve transit services
has opportunities for development
higher speed, less travel time offered is desirable

not friendly area for patrons of transit

lower ridership than some other alignments, according to forecasts
right of way may not be available
not much usable land would be available for development

University Avenue 1/4 mile spacing Alternative 3A

- similar favorable comments as for University Avenue with one mile
spacing

station spacing that duplicates bus service isg undesirable .
station spacing is not consistent with image or need for LRT
similar concerns as for University Avenue with one mile spacing

-94 frontage road Alternative 4

serves residents south of 1-95 better than University Avenue
alignment

does not duplicate bus transit

will not destroy development along University Avenue but will
complement it

operational concerns with tracks split on either side of 1-94
access to Capitol would be difficult

potential conflicts with high speed traffic

not compatible with pedestrians

University Avenue other unspecified spacing

- Bimilar favorable comments as for other University Avenue
alternatives

- similar concerns as for other University Avenue alternatives

S00 Line (Shortline)/I-35E Alternative 6A
Soo Line (Shortline)/Shepard Road Alternative 6B

— access to downtown is a problem
- does not serve Midway residents as well ag other alignments
= not much usable right of way available for development

34
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Southern Burlington Northern/ECBD Bypass A Alternative 2B

although this shares similar favorable comments and concerns as for
the Southern Burlington Northern/Como/Rice alignment, access to
downtown was felt to be less favorable with thisg alternative.

comments:

Economic development is a question mark.

All counties in area should coordinate work.

Metropolitan Council should determine objectives for LRT.

LRT will probably not bring major amounts of development to the
Twin Cities area.

Vehicle type is an important consideration if LRT is on University
Avenue. Stations must be unobtrusive,

In addition, some task force members expressed reservations about the
speed with which the task force work had been accomplished and expressed
reluctance to vote at this meeting until their district councils had an
opportunity to react to the study. Discussion about other avenues for
public participation occurred. A motion was passed that, in addition to
the information in thig summary, the organizations represented on the
task force should be encouraged to submit written comments on alignment
alternatives for inclusion in the public record. It was agreed that the
minutes of the meeting would indicate that three task force members
expressed discomfort with the time frame of the study. All task force
members present at the meeting participated in the vote.

KD/clm




MIDWAY CORRIDOR ALIGNMENT ALTERNA TIVES

5

SOUTHERN BURLINGTON NOR THERN/COMO/RICE
SOUTHERN BURLINGTON NORTHERN/ECBD BYPASS

UNIVERSITY AVENUE 1/4 MILE SPACING
UNIVERSITY AVENUE I MILE SPACING

1-94 FRONTAGE ROA
1-94 AERIAL '

SO0 LINE (SHORTLINE) / 35E
SOO LINE (SHORTLINE) / SHEPARD ROAD

KD:ptd
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL
_ OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

347 CITY HALL
" SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102
GEORGE LATIMER (612) 298-4323
MAYOR

August 12, 1988

John Finley, Chair
Ramsey‘County Regional
Railroad Authority

Room 316 Courthouse

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

Elliot Perovich, Chalir
Regional Transit Board

Mears Park Centre

230 East 5th Street

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Chairmen:

Saint Paul has completed its review of your joint study, "Light Rail Planning
Analysis for the Midway Corridor". I want to thank you both for the
opportunity to review the study and for extending to the City the extra time
to complete our review,

I am forwarding to you the Saint Paul City Council’s resolution endorsing
University Avenue as the preferred alignment for LRT in the Midway Corridor;
and endorsing the County Railroad Authority'’s proposal to proceed with
preliminary engineering and a Comprehensive LRT Plan for Ramsey County. The
Council recommends University Avenue because it best attracts and serves
riders to and from the Midway area, best complements the City's Comprehensive
Plan land use and development objectives, has the best chance of being built
at a reasonable cost and provides the most direct accessibility for riders
into the downtown and capitol areas of the city.

I also strongly endorse the Council’s position and urge you also to support
University Avenue in your next stage of preliminary engineering for LRT.

No new LRT alignment developed within the city will be without its problems.
Both the City Council and the Saint Paul Planning Commission recognize that in
their support of University Avenue. But it is my belief that the issues
facing implementation on University can be dealt with to create a better
business and neighborhood environment for University. And they will be easier
to resolve than the many problems facing LRT development in the BN corridor.
The Council's overwhelming support for LRT on University Avenue is a mandate
for us to work diligently with neighborhood residents and business owners to
develop an LRT plan that will enhance the quality of life and commerce on the
avenue and throughout Saint Paul.




John Finley .
Elliot Perovich

August 12, 1988
Page 2

Clearly, University is where the transit need exists and where LRT can benefit
so many goals of the city and county for better transportation. It is our
goal to create a transit system that reflects the specific needs of the
surrounding community, not to bypass them. I believe that light rail transit
on University Avenue will enhance business and residential life there as such
systems have in other citles of our size and climate. I am confident that we
can develop an LRT line that will provide direct service to Midway travelers
but also can provide the express service for people destined for the two
downtowns and the University. University Avenue is'the core of our Midway -
business community. We cannot afford to have LRT service bypass this street.

Now is the time for the City and County to work cooperatively, to dig in to
make a rail transit system that meets our joint objectives. We need to tackle
the issues facing use of University Avenue. You will hear that these issues
are unresolvable problems making LRT on University impossible. But they are
not unresolvable and they can be addressed by going the next step to actually
perform the engineering of the LRT line. Through good design and engineering
we can find a solution to these issues., Whatever the final design and
alignment, block by block, it should be focused on University Avenue.

As the Council’s resolution indicates, Saint Paul offers to the Rail Authority
our support, participation and appropriate resources to. complete the
development of LRT in the Midway Corridor. I hope you will concur in this
with us and select University Avenue for your preliminary engineering study.
We are anxious to begin the next phase, moving ahead to develop this important
new component of our county transportation system,

Very truly youis,
F
eoxfle ti;iri

Ma

GL/SG/bp

cc: Members of the Regional Railroad Authority
Members of the Regional Transit Board
Saint Paul City Council
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File

Coun (1 esolution

b

Ré : 5 Committee: Date

Presented By

Out of Committee By = Date

WHEREAS, the Regional Transit Board and the Ramsey County Regional Rail
Authority have initiated a Study of Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alignments in the
Midway Corridor in Saint Paul, and

WHEREAS, the RTB and the RCRRA have requested the opinion of the City of Saint
Paul regarding selection of a preferred alignment, and

WHEREAS, the Study report has evaluated the alternative alignments against 10
major criteria, and

WHEREAS, the City of Saint Paul's Comprehensive Plan identifies Land use and
Transit policies and factors to be considered regarding location of major
transit corridors in the city, and

WHEREAS, the Study by the RTB and the RCRRA provides information on six
alternative alignments within the Midway Corridor, and

WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Planning Commission finds that the RTB / RCRRA Study
information indicates that University Avenue still remains the best overall
option for location of an LRT alignment in the Midway area of Saint Paul
because it has the highest potential for:

Attracting and serving riders to and from the Midway

_ Attracting non-working riders to use the commercial uses found in
the Midway

Complementing and encouraging the development objectives of the
Midway area and the City

Getting built at a reasonable cost level

Providing the most direct accessibility for riders from the Midway
to Downtown and the Capitol area, and

COUNCIL MEMBERS _

Yeas Nays
Dimond
Long
iy T In Favor
Rettman s
Scheibel e INPATRSE By
Sonnen
Wilson

Requested by Department of:

F A i
Adopted by Council: Date SOE g pcamat hy Gk Aty

.erlified Passed by Council Secretary By
By

Approved by Mavor: Date Approved by Mayor for Submission to Council

By By
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Council Resolution

Presented By

Referred To Committee: Date .

Out of Committee By . Date

WHEREAS, ‘the Planning Commission also identifies certain issues concerning the

placement of LRT in the University Avenue right-of-way which must be resolved
before it can be built, and

WHEREAS, there is still considerable uncertainty among residents and business
owners in the city about LRT's role in transit service and its effects and
operations, questions which can be answered in the next stage of engineering
studies, and

WHEREAS, the City Council has received comments from several neighborhood and
business organizations detailing their concerns,

BE IT NOW RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Saint Paul strongly
endorses University Avenue as the city's preferred alignment for Light Rail
Transit development in the Midway Corridor between downtown Saint Paul and the
City of Minneapolis if LRT is to be built, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council requests the Ramsey County

Regional Rail Authority to establish University Avenue as its preferred

alignment for LRT and to proceed to preliminary engineering to resolve the

engineering issues, inform residents and businesses, and to work with them to

resolve issues and problems before any final decision to build LRT, and .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council offers to the Regional Rail
Authority our support, participation and appropriate resources to complete the
development of LRT in the Midway Corridor to the satisfaction of the County,
the City and our residents and business owners, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council commends the Ramsey County
Regional Rail Authority on their work on transportation issues affecting the
county, and endorses the Rail Authority's proposal to proceed both with
Preliminary Engineering for the Midway corridor and with development of a
Comprehensive LRT and Transit Plan for the county,

COUNCIL MEMBERS ;
Yeas Nays é Requested by Department of:

Dimond

Long

Goswitz
Rettmanr=——
Scheibel
Sonnen
Wilson

In Favor

Against By

adiined ey ol e AUG -9 ]gBB Form Approved by City Attorney
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By jz=—*rm

-

taty
Mavor: Date n d Approved by Mayor for Submission to Council
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April 15, 1988

@) (@)
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS [“:m[m D
PLRRY [0 SMITH, PE

Commissioner John Finley

Chairman, Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority

316 Court House

St. Paul, MN 55102

Re: Transmittal of Minneapolis City Council Resolution

Dear Chairman Finley:

Transmitted herewith is a certified copy of City Council Resolution 88R-157,
adopted by the Minneapolis City Council on April 15, 1988.

This Resolution commends the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and the
Regional Transit Board for their efforts in studying the Midway Corridor and for their
coordination with the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in developing
alternatives that are compatible with those developed by Hennepin County.

The Resolution states the City Council’s strong recommendation that University
Avenue be selected as the preferred alignment within Minneapolis and that an equal
level of service to the public be continued by locating LRT stations approximately -
every quarter mile along University Avenue in Minneapolis to serve the Prospect Park
area and related activities. The City Council also urges that resolution of potential
LRT Corridors in St. Paul relating to I-94 be made as soon as possible so that the

proposed reconstruction of I-94 will not be delayed due to indecision regarding the
I-94 Corridor. »

The City of Minneapolis appreciates the opportunity to comment on your report.
We stand ready to cooperate with you in the study, evaluation, and potential
implementation of Light Rail Transit in the Twin City Metropolitan Area.
L F_"")ﬁ
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STATE OF MINNESCTA )
COUNTY COF HENNEPIN ) SS
CITY OF MINNEAPCOLIS )

I, Steven J. Risiuben, Assdistant City CLerk of the City
03 Minneapells, n the County cg Hennepin, and State of
W, alm laarinat - -y -l J 4
Mlnnesota, do netedby certijy that I nave examined the

J-.n-..,.

Zached ccpy c3 RESOLUTION 88R-157 RE Adopntina a Citv-position

on_the Light Rail Transit Pla-nning Analysis for the Midway

Corridor prepared by the Reaional Transit Bd & the Ramsey County

Reaional Railroad Authority.

adepzed by the City Council 0f said City on the  15th

day 03 Apri] , 19 88, at an adjowuted session 03 .

tne regular City Council meeting o3 April 8

19 88 , and have carejully compared the same with the
original thereog now on gile in Zhis ojgice, and that
said altached copy 4s a trwe and conrect copy of said

oniginal and of Zhe whole thereod.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have hereunto
el my hand and afjixed the corporate
seal of said City this 19th  day o
Anril 19_68

»
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...u-tam. C(.A.y Clenk .




O’Brien offered a resolution
adopting a City Position on the
Light Rail Transit Planning

| analysis for the Midway Corridor
‘Prepared by the Regional
Transit Board and the Ramsey
County Regional Ratlroad Au-
thority.

RESOLUTION 88R-157

Adopting a City position on
the Light Rail Transit
Planning Analysis for the
Midway Corridor prepared
by the Regional Transit

Board and the Ramsey
" County Regional Railroad

Authority.

Whereas, the Regional Transit
Board and the Ramsey County
Reglonal Rallroad Authority
have prepared a report entitled
“Light Rall Transit Planning
Analysis for the Midway Cor-
ridor” dated March, 1988 and
have invited public comment;
and

Whereas, the City has a strong
interest in Light Rail Transit
planning and has participated
heavily in the work of the
Hennepin County Reglonal
Rallroad Authority and has
Interest in extending the present
University Corridor eastward to
St Paul from the proposed Oak
St Station; and o=

Whereas, the Minnesota De-
partment of Transportation is
Planning for the complete
reconstruction of I-94 between
Minneapolis and 8t Paul over the
next several years in cooperation
with Minneapolis and St. Paul;
Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved

By The City Council of The

City Of Minneapolis:

That it commends the Reg-
lonal Transit Board and the
Ramsey County Reglonal Rall-
road Authority for its report and
Its efforts to study the potential
Implementation of Light Rail
Transit in Ramsey County.

That it strongly recommends
that University Av be selected as
the preferred alignment for the
Midway Corridor.

That it appreciates the recog-
nition made in this report of the
planning done in Hennepin
County and that all routes In
Ramsey County tie to the Ely
end of the University Corridor at
the Oak St Station as proposed
by Hennepin County.

That [t strongly recommends
that an equal level of service to
the public continue by locating
LRT stations approx every
quarter mile in the Minneapolis
section of University Av.

That it urges the Regional
Transit Board and Ramsey
County Regional Rallroad
Authority to come to a conclu-
sion as rapidly as possible on
options that would affect the
proposed reconstruction of I-94.

That the City Engineer be
directed to forward certified
copies of this resolution to the
Chairs of the Regional Transit

Board, the Ramsey County
Rallroad Authority and the
Hennepin County Railroad Au-
thority.

Ado{‘)ted. Passed by final roll
call.

Passed April 15, 1988. Alice W.
Ralnville, President of Council.

Approved April 15, 1988.
Donald M. Fraser, Mayor.

Attest: Merry Keefe, City
Clerk.
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Department of Transportation
District 9

3485 Hadley Avenue North
Oakdale, Minnesota 55109

April 20, 1988 _ 779-1178

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul., Minnesota 55102

Dear Ms, DeSpiegelaere:

SUBJECT: Light Rail Transit Planning Analysis

for the Midway Corridor - Alignment Information
(Draft)

District Nine planning staff has reviewed the above-mentioned draft report and offers
the following comments:

tia

The reconstruction of |-94 was based on the decision that LRT would not be placed
in the 1-94 mainline right-of-way. Regardless of the LRT alignment chosen by Ramsey
County. the improvements proposed for |-84 between the Minneapolis and St. Paul
downtowns will be required. The Metropolitan Council. addressed the issues of ramp
metering and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) bypass ramps in the |-84 reconstruction
design plans. These improvements, along with the proposed geometric improvements,
support the Metropolitan Council's policies of encouraging higher vehicle occupancies.

The 1-84 REMAP project will continue as planned. The District would appreciate
early resolution of the alignment selected in order to remove any uncertainty regarding
the 1-84 alignment, which will not accommodate LRT at this time.

It is not clear from the draft what the goals and objectives for light rail transit (LRT)
in Ramsey County are. even though three different "transit philosophies" are stated
in the report. The definition of objectives, or even alternative objectives, would
help the evaluation of alignments. For example, if an objective is to decrease bus
operating costs. that objective would possibly influence recommending the University
Avenue or 1-94 alignments over another without bus operations. If an objective is
to provide an efficient transit ride between Minneapolis and St. Paul. perhaps different
alignment recommendations would be made. If an objective was to decrease automobile
congestion in the overall |-84 corridor. A determination of goals. objectives or "transit
philosophy" would give much guidance to the study as a whole.

It is not stated how this study or the proposed alignments will fit into other LRT
studies and alignment recommendations being made throughout the region. The
connectivity to the regional system will impact the Ramsey County Alignments
selected.




Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Page two
April 20, 1988

b

The District finds it difficult to comment on any of the alignments given the lack
of complete information regarding right-of-way impacts and operations studies. The
District suggests that the county not recommend a single alignment over another
because design., safety or engineering considerations that may surface later in the
study process could preclude the use of any possible alignment. For example. the
District questions whether or not two lanes can remain at reasonable levels of service
including turn lanes and possibly parking in each direction along University Avenue
if a LRT line is placed in the roadway right-of-way.

The District questions whether or not travel times on the BN alignments will be less
than those on the I-84 non-stop express bus alignment. The improvement of [-C4
geometrics following the -84 REMAP project should result in substantially improved
travel times along the mainline during the peak hour.

The on-going study of the Short Line could delay any decisions on the applicability
of that route for LRT: however, the District sees this alignment as offering
opportunities to accommodate LRT and highway uses.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft report.

Sincerely,

|

Kermit K. McRae, P.E.
District Engineer




UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA | Office of the President

TWIN CITIES 202 Morrill Hall
100 Church Sireet S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

(812) 626-1616

April 22, 1988

Mr. John T. Finley, Chairman
Ramsey County

Regional Railroad Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Commissioner Finley:

Thank you for sharing the information on the Study of Alignments for

the Midway Corridor in St. Paul, I am happy to offer some preliminary
comments.

The University supports the efforts to meet the challenge of serving an .

¢ver more complex metropolitan land use pattern by providing a more
efficient transportation system. As an additional mode in a multi-modal
system, the University appreciates the opportunity to review and par-
ticipate in the Authority’s feasibility analysis of LRT.

Since LRT will impact both the physical development of the campuses
and the needs of the University community, the preference of an align-
ment is directly related to the transit philosophy of the University. I
feel this philosophy is most relevantly expressed by identifying those
significant issues which the University believes should guide the deci-
sions of "if and where" to build.

First, the University would favor an alignment that best serves the
existing transit dependent members of its community; and can attract
the largest number of riders from among the students, faculty and
staff, and visitors to the campus. We would expect the service to be
better than that which exists today, and the fare structure must
respect the financially sensitive posture of students. Second, the Uni-
versity would favor the introduction of LRT on an alignment which
creates the least interference with trips on other modes and thereby
increases the capacity of the total transportation system serving the
campuses. Finally, the University favors the choice which is most com-
patible with the Transitway, offers park and ride potential, and can be
implemented with the least negative impact on the aesthetic and
physical environment.




Mr. John T. Finley
April 22, 1988
Page Two

As you are aware, the University has been participating in the study of
LRT with various agencies in the metropolitan area since 1984. While
the University is not in a position to be able to make financial contri-
butions to either the study or construction of LRT, I look forward to
our continued cooperative efforts regarding the development of its
potential.

Sincerely yours,
Richard J. Sauer f

Interim President

RJS:pin

c: Mr. Elliott Perovich
Senator John Marty
University Vice Presidents




s, Kathyrn DeSplegelaere
Transportation Planner
Ramssy County Publlc Works
3377 Rice Street

§t. Faul, MN E5126

Desr Ms. DeSplegetlaere:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Light Rail
Iransit Planning Analvslis for the Midway Corridor: Allgnment
Information. Enclosed are some suggested changes for the air
qual ity language, and some comments on the nolse languzage. They
were written In consuitation with Cil¢f Twaroski, 4cid Rain Team
Lezader, and David Kelso, Noiss Yeam Leader. Slince thay may be
longer than whzt you can use, the twe impertant things to

remamber are: 1) LRT's do poliute., It’'s just a cuesiicn of where
and uncer what conditions. 2) Fenclng &nd iandscaping do not
mitigate nolse. (But It’'s a2 common misconception that they do.)
Pleazs call me at 246-7722 If we czn of furiher assistznce. Your
willingness to consider these iszues is greatly appreciated!

Sincerely,
usznne Pelly Spitzer, AICP

‘rinalral Transportzation Planner

ision of Alr Qua!ity

eps: COiIMEZ:23

cc: J. Cavid Thornten
5. John Seitz
innocent E. Eyoh
Katherine Turnbull
Netalio Dlaz




Alr Quality

LRT will be powered by electricity generated at power plant
locations. While the LRT itself will not have gaseous emissions,
the coal-flired power plants most Ilkely to generate the
electricity to run the LRT will produce carbon monoxide (CO),
carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and sulphur dioxide
(S02). Emissions of these pollutants will not create ambient or
local problems but could add to regional problems, particularly
in the case of S02 and NOx, which are precursors to acid
deposition. The S02 and Nox produced at the plants, given the
tall stacks, could lead to more long-range transport problems
than would these pollutants emerging from automobiles. In the
latter case, these pollutants would not be as likely to be
transported long distances. The LRT will displace emissions and
help reduce amblent (local) concentrations of CO and NOX.
However, It will not eliminate these emissicns because of the
electric power generation required to run the LRT and the
subsequent emissions from the power generating facilities.

All of the alternatives have the potential to improve CO by
drawing people out of their automobiles. For each automobile
trip diverted to LRT, overall CO in a region would probably be
less. So would CO at any particular Intersection, unless street
or Intersection capacity Is significantly diminished. Diminished
street or intersection capacity will occur only when the amount
of vehicle space absorbed by the LRT Is not matched by a
comparable diversion of trips to LRT.

For example, the University Avenue option, examined Iin the
Alternatives Analysis prepared by the staff of the Metropolitan
Council, showed increased levels of CO would result if an
at-grade station were built at Snelling and University compared
to one underground. Other locations, such as Lexington and
University, may also experience elevated levels. These levels
are due to delays resulting from idling caused by additional
delay times spent by vehicles trying to turn or go through the
intersectlon when an LRV Is present.

The Intersection of Snelling Avenue and University Avenue has in
previous years experienced on occasion CO levels that violate
federal and state standards, according to monitoring equipment at
that location. In attempting to resolve CO air quality problems
at Snelling and University, modeling was done for other
intersections in St. Paul. In addition, a new CO monitor was
installed at Lexington and University Avenues, as was one at
Hennepin Avenue and Lake Street in Minneapolis. Both new
monitors showed actual violations of eight-hour CO air quality
standards, but the Lexington site also recorded a violation of
the one-hour CO standard. Although on-site monitoring equipment
is not available for all locations, model ing done in accordance
with U.S. EPA accepted standards shows that the CO problem is a
region-wide one. The problem extends into the suburbs and even
as far as Anoka.




State legislation approved in 1988 requires inspection and
maintenance of vehicles In the metropolitan area. Properly
maintained vehicles would improve air quality in the St. Paul
Midway area, and elsewhere in the region, by as much as 25-30%.
Reductions in CO past those amounts require comprehensive
coordinated planning for transportation, including LRT.

Noise

Fencing, landscaping, and/or buffering materials will not
significantly mitigate noise. Fencing materials do not always
mitigate noise; mitigation depends on the height, and the
absorptive/and or reflective properties of the fencing, as well
as the height, placement, angle, etc. Landscaping rarely
mitigates noise. Landscaping, for example, consisting of a row
of dense hedge one hundred feet deep would most |ikely result in
a 3 dBA reduction in noise, at most. Buffering materials are
subject to the same problems as fencing.




Metropolitan Council

300 Metro Square Building
Seventh and Robert Streets
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Telephone (612) 291-6359

May 2, 1988

John T. Finley, Chairman
Regional Railroad Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102

Elliott Perovich, Chair
Regional Transit Board
270 Metro Square Building
St. Paul, MN 55101

RE: Light Rail Transit Analysis for the Midway Corridor
Metropolitan Council Referral File No. 14448-1

Dear Mr. Finley and Mr. Perovich:

At its meeting on April 28, 1988, the Metropolitan Council considered the
Midway Corridor Study. This consideration was based on a report of the
Metropolitan Systems Committee, Referral Report No. 88-27. A copy of this
report is attached.

The Council approved the following recommendations:

1. That the Metropolitan Council recommend the University Avenue
alignment, based on ridership and cost, as the preferred alignment for
the Midway Corridor.

Transmit these comments to the Regional Transit Board and Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority for their consideration in
selecting a preferred alignment in the Midway Corridor.

Please note recommendation number 1 was amended.

Sincerely,

St K=

Steve Keefe
Chair

SK:11
Attachment

cc: Steve Wilson, Metropolitan Council Staff
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Metropolitan Council Meeting of April 28, 1988 Business Item: C-1|

METROPOLITAN EOUNCLC- I L
Suite 300 Metro Square Building, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

REPORT OF THE METROPOLITAN SYSTEMS COMMITTEE
Referral Report No. 88-27

April 20, 1988
TO: Metropolitan Council

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Light Rail Transit Analysis for the Midway
Corridor, Referral File No. 14448~

BACKGROUND

On April 5, 1988 the Metropolitan Systems Committee heard a presentation from
the Regional Transit Board and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
regarding the Midway Corridor Study. The study is currently seeking public
comments to determine which of several alignment options. The Committee
considered staff comments to be submitted for the public record at its meeting
on April 12. Committee action was deferred to April 19 to allow for more
discussion of Council concerns with the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority. The committee acted on a report revised to reflect issues raised
during those discussions. Additional comments from public officials may be
presented at the Council meeting on April 28.

ISSUES AND CONCERNS

The costs and benefits of shorter versus longer station spacings were
discussed, including serving the overall interests of the regional transit
system. Concern was expressed that adequate communication be maintained
between the Council, RTB, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, and
interested public officials such as legislators.

RECOMMENDAT I ONS

That the Metropolitan Council:

1. lIdentify University Avenue alignment as the preferred alignment for
the Midway Corridor;

Transmit these comments to the Regional Transit Board and Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority for their consideration in selecting a
preferred alignment in the Midway Corridor.

Respectfully submitted

Carol Flynn, Chair




Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area
300 Metro Square Building, 7th and Robert Streets
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 Tel. 612 291-6359/TDD 291-0904

April 6, 1988
Revised April 18, 1988

Metropolitan Systems Committee
FROM: Carl Ohrn, Nacho Diaz, Steve Wilson

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Light Rail Transit Analysis for the Midway
Corridor, Referral File: 14448-1

AUTHORITY TO REVIEW

The Regional Transit Board (RTB) and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
(RCRRA) are soliciting public comments to assist decisionmakers in selecting a
preferred alignment for the Midway Corridor. The Council is submitting its
comments as a part of the public record for this decision.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

In December 1987, the Regional Transit Board (RTB) and the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) adopted a joint work program to conduct
light rail transit (LRT) planning for the Midway Corridor.

The main focus of the joint work program was to examine alternative alignments
for LRT within the Midway Corridor between downtown Minneapolis and downtown
St. Paul. Other related activities, still under study by the RTB and RCRRA,
include examination of downtown St. Paul alignment alternatives and scoping of
financial alternatives. This information will be developed in the future based
on the alignment selected and will be used to produce the county LRT plan.

The Council has conducted two recent studies, a Long-Range Transit Study and an
Alternatives Analysis Study, concerning transit services in the Midway
(Central) Corridor. The Long Range Transit Analysis Study was adopted by the
Council in December 1986. The Midway Corridor was identified as one of two top
priority corridors in the region for transit capital investments. The report
recommended either LRT or a busway be implemented on University Avenue and
preferential access for multi-occupant vehicles be provided on I-Q4,

The study reported that the Midway Corridor is one of the most heavily traveled
corridors in the region. I-94, its main arterial, carries approximately
120,000 vehicles per day and is operating, in certain segments, at or above
capacity. Traffic is expected to increase to almost 130,000 vehicles per day
by 2010. The transit system carries between 25,000 and 30,000 riders a day in
the corridor.

Specific locations on I-94 experience low operating speeds, traffic stoppages
and unsafe traffic conditions and expansion capacity is limited. Although
highway improvements as part of a major reconstruction of the freeway are
planned, they are not expected to be sufficient to fully eliminate congestion.
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Expansion of this facility beyond three through-lanes is not feasible because
of physical right-of-way constraints. In fact, additional capacity in certain
sections of I-94 could even worsen conditions at certain bottlenecks, such as
the Lowry Tunnel. Improvements in the form of lanes providing preferential
access to buses and carpools could alleviate traffic congestion by encouraging
ridesharing and transit use, thus increasing vehicle-occupancy rates.

University Avenue is the other major transportation facility between the two
downtowns. At present it carries approximately 22,000 vehicles per day on two
through-lanes of traffic in each direction. It also has one lane of parking on
each side of the street. Traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively
constant over time. The transit solution on University Avenue, however, can
play a role in alleviating the need for additional capacity on I-94 over and
above the feasible improvements already under consideration.

The Midway Corridor has the greatest transit ridership potential of any other
corridor in the region. The corridor has one of the highest proportions of
transit dependent persons in the entire region. Over 21 percent. of the
population is of low income, 19 percent of all households are without
automobiles, and almost 14 percent of the population is 65 years of age and
older.

In 1985, the Council and the RTB adopted a set of conclusions and
recommendations in the Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (AA/DEIS) for University Avenue and the Southwest Corridor. In
summary, the Council action identified University Avenue as the region's
priority corridor for transit improvements and LRT as the preferred mode. The
Council at that time instructed the RTB to undertake preliminary engineering
for LRT in the University Avenue Corridor.

Description of Corridor Alignments Evaluated

o Alignment alternatives evaluated and evaluation criteria.

Potential LRT alignments identified for the Midway Corridor Study conducted by
the RCRRA and the RTB are shown in Figure 1. The major criteria used in
selecting alignments was that they serve downtown St. Paul, the University of
Minnesota Minneapolis Campus and downtown Minneapolis.

A common alignment was assumed from Minneapolis to the University of Minnesota
campus. The alternative alignments focused on the portion of the Midway
Corridor from the University of Minnesota Minneapolis campus to the edge of
downtown St. Paul.

The ten criteria used to compare the alternatives are listed in Table 1.

o Action of Advisory Committees and the St. Paul Planning Commission.

A 14 member Advisory Committee was appointed by the RCRRA in the fall of 1987.
A Corridor Task Force was also appointed by the RCRRA in January 1988 to
provide advice on the preferred alignment. The task force is comprised of
representatives from each of the affected St. Paul planning districts, the
Midway Civic and Commerce Association, RCRRA Advisory Committee members, and
other neighborhood groups. Both committees have been actively involved in the
Midway Corridor LRT analysis, receiving and reviewing the technical information
and screening the potential alignments. ’

57




TABLE 1

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Right-of-Wéy Availability

Connection to Other LRT Lines

- Service to Capitol and Downtwon St. Paul
- Connection to University of Minnesota LRT Line

Traffic Impacts

- Impact on Street/Highway Capacity
- Impact on Traffic Circulation and Access
- Impact on Curb Use (Loading Zones, Taxi Stands, On-Street Parking, Etec.)

Development Potential
LRT Ridership

Travel Time

Market Size (Population, Employment)
Park-and-Ride Potential

Proximity to Market (Origins and Destinations)
Ridership Differences

Transit System Integrity

- Impact on Transit Dependents
- Impact on Current Transit Users (Service Frequency, Station Spacing)

Land Use Compatibility

= Impact on Existing Business

- Impact on Existing Residential Neighborhoods
- Impact on City Land Use Goals

Environmental Impacts

= Alr Quality

- Noise

- Vibrations

- Aesthetics

Captial and Operating Costs

Construction Impacts




The Advisory Committee has not yet completed its review. The Committee has
recommended that the BN southern mainline with the east side approach to St.
Paul (2-B) and the Short Line route with elevated structure on I-35E (6=A) be
eliminated from further consideration.

The corridor task force recommended in and eight to six vote.that the
University Avenue alignment be selected as the preferred alignment as opposed
to the BN Como Rice alignment.
The City of St. Paul Planning Commission found the University Avenue the best
overall option for location of LRT in the Midway area because it has the
highest potential for:

1. Attracting and serving riders to and from the Midway Area

2. Attracting non-work riders to use the commercial uses found in the
Midway Area

Complementing and encouraging the development objectives of the Midway
area and the City

Getting built at a reasonable cost

Providing the most direct accessibility for riders from the Midway
Area to downtown and the Capitol area

The Planning Commission recommended further analysis of the following important
issues and their impacts along University Avenue:

Access to businesses and land uses during construction and operation of LRT
Traffic flow and street capacity questions

On-street and off-street parking need and supply for business

Station spacing and locations and physiecal accessibility by riders

Development of a bus system and routes which will complement the LRT and
the surrounding neighborhoods without detrimental impact

The Saint Paul Planning Commission recommended to the Mayor and City Council
that the City's position be that the University Avenue alignment be chosen by
the RTB and the RCRRA as the preferred alignment for LRT in the Midway Corridor
and that the Transit Board and the Rail Authority proceed to preliminary
engineering to resolve the issues surrounding use of University Avenue as an
LRT alignment.

POLICY ASSESSMENT

The regional transportation system fulfills two major objectives:

- It provides access to various opportunities for the residents of the
region




It enhances the region's attractiveness for economic growth .

draft transportation policy plan identifies three ma jor objectives for LRT:

-~ To improve the cost-effectivenesss of the regular route transit system
in particular and of the transportation system in general

To provide better service to the transit dependent

To allow for intensification of development along major transportation
corridors and in the two downtowns

These objectives can in turn be achieved by:
Increasing transit ridership

Reducing the long-term operating cost per transit passenger carried on
the regular route system

Reducing the need for buses in the downtown areas while increasing the
ability to deliver more people by transit

Reducing the need for parking in the downtown areas

Two factors in LRT development are critical in achieving the above objectives:
ridership and cost. The cost-effectiveness of LRT in comparison to other
transportation alternatives (including "doing-nothing™) is directly related to .
its ability to carry more people at an equal or lower cost in a socially

acceptable way. The cost-effectiveness of LRT increases when ridership

increases and total cost decreases. The location of the service, of course, is

a major factor that determines the market that will be served and in turn the
ridership that will result.

In terms of costs, two major components must be taken into consideration: the
initial capital investment and the on-going operating costs of running the
system. One of the most promising feastures of LRT is its potential to reduce
the on-going operating costs because of its ability to carry many more riders
than the bus system with one driver. These long-term savings could eventually
compensate the larger capital investment required initially. These potential
savings, however, are only truly achieved if large numbers of riders are
willing to use it. Otherwise, large capital investment per capita also gets
compounded with high operating costs.

Aside from population and employment densities adjacent to LRT alignments,
ridership is related to a number of factors such as:

Station spacing
Travel time

Feeder bus service
Park/Ride facilities

Some of those factors conflict with each other. Wider station spacing results .
in shorter travel time but requires a more extensive feeder bus service and
park/ride facilities. The additional feeder bus service and its incremental

cost may become important factors when evaluating the cost-effectiveness of a
proposed line.
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Those factors are also intimately related to the type of transit riders being
served. If the focus were to serve the Minneapolis to St. Paul riders, a
faster service would be Justified. Conversely, if the primary focus were to
sServe shorter trips in the corridor, more frequent stops would be desirable.

TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

The technical assessment will mainly focus on the two broad issues of ridership
and costs. These factors and the resulting measures of cost effectiveness
should influence the selection of an alignment in the Central Corridor or any
corridor being considered for LRT.

Conclusions drawn from the ridership and cost estimates for the alignments must

e way in which the estimates were made. It must be
recognized that all forecasts are uncertain to some degree. The aligument
information was determined through "sketch planning" methods containing
simplifying assumptions, sufficient to distinguish among alignments but not for
detailed planning and engineering. One exception is that the University Avenue
alignments were studied in detail as a part of the AA/DEIS, therefore the level
of confidence in estimates for those alignments is higher. This review points
out the uncertainties in estimates for the other alignments and the bearing
they have on the potential cost effectiveness of each alignment.

Ridershig

The Midway Corridor Study uses the ridership estimates from the AA/DEIS for the
University Avenue alignments (34, 3B). The results are then extrapolated to
arrive at estimates for other alignments. The uncertainties in the numbers are
recognized in the study through the development of high, moderate and low
forecasts and a graphic range of uncertainty. Three aspects that influence
that level of uncertainty are discussed below: non-work trips; impact of access
to the core of St. Paul CBD; and impact of feeder bus service. The net result
of these uncertainties are that the forecasts for non-University Avenue
alignments could be 1800 to 4800 passengers per day too high.

o Uncertainty due to Non-Work Trip Ridership

As stated above, the Midway Corridor Study "built" ridership estimates from
extrapolations of the University Avenue estimates.
trips for each ali
However,

ifferent alignments are
different enough to cause uncertainty about how reasonable this assumption is
for non-University Avenue alternatives. When those uncertainties are
quantified to reflect different proportions of work trips, ridership forecasts
could be too high by 1500 daily riders on the BN alignment; 800 in I-94; and
1800 in the Short Line. Since the University Avenue alignments served as the
basis for the forecasts, they would not need to be revised.

© Uncertainty due to CBD Travel Time
The analysis has assumed a constant five minute travel time for all

alternatives to reach the downtown St. Paul core from the edge of downtown.
This travel time may vary but has been assumed constant to simplify the
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analysis. Again this is accounted for by providing a potential uncertainty
factor. This factor presents a different risk for the various alternatives
because of the location of the State Capitol. For those alternatives entering
downtown from the east, service to state capitol jobs will be hindered due to
the circuitous access and a potential travel time in excess of five minutes.
Based upon this correction, the I-94 and Short Line alignments could have lower
ridership estimates as shown in Table 2. :

0 Uncertainty due to Feeder vs. Walk-up Ridership

The walking access to a transit line is often a key to successful ridership
levels. The generally accepted standard is a five minute walk, or about a 1/4
mile distance. Although ridership can be brought to the LRT line by feeder
buses, the lower relative convenience in comparison to walking produces lower
ridership. A careful balancing of assumptions regarding feeder bus levels is
necessary to ensure that the feeder services assumed are capable of generating
the LRT ridership estimated but are not so extensive that the operating cost
savings obtained by the LRT are lost due to the extensive feeder bus system.
These two considerations can introduce a significant degree of uncertainty into
ridership estimates and of operating costs associated with feeder bus.

The BN alternatives have little residential or commercial activity within 1/4
mile of four proposed stations. Even Bandana Square and the residential areas
in Energy Park are beyond 1/4 mile of the nearest station. The alignment must
rely heavily on feeder bus-generated patronage.

Both sides of University Avenue are densely developed along its entire length.
Residential and commercial uses predominate with the exception of the
industrial-oriented development between Prior Avenue and Raymond Avenue. Even
with the 1-mile spacing alternative, up to 80 percent of the existing bus
ridership would be able to board at their current intersections according to
the AA/DEIS. '

The I-94 alignment shares many characteristics with the University Avenue
alignment. The freeway corridor is more residential than University Avenue.
The core of the commercial activity abuts University Avenue on the north side
of the corridor but is at the outermost part of the 1/4 mile walk standard.

The I-94 alignment itself is approximately one block wide and creates a "dead
spot" or barrier. South of the freeway, some good walking access can be found
to certain trip concentrations, such as Concordia College and the Desnoyer Park
area.

The Short Line Road corridors exhibit both an industrial and residential
character. The two alternatives share the western right-of-way along the Soo
Line which is predominately industrial in nature. The segment of the line
north of I-94 becomes commercial in the Snelling Avenue area and residential
between I-94 and I-35E. The I-35E corridor is basically residential until it
reaches the edge of downtown at United Hospital. The Shepard Road alternative
is more industrial in nature, although the City plans to redevelop much of the
section adjacent to dowtown. Again, due to station spacing and the barriers
created by the railroad right-of-way, the steep bluff and river, walk-in riders
would be limited in the Shepard Road area.

In summary, having good walk-up ridership potential improves the opportunities

for a successful LRT line. The less potential for walk-up ridership, the more
uncertainty there will be that the estimated ridership will be achieved.
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Medium Ridership
Estimate

Uncertainty due
to non-work
ridership estimates

Uncertainty due
to travel there
to and from CBD
Core

Uncertainly due

to feeder bus
versus walk access
to stations

Potential Change

Adjusted Total

Less ridership
from U of M to
downtown Minn.

Alignment-
influenced
Ridership

Difference from
Alternative 3B

TABLE 2
COMPARATIVE UNCERTAINTY/POTENTIAL RISK

BN Univ. Ave. I-94
‘South 1 mile spacing Frontage Rd.
2A 3B 4a

Short Line/
Shepard Rd.
6B

37,200 41,800 42,500

-1,500

-3,000

34,200

- 243

36,500




University Avenue, the most densely developed of the alignments, and the .
alignment with the fewest physical barriers to deter riders from reaching the

LRT has good walk-up ridership potential. However, other alignments have

varying degrees of uncertainty associated with walk-up or feeder bus access

that tend to make them less certain and, if assumptions prove inaccurate, are

more likely to be overestimated. Table 2 records a potential uncertainty

factor due to dependency on feeder bus access. Ridership estimates for the I-

94, Short Line and BN alignments could be lower by 500, 1,000 and 1,500 riders
respectively due to dependence on feeder bus access.

0 Alignment-related Ridership Differences

The ridership estimates used include approximately 10,000 daily riders that
would be carried between the University of Minnesota and downtown Minneapolis.
Including these riders in the estimates increases the base of ridership in each
alignment and therefore distorts the order of magnitude of differences among
alignments. Table 2 shows the percentage differences among alignment options
once these riders are excluded. The University Avenue alignment is used ror
the comparison basis because it has the highest ridership. Other alignments
are as much as. 32 percent lower.

Capital Costs

0 Facility Needs

Uncertainties exist in determining capital costs for LRT lines, not only in
early planning but even as construction is underway. As might be expected, .

however, the the more "sketch planning" level at which the analysis is
conducted, the greater the likelihood that some costs will later be

discovered. For example, while the AA/DEIS was being conducted that the need
for a tunnel under Snelling avenue was determined necessary for University
Avenue alignments. Similarly, it is likely that additional capital needs would
be identified for other alignments. In other words, a higher degree of
uncertainty exists for the non-University Avenue alternatives.

A number of specific issues exist that could significantly affect construction
cost. An analysis of BN and Short Line alignments shows an estimated cost-per-
station of approximately $400,000 per station. This cost includes little more
than a platform, shelter and fare collection equipment. Since nearly all of
the stations in these alignments are on a railroad grade removed from the
surrounding streets, stairs, escalators and elevators would be needed to get
pedestrians to the platforms. These facilities are not included in the capital
costs. In discussions with the consultant, it was estimated these additions
would increase station cost by $300,000 for four BN stations and three
Shortline stations.

The railroad alternative also presents a problem for vehicle access. This is
important for feeder bus, and kiss-and-ride access. These vehicles must be

able to get to and from the stations to give passengers safe and convenient

access to the stations. These costs are not included in the estimates. Either
access roads or pull-out bays on the streets or bridges above could add

significant costs. .




© Right-of-Way Availability

Another uncertaintly lies with the use of right-of-way adjacent to the active
BN railroad and the potential costs. Although asssumptions are made regarding
cost of right-of-way, bridges and barriers needed, the report records BN
position as follows:

"Several meetings were held with BN in which they indicated that
insufficient right-of-way was available in the corridor for LRT use. The
BN railroad said that this line is an important link in the entire system
connecting areas to the east and west coast and Canada. The line carries
approximately 50 trains per day and BN was not favorable to LRT generating
within the same right-of-way."

This raises a serious question about BN's willingness to sell the right-of-
way. The right-of-way acquisition costs used in the study are comparable to
those experienced by Hennepin County when the Southest Corridor alignment was
acquired during the 1984-86 period and the CNW was willing to sell the
property. The I-94 and Short Line alignments would require negotiations with
the Soo Line for some segments. It appears the Soo Line is more willing to
sell and does not see the same level of conflict with LRT.

Cost Efficiency/Effectiveness Measures

Per passenger costs have been used by the Council in the past to compare
transit alternatives as a means of assessing cost effectiveness. 1In the
context of the Midway Corridor Study, it is possible to developmeasures of cost
effectiveness that are adequate to distinguish among alignments. More detailed
measures would require other considerations such as:

- The total corridor service costs and benefits must include the Hennepin
County Regional Railroad Authority "University Connection" and the St. Paul
downtown portion of the alignment, which are only partially included in
this analysis;

Additional information on elements such as the number of new transit
riders, number of non-LRT transit riders and existing bus service costs and
riderships is needed to determine cost efficiency and effectiveness impacts
for the total transit system in the corridor and a comparison to a "do-
nothing™ alternative; j

The Midway Corridor Study, for example, looks at the "LRT Operating Cost Per
Passenger™ as a cost effectiveness measure. However, a more complete view of
transit cost effectiveness should include the costs and ridership of non-LRT
elements of the transit service in the corridor. Table 3 includes a "Modified
LRT Operating Cost" that shows the additional cost of feeder services required
by some alternatives. An incremental feeder bus cost, based on the relative
bus miles saved for each alignment, shows the amount of additional feeder
service needed to serve some alignments. This measure attempts to show not
only LRT but all transit costs in determining the cost effectiveness

It should also be noted that the sketch planning approach may underestimate the
additional feeder costs for the non-University Avenue alternatives. The
AA/DEIS developed a feeder bus network to serve LRT that looked at potential
improvements in efficiency and service, and a balance between LRT and feeder




bus ridership demand. While the Midway Corridor Study made revisions to .
existing bus routes to improve feeder service and efficiency, the balancing
between supply and demand was not done to the Same degree as the AA/DEIS. This
presents uncertainties for operating costs. For example, where an alignment

Such as the BN or Short Line is more dependent on feeder bus access, it may be
necessary to have greater levels of service on those routes compared to current
conditions or compared to an alignment that is less dependent on feeder buses.

This assessment looks at cost effectiveness measures from two perspectives.
First, the measures are determined for the estimated costs and ridership
presented in the Midway Corridor Study (Table 3). Then, the "uncertainties"
for ridership and capital costs are included to assess the potential impact of
over-simplified assumptions (Table 4).

Four basic measures of cost effectiveness are considered:

-= The corridor operating ‘costs per passenger , which includes feeder bus plus
LRT operating costs;

The LRT capital costs per passenger ;

The total cost per bassenger, reflecting that some more capital intensive
options may have enough operating savings to justify the higher capital
costs;

An "index" of cost effectiveness which shows how alternatives compare to .

the lowest total cost per passenger alternative. A score of 148 indicates
that an alternative is 48 percent less cost effective than the most cost
effective option.

The analysis shows that an alternative with a lower capital and/or operating
cost for LRT may not be preferable once the feeder bus costs and the ridership
differences are included. 1In general, the University Avenue alignments are the
most cost effective and the Short Line options are the least cost effective.
Both I-94 and BN alignments have options that are more cost effective than the
Short Line, but not within about 10 percent of the more effective University
Avenue alignment. Overall, the I-94 alignment is more cost effective than the
BN.

Table 4 shows the effect of including ridership and capital cost uncertainties
that have been quantified to date. The table shows no change in the cost
effectiveness ranking among alternatives, but a substantial change in the order
of magnitude of differences among alternatives. The best of the I-94
alignments is no better than 16 percent less cost effective than the highest
University Avenue option. The best BN routing is about 24 percent less cost
effective, and the Short Line alignments are over 70 percent less cost
effective.

In summary, the University Avenue alternatives compare most favorably to the
cost effectiveness measures considered. Furthermore, once uncertainties
regarding ridership and cost are included, the other alignments become even
less supportive of the cost effectiveness principles that the Council has for
the regional transit system.




TABLE 3
COST-EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES

(NOTE: Because alignment capital costs do not include downtown St. Paul and Minneapolis and Univeraity of Minnesota portions, these nnu}-n are valid
only the purposes of comparing alignment Begments, not the cost-effectiveness of the entire corridor)

Modified LRT Annual (¥)
Modified LRT (2) Operating Annualized (3) Capital Total Cosat
Annual LRT (1) Operating Cost Per Capital Cost Per Cost Per Effectiveness
ALTERNATIVE Ridership Cost Passenger Cost____ Passenger Passenger Index

2k BN (Como/Rice) 10.97 Mill. $9.40 Mi11, ~ $0.8B6 $18.32 Mi11. $1.31 $2.17 114
2B BN (Eaat CBD) 10.97 $9.86 $0.90 $19.82 $1.61 $2.Mm 142
30 University Av. 12.36 $9.58 $0.78 $13.99 $1.13 $1.91 100

(178 mile)

3B Univeraity Av. 12.33 $9.09 $0.74 $14.91 $1.21 $1.95
(1 mile)

I-9% (Frontage Rd.) 12.54 $8.95 $0.71 $17.60 $1.450 $2.11
I-9% (Aerial) 12.54 $8.84 $0.70 $22.06 $1.76 $2.46

Short Line (I-35E) 10.77 $9.38 $0.87 $21.02 $1.95 $2.82

Short Line (Shephard Rd.) 10.77 $9.83 $0.91 $20.70 $1.92 . $2.83

(1). Based on mediua ridership estimate, 295 day annualizing factor
(2)  Assumes $3.50 per bus mile feeder service above base requirement
f3x  *- a3 overall 0.11 annualizing factor (based on AA/DEIS)

mined by normalizing total cost per passenger to lowest cost alternative




TABLE §
COST-EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES INCLUDING IMPACT OF COST/RIDERSHIP UNCERTAINTIES

(NOTE: Beoause alignment capital costs do not include downtown St. Paul and Minneapolis and University of Minnesota portions, these measures are valid
only for the purposes of comparing alignment segments, not the cost-effectiveness of the entire corridor)

5 Modified LRT Annual ; (h)
Modified LRT (2) Operating Annualized (3) Capital Total Cost
Annual LRT (1) Operating Coat Per Capital Cost Per Cost Per Effectiveneas
ALTERNATIVE Ridership Cost Passenger Coat___ Passenger Passenger Index

20 BN (Como/Rice) 10.09 Mill, $9.40 M111, $0.93 $14.45 M111. $1.43 $2.36 124
2B BN (East CBD) 10.09 $9.86 $0.98 $19.95 $1.98 $2.96 155
Univeraity Av. 12.36 $9.58 $0.78 $13.99 $1.13 $1.9 100

(1/84 mile)

Univeraity Av. 12.33 49.09 $0.74 $14.9 $1.21 $1.95 102
(1 mile)

I-94 (Prontage Rd.) 12.01 $8.95 $0.75 $17.60 $1.47 $2.22 116
I-98% (Aerial) 12.01 $8.84 $0.74 $22.06 $1.84 $2.58

Short Line (I-35E) $9.38 $1.00 $21.12 $2.26 $3.26

Short Line (Shephard Rd.) $9.83 $1.05 $20.80 $2.22 . $3.21

Based on medium ridership eatimate, 295 day annualizing factor
Assuaes $3.50 per bus mile feeder service above base requirement
Assumes overall 0.11 annualizing factor (based on AA/DEIS)

Determined by normalizing total cost per passenger to lowest cost alternative




Transit Dependent Service

Table 5 presents estimates of four transit dependent populations in the census
tract adjacent to the four alignments. As would be expected, each alignment
varies in which groups it serves best. All but the I-94 alignment census
tracts contain abont 6,000 elderly individuals. The University Ave. alignment
census tracts have the highest number of households with no cars and the
highest number of low income households. The I-94 alignment serves the
greatest number of minority persons. The University Ave. corridor also serves
a high number of minorities.

Service to Existing Development

The Council position is that regional service or facilities should be planned
to serve existing development before proposed or potential development. All
alignments serve some existing development and all alignments over time will
likely experience development and redevelopment that will need to be served.
In this instance, it is difficult to specifically quantify how one alignment
varies from another. In review of the alignments, a general assessment has
been made as to which is more supportive of existing development. Since they
all serve downtown St. Paul, the University of Minnesota and downtown
Minneapolis, this evaluation excludes these areas.

The BN alignment is least supportive of existing development. Access, however,
would be improved to Energy Park.

The University Ave. alignment is the most supportive of existing development
since the existing commercial, industrial and residential development can take
advantage of the increased accessibility.

A St. Paul Planning Commission report on the Midway Study has reviewed the
alternative corridors land use in detail and has recorded comments that are
applicable in this instance:

"The University Avenue alignment would provide greater access to existing
commercial and mixed use developments and would be the most consistent with
the comprehensive plan recommendation to stabilize existing commercial and
residential development."

"As identified in the discussion of development potential and in the review
of consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, the LRT transit service seems
most compatible with the commercial environment along University Ave. Use
of existing railroad aligmments can offer advantages to LRT operations but
they do not provide an attractive environment for the rider, unless
extensive redevelopment is committed to station locations. The I-94
frontage roads alignment would conflict with the general residential street
character of the area between Lexington and Western Avenues. The aerial
alternative would be even less compatible to the residential environment
already compromised by I-94's presence."

"Transit service belongs in the area where there are activities to be
accessed and served. University Avenue best meets that criteria." (Report
of the Economic Development Committee of the St. Paul Planning Commission
3/17/88)




TABLE 5
TRANSIT DEPENDENT POPULATION
IN ADJACENT CENSUS TRACT - 1980

BN University I-94 Short Line
2A 3B 4A 6B

Total Population 37,158 44,937 27,882 42,348
Households 15,350 18,104 10,398 16,673

Age 65 + (persons) 5,914 5,975 3,252 6,068

0 Car Households 3,736 5,271 3,264 3,994

Low Income (175% of 5,362 6,764 4,033 5,226
federal poverty
level) Households

Minorities




Findings and Conclusions

1. The Midway Corridor Study reinforces the Council's identification of the
corridor as one of two priority corridors for LRT investments in the region.

2. Ridership estimates for certain alignments are more likely to be
over-estimated than others because of level of non-work trips served, CBD
core access and feeder bus access to the LRT system.

When this over-estimation is taken into account, the following changes to
the ridership estimates result:

Report Estimates Adjusted Ridership Levels
(moderate) (moderate)

BN 37,200 34,200
University Av. 41,800 41,800
(1 mile
spacing)
I-94 - 42,500 40,700
Short Line 36,500 31,700

The capital cost estimates for the BN and Short Line alignments are likely
to be under-estimated due to the cost to provide adequate pedestrian
access, (stairs, escalator, and elevators) to stations below street grade
and the cost required to provide feeder bus and kiss-and-ride vehicle
access to these same stations. The BN capital cost is also uncertain due
to cost of right-of-way given an unwilling seller.

Right-of-way acquisition on the BN alignment could be difficult uue to an
unwilling seller of the right-of-way for an active railroad line.

A cost-effectiveness index based on ridership and cost estimates ranks
the alignment options as follows:

Ranking Alignment Index Score

(34) University Av. -- 1/4 mile 100
(3B) University Av. -- 1 mile 102
(44) I-94 -- Frontage Rd. 110
(2A) BN Railroad -- Como/Rice St. 114
(4B) I-9Y4 —= Aerial 129
(2B) BN Railroad -- East CBD 142
(6A) Short Line -- I-35E/Grand Av. 148
(6B) Short Line -- Shepard Rd. 148




?.

8.

Furthermore, when lower ridership and increased costs due to uncer‘tainties.
for some alignments are included in the index, the differences among
alternatives increase, although there is no change in ranking:

Ranki. Alignment Index Score
fanxing ’ gn =ncex ocore

(34) University Av. -- 1/4 mile 100
(3B) University Av. -- 1 mile 102
(44) 1I-94 -- Frontage Rd. 116
(2A) BN Railroad -- Como/Rice St. 124
(4B) I-94 -- perial 135
(2B) BN Railroad -- East CBD 155
(6A) Short Line == I-35E/Grand Av. 171
(6B) Short Line == I-35E/Shepard Rd. 171

The transit dependent population is served best by the University Avenue
alignment.

Existing development is best served by the University Avenue alignment.

Recommendations

That the Metropolitan Council:

1.

2.

Identify University Avenue alignment as the preferred alignment for .

the Midway Corridor;

Transmit these comments. to the Regional Transit Board and Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority for their consideration in selecting a
preferred alignment in the Midway Corridor.

SW227A
PHTRN365
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Authority

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

Metropolitan ngems ?P}mr_r}it%eﬁ

John T. Finley ™ -/ / .——[’
Metropolitan C:yéil Staff Review of Draft Light Rail Transit
Mi

Analysis for th dway Corridor

Apri) 12, 1988

At your meeting at 11 a.m. today you will again be discussing the Midway Corridor
LRT Study. As Kathryn DeSpiegelaere indicated at your meeting last week, Ramsey
County will be unable to participate in today's discussion since the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority also meets at 11 a.m. today.

Today you will be discussing the report from Carl Ohrn, Nacho Diaz and Steve Wilson
at your meeting. This report was discussed by Nacho Diaz yesterday at a meeting of
the Light Rail Transit Committee of the Transportation Advisory Board.

At the meeting yesterday, it was indicated that staff of the agencies conducting the
study, consultants and the Metropolitan Council staff had discussions about the
information contained in Nacho Diaz and Steve
Wilson.

12:20 pm on April 11
scheduled to begin.

It would be reasonable for you to assume that had Ramsey County staff been given
&n opportunity to participate in the staff discussions, some questions relative to these

Issues would have been asked by County staff.

JTF:ptd
73
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DISTRICT 10 Rty
COMO COMMUNITY COUNCIL @

1298 No. Pascal Ave. St. Paul, Mn. 55108 644-3889

May 2, 1988

Mr. John Finley, Chairman

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
316 Courthouse

St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear John,

Thank you for attending two District 10 Council meetings and explaining
the proposal for Light Rail Transit in Ramsey County.

At you are aware, at our April 26th meeting the Board discussed the pros
and cons of a project such as this, and made their recommendations to be
passed on to the Light Rail Transit Task Force.

Our organization is recommending the Burlington Southern route and that

the Shepard Road options to the airport be left open to further consideration.
We trust you will keep our Council appraised of developments in this project
so that we can bring that information to the neighborhood.

Again thank you for taking the time to come and talk with us.

Sincerely
5&/@//
//
as, Community Organizer

Kay E. Woi
District 10 Community Council
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DISTRICT 12 COMMUNITY COUNCIL
890 Cromwell e St.Paul, Minnesota 55114
646-8884

2 *
A WEST MIDWA Y ———a

11 May 1988
TO: Council Members Wilson, Sonnen, Dimond

Roberta Megard
Community Organizer
St. Anthony Park Community Council

RE: Light Rail Transit Alignment in the Midway Corridor

The St. Anthony Park Community Council has discussed the various options
involving the proposed location of light rail transit in the Midway area.
We have had a representative on the Ramsey County Midway Corridor Task
Force as well,

At the April 13 meeting the Community Council endorsed the Burlington
Northern southern route as our preferred alternative at the present time,
with the addition of bus feeder lines into the Midway and with the
understanding that this positon may change after further study.

This position has been communicated to Commissioner Finley who attended
the April 7 meeting of our physical planning committee.

We will continue to follow the developments surrounding light rail transit
and are currently involved in discussions with the University of Minnesota
regarding potential use of the busway as an LRT line.

cc: “Commissioner John Finley
Commissioner Diane Ahrens




Midway Civic & Commerce Association

lvy League Place - Suite 211
475 Cleveland Avenue North
St. Paul, MN 55104
Phone: 646-2636

July 11, 1988 Executive Director: Ann Copeland

PECEN/FR

Councilmember Bill Wilson, Chair JUL 1 3 1968
Economic Development Committee N e

City Hall & Courthouse . ‘Lhi-
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102 ‘ CCOTWEL

Councilmember Roger Goswitz, Chair
Public Works Committee

City Hall & Courthouse

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Councilmembers Wilson and Goswitz:

The issue of Light Rail Transit (LRT) has concerned Midway Civic & Commerce
Association for a long time. To date, our members have not taken a formal

position regarding the current discussion of Light Rail Transit on University
Avenue.

We have followed the current discussions through having a member on the
University Avenue Corridor Advisory Committee and we have also had County
Commissioner John Finley come to one of our general meetings to speak about the
County's Rail Authority. At our last Economic Development Committee, John
Dillery brought a model that he has done to scale of how Light Rail Transit
might fit into University Avenue. This was useful to our membership because it
gave some idea of exactly what it could look like if it were to be placed there.

Our members do have a number of concerns about Light Rail Transit and I hope
that in your discussions you will take these into consideration.

1. We are concerned that the corridor for Light Rail Transit is being chosen
before the objectives of the project have been decided. If Light Rail
Transit is to be a quick trip between the two downtowns then indeed the
Burlington Northern tracks might be the best location for it, but if it is
to serve the neighborhoods with stops to pick up people and to move them
from one place to another within the city of St, Paul then perhaps
University Avenue or the corridor next to I-94 is a good place to 1)cate
it. However, we believe the goal of the project should be established
before the location is chosen.

A major concern is the cost both in the tax dollars that it will take to
pay for building a light rail system and the potential cost to businesses
from having the area torn up for two or three years while the system is
built. In other cities, some businesses have not been able to withstand
the lack of access while the system is built in their street.
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Parking is also a consideration for a large number of our members. They
have difficulty now having enough parking spaces in front of their
businesses for their customers and they are wary of having a light rail
system go through because they fear it may remove the current limited
parking spaces.

We have also discussed the wisdom of removing a currently viable bus system
from the Avenue in order to replace it with Light Rail Transit. Some of
our members feel that this is not good planning. However, others of our
membership have commented that light rail would certainly be a help with
the pollution problem at Snelling and University if it were to remove a
number of the cars that currently use the street.

Midway Civic & Commerce Assocation has been working for the last four years with
the District Councils along University Avenue in a coalition called University
UNITED. We are looking at development guidelines for the Avenue and obviously
Light Rail Transit would be a major consideration for us. University UNITED has
not taken a position on Light Rail Transit at this time because we have been
awaiting the results of our development planning effort. I am sure that we will
be discussing it in the near future since there a number of transportation
issues that concern all of our groups. We hope that in your discussions in City
Council as you look at Light Rail Transit, you also consider a number of
transportation issues that inbinge on University Avenue. The Light Rail issue
needs to be considered along with the Ayd Mill Road problems, the proposal to
put a helioport in the Midway, the restructuring of I-94, and the Lake Street
and Raymond Avenue bridges which are all a part of the overall picture.

Ann Copeland
Executive Director

AC:kv
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Mld“‘fl!y 1558 W. Minnehaha
Coalition St. Paul, Minnesota 5

Distriet 11 i

.
=

Serving the Hamline Midway area
i

July 12, 1988

Commissioner John T. Finley
316 Courthouse

St. Peter & Wabasha

St. Paul, Mn 55102

Dear Commissioner Finley,

Light Rail Transit has been a topic for discussion by the Midway Coalition -
District 11 on several occassions, however it has been difficult for the organ-
ization to take a formal stand opposing LRT or favoring it, because members
still believe information is needed to make a responsible decision.

Triesta Brown, a resident and Board member was appointed to the Midway Corridor .
Task Force, and reported regularly to the Board of Directors. The members were
unable to make a decision based on the information provided.

A recommendation that the preferred alignment should be University Avenue came
out of the Midway Corridor Task Force before the Midway Coalition had an oppor-
tunity to take a stand on the issue, in fact the representative, Triesta Brown
was not aware that a vote would be taken at that particular meeting.

The Board Members have raised several concerns about Light Rail Transit and how

the decision is being made. First, it seems that the focus is on choosing an
alignment before the gedls and objectives are defined for LRT. The purpose should
certainly have an impact on placement, but it is necessary to have meaningful
discussion about the goals in order to move ahead on deciding about the preferred
alignment. Other areas of concern that have been discussed are the possible parking
problems along University Avenue and District 11's involvement with University United
a coalition of neighborhouds interested in developing a unified plan for the Avenue.

[t seems that an effective system for getting information out to neighborhood
residents needs to be explored, whether it is a meeting of several districts to
answer questions and provide facts or a flyer distributed throughout each community.
The Midway Coalition-District 11 requests that no decision is made until the goals
are clearly defined for LRT, and residents and business people possibly effected by
Light Rail Transit have the opportunity to gather more information.

Sipcerely, / .
P dosclll—

usan Marschalk
Community Organizer




~ Saint Paul
& P}rea Chamber
®

Commerce

July 21, 1988

John Finley, Chalrman

Ramsey County Reglional Rallrcad Authority
318 Courthouse

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear John:

Thank you for the extending of the public Input period which al lowed the
Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce to further develop It's position on
Iight rall transit. We are now prepared to express that positlon and to”
be a catalyst for greater business involvement In the advancement of |lIght
rall transit for Ramsey County and the metro east area.

Upon recammendation by our Transportation Commlittee, chalred by Pat
Donovan, President of Norwest Bank, and further defined and approved by
the Board of Directors, the Chamber’'s position on light rall transit Is:

The Saint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce supports the development of
Ilght rall transit for the Twin Cities metropolltan area.

Travel demand and traffic congestion are on the rise due to
population growth and changing demographics of the work force.
Vehicles In the region grew by 50% to 1.3 milllon In 1970-1986
and the average number of people in a vehicle has declined to
1.3 persons. Transportation costs have skyrocketed. Congestion
will worsen and be compounded by flnanclial |imlitations on the
agencles that provide transportation services and by the time It
takes to get funded Improvements Initiated.

Light rall transit has the potential to reduce traffic
congestlion; encourage development of statlon areas, provide more
cost-effective transportation than buses; provide Improved
service to transit patrons, and reduce the envirommental Iimpacts
assoclated with other transportation alternatives.

600 North Central Lile Tower
445 Minnesota Street

Saint

Paul, Minnesota 55101

612/223-5000

Telex

7401653 SPAC UC




The Chamber agrees with the assessment that the Midway corridor Is
the most logical and cost effective Initial route for |ight rall
transit In the metro east area.

The Midway corridor Is the most heavlly travelled corridor In
the reglion with approximately 142,000 vehicles on 1-84 and
University Avenue and up to 30,000 transit riders per day
through the corridor. The corridor serves as a |ink between
the downtowns of Minneapolls and Saint Paul, serves the
expanding Midway camerclal/Industrial camplex, serves the
student, faculty, and adninistrative pool of the University
of Minnesota and provides direct access to the State Capltol.

The Chamber has not reached a concensus on the preferred LRT
al Ilgmment through the corrldor. However, the Chamber urges

the Authority to Include entry Iinto downtown Saint Paul from
the Mldway Corridor Into Immediate LRT planning.

The Reglional Rallroad Author |ty should develop a master plan for LRT
development In the metro east Area.

With anticipated population growth and econcmic development
activity Ramsey County should not |Imit It’'s focus to the
Mlidway corridor. The Chamber urges the Authority to develop
a master plan for LRT service to the White Bear area, Salint
Crolx area, the Eagan area, and Minneapol is/Saint Paul
International Alrport.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this position. We pledge that the
Salnt Paul Chamber wil| accelerate Involvement In transportation planning
and work with members of the Author ity to develop a master plan for LRT In
Ramsey County and the Metro East area. It Is time to bring public and
business attentlon to the need for development of a LRT system within a
reasonable time frame and on a cost-effective basis.

Respectful ly,

y

Arnold Bockstruck
Chalrman of the Board

AB/sue
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August 1, 1988

President James Scheibel
St. Paul City Council
7th Floor City Hall

St. Paul, MN. 55102

Dear President Scheibel and Councilmembers:

The Executive Committee of the Merriam Park Community Council, on behalf of
the Community Council, voted on July 27, 1988 to support further study of
light rail transit on University Avenue. Secondarily, Committee members
would like to see further study of both University Avenue and the southern
Burlington Northern routes.

As you all are aware, activists interested in the light rail transit issue
have registered dissatisfaction with the inadequate process of educating and
including St. Paul's citizens in decisions being made about light rail routes.
Having expressed this criticism, Merriam Park activists are looking forward
to an improved citizen participation process with Ramsey County in the near
future. Your advocacy and assistance with this goal is appreciated.

Sincerely,

’\‘_{'_/)__f:’:j / '}’}/-}&_ e,
Jo/Haberman, Organizer

JH/em

CC: Mayor George Latimer
Mr. Steve Grochala, Dept. Planning/Economic Development
Ms. Kathy DeSpiegelaere, Ramsey Co. Public Works
Commissioner John Finley
Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Representative Ann Wynia
Senator John Marty
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. To: John Finley April 20, 1988
316 Courthouse

St. Paul, MN 55102

There are six criteria for a good transit system from the
passenger's viewpoint: 1. the bus stops must be convenient to their
own starting point; 2. the buses must have a frequent schedule, so
that one missed or missing bus won't throw their whole schedule out of
whack; 3. the stops must be frequent enough so that the passenger can
alight at a point convenient to their destination or to other bus
lines; 4. the trip should be fairly rapid; 5. the cost must not be
too expensive; and 6. the buses must not be constantly overcrowded.

There is one bus route in the city of St. Paul that fits most
of these criteria. This is the 16A running between the two cities on
University Av. Those who want to go more rapidly from one downtown to
the other, usually take one of the express buses. The bus riders
living, working or shopping anywhere on the University é&orridor can
depend on the 16A( except on Sundays). It takes them where they want

to go, when they want to go. The large ridership on the line is proof
of its utility.

Now the Midway Task Force, outside consultants and the Ramsey
I?‘ty Commissioners have decided that this would be the perfect
h

e for an LRT(Light Rail Transit) line. This decision seems to
ave been reached without consulting or surveying the people who daily
ride the 16A or the residents along University Ave who would be
profoundly affected by their decision. I am a 6 day a week 2 times per
day user of the 16A and I live a block from the Avenue. I have not
been surveyed. The decision seems to have been based on a captive
ridership from the present 16A passengers. I do not believe that we

will automatically become so. The sketchy plans so far presented do
not answer the prime crierion for bus riders.

The LRT stops are planned to be 1 mile apart versus the one or
two blocks now in use by the 16A. The very concept of LRT precludes
the more frequent stops allowed by the present MTC buses mobility. At
present I walk 1 1/2 blocks to catch the bus, walk another block to
make a transfer and walk 3 blocks from the bus stop to work. I don't
believe that I could walk another 7 or 8 blocks in the cold of
mid-winter to an LRT stopping point.

There has been some talk of shuttle buses to LRT pick-up
points. This would add a third transfer for me. And that assumes that
the shuttles would come closer than 7 blocks to my residence. How are
the elderly and physically handicapped going to be able to use the
LRT? They must make up at least 25% of the 16A ridership. No one
seems to have considered these passengers.

The LRT as it now stands totally flunks the foremost criterion
most present 16A bus passengers. The other criteria cannot , at
bsent be applied to the LRT. No one has presented any concrete
plans on which to base such a judgement. For the same reason, none of
us living in the area which would be served by a University LRT, can
make any sensible comments on how it will influence our neighborhoods.

Will the tracks run down the middle of the avenue, or one on
each side? Will the LRT's have abolute right-of-way? What happens
when I want to cross University, either as a pedestrian or as a




driver? There will be LRT's coming from both directions. If they run
frequently, will I be able to cross University at all? what about
traffic lights? Will they occur only at LRT stops? LRT won't be
rapid transit if they have to stop for signal lights. The whole
concept of rapid transit is that they don't stop between stations.

If anyone has ever watched an elderly person trying to cross
University Ave now must have realized how difficult it is at the
present time. Add the LRTs and you may make it impossible for them
to cross University at any time.

As to LRT's effects on University corridor businesses, it may
very well be devastating. If the LRT stops turn out to be 8 blocks
from your place of business, you aren't going to find prospective
customers willing to walk a 1 mile round trip just to shop in your

And since the rails will cross every intersection and traffic
lights will only occur at LRT stops,  many drivers will no longer be
willing to put up with such hassles, just to shop on University Ave.
The suburban malls would be quicker to get to in the long run.

If the purpose of LRT is to get passengers quickly from one
downtown to the other, then the railroad right-of-ways or the free
ways are by far the most sensible solutions. If the purpose is to
serve the residents and businesses on the University corridor, then
the LRT is superfluous. The 16A already does the job with great

convenience and flexibility.

My guess is that the decision on University Ave as the choice
LRT corridor was made by people who have seldom, if ever, ridden an

bus. And who probably will not ride the LRTs, except on ribbon
cutting day. 3

Layra Swene
AL

1424 Sherburne Ave

St. Paul, MN 55104




Concordia College St. Paul

Hamline and Marshall
St. Paul, Minnesota 55104
Telephone: 612/641-8211

Office of the President

April 14, 1988

Mr. John T. Finley, Chairman

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
316 Courthouse

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Mr. Finley:
Greetings from Concordia College, Saint Paul, Minnesota.

It is my understanding that one potential corridor, which will be considered if the
decision is made to incorporate light rail transit in the mixture of transportation

availability in the metropolitan Twin Cities area,is the surface drive on either side
of Interstate 94.

Concordia College is located immediately adjacent to Concordia Avenue, which is
the surface drive on the south side of the 1-94 freeway.

Concordia College lost property to the state of Minnesota when I-94 was completed.

The negative impact of a light rail line using Concordia Avenue would be very significant
for Concordia College. A number of our major dormitories are built near Concordia
Avenue. The noise and congestion which will be created will be very disruptive.

In addition, Concordia College is heavily. dependent upon the street parking along

Concordia Avenue to meet the needs for parking for the occupants of those residence
halls.

The selection of this proposed corridor would be highly detrimental to Concordia

College, and I encourage all involved in decision making roles not to select this particular
option.

Singerely yours,

([ Pan

Alan F. Harre
President

AFH:gb
pc: Cabinet members
Board of Regents
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April 20, 1988

John T. Finley

Ramsey County Cammissioner

Board of Ramsey County Commissioners
316 Courthouse

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Sir:

‘Ihisletterisinm@portofywrideatokeepanypmposedmghtmil Transit
(IRT) off University Avenue. I have lived near this avenue for the majority of
my life and feel that adding such a system would worsen traffic praoblems and
present a major cbstacle to North/South motorists. I agree that the number of
stopsmmwmldbereqdredtoaccmmndatelocalmsimsinterestswould
negate any benefits derived from the system.

Like you, I feel a more logical approach would be to use cne of the existing

rail lines. I looked at all three of the rail options you suggest and feel

that the existing Short Line route is the best. Iet me explain why. First,
oy % & donkaatuy.

It would be very expensive and difficult to relocate and reroute
the operations. Connecting Energy Park to the system is not a high priority at
this time. The population concentration of the city is further south near
I-94. While I live near the Pierce Butler route and would like the convenience

and Snelling Avenue would help remove the express buses from the highway and
free traffic. Pierce Butler route is to far from this freeway. In order to
get ridership it would require a number of stops similar to University Avenue.
Also, a stop at Snelling and Marshall would be more palatable to the University
Task Force which recammends that the IRT run up University. However, this Task
Force should not weigh heavily in your decision. The group appears to have its
self-interests at heart. The Short Line Route would provide an excellent
opportunity to upgrade the viaduct on the corner of Marshall and Snelling
Avenues. The upgrade could provide a IRT stop with buses located underneath on
a wider Snelling Avenue. This shouldhelp the pollution problem on University.
The Short Line route also allows for a downtown connection to the airport which
is very important to the viability of the downtown hotel businesses.

Secandly, IRT should be designed with speed in mind. Speed in construction, as
well as movement of vehicles. If University or Pierce Butler is chosen a
number of years of construction and delays will only incuwease the cost and
delay the effectiveness of the system. You must establish a timeframe. The
mid 1990s should be used as a goal. Remember, Hennepin County plans to have a
system by then. The Short Line Route is very cost effective. It provides the
only route opportunity where existing rails run all the way to the center of
downtown. Stops by the civic center and depot provide excellent strategic
locations. These stops would serve large business populations, such as; West
Publishing, St. Paul Companies, City Hall, and First Bank Systems. These are
Currently the largest employers in the city. Also, major activities are
located here (Ordway, Library, civic Center, and the soon-to-be School of the

Arts). The route can later connect to the Capital with a route up Robert
Street.

90




Page 2

What is needed by your office is strong action. What we don't need is a fancy
monorail, subway or other white elephant that will never pay for itself. We
need an inexpensive link to Minneapolis' IRT. We should not try to compete
with their system which may cost more. Decide what the purpose of the IRT is
(this really is not hard) and chose the most cost effective route. Remember
politics will be involved, but we need the system.

As a side benefit, Short Line provide the best view of the city to a cammter
or tourist. This summer, take a walk along the routes you proposed and
determine which is best. I think only Short Line meets our needs, not Pierce
Butler and certainly not University. I would like to help you more in this
project, so please let me know what I can do.

Sincerely,

lotiee

Jaohn A. Goodlad

1682 Taylor Avenue

St. Paul, Minnescta 55104




e Minnesata [hemical =

DRY CLEANING AND LAUNDRY SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT SINCE 1915

2285 HAMPDEN AVENUE ST. PAUL, MINN. 55114-1294 MINN 1-800-392-0330
612-646-7521 MIDWEST 1-800-328-5689

March 14, 1988

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
3377 North Rice Street
St. Paul, MN 55126

Re: Midway Corridor Light Rail Transit
Dear Ms. DeSpiegelaere:

I would like to go on record as opposed to Light Rail Transit on
University Avenue. It is my feeling that the use of the Avenue would

be greatly impaired by presence of LRT. The several years construction
phase would devastate business. Much needed parking would be permanently
lost. The clutter of rails and wires would detract from any sense of
order on the Avenue. It would serve no need as it would force people

out of an efficient public transportation system that is profitable,
buses, into one that is not profitable. Indeed buses would not dis-
appear from the Avenue but would be needed as parallels and feeder
systems, so there would be little net decrease in noise or pollution.

The LRT would need priority over cross streets and stop lights and thus
would make crossing University very difficult, isolating neighborhoods
and congesting intersections. It would appear that the LRT would take
a minimum of two and up to four lanes of traffic or parking out of
service at ony one spot on the Avenue, thereby adding to and not re-
lieving congestion.

It appears that the Avenue is ripe for LRT only because it already has
a good public transportation system that works, has been carefully
studied and is cost effective. Why spoil it? Put the LRT where it
will serve a need and would persuade people to leave cars. It appears
that the driving force for LRT on University is political: an LRT on
University Avenue would be instantly full as bus riders would have to
use it, no matter how far they had to walk to get on it or walk once
they get off it. Thus the planners would show a full LRT as a sign of
success - a self fullfilling prophesy.

]
i

Verysgrrly fours,

T/ j
J | e VN /

Michael F. Baker

MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 53225 414-781-8630
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Armstead, Evans & Company
Investments

February 26, 1988

Kathy De Spiegelaere
Ramsey County Public Works
3377 North Rice Street
Shoreview, MN 55126

Dear Kathy,

May I take this opportunity to formally apologize to the Midway Corridor
Task Force Committee and to you Kathy, for my inability to attend our final
task force meeting. I am deeply appreciative of the task forces willingness
to consider my written comments. It has been a rewarding experience for me
to have worked with you and all of the task force members. I know every-
one has taken our responsibility seriously.

It is with great concern that I would urge the task force members to
seriously consider alternative 3A or 3B University Avenue with either
quarter mile or mile spacing. University Avenue has traditionally served
our great Twin Cities as the major transportation corridor providing for
easy access to both downtown business districts. As the Twin Cities have
grown, so too has University Avenue. University Avenue is the most
commercial thoroughfare in either St. Paul or Minneapolis. It is
deserving of having the most up to date transportation available. Thousands
of businesses together with tens of thousands of residents will be greatly
affected by any other choice. It is my belief that the future economic
stability and further development are in serious jeopardy if any other
transportation corridor is selected.

In defense of my position, I would urge the task force to consider the fact
that the greatest number of people will be served if the University Avenue
Corridor is selected. It is projected that the highest patronage will be
accomplished with this route. Add to this the fact that the greatest
savings in miles bussed is accomplished through this alignment.

Finally, it seems perfectly clear to me that one of our considerations
should certainly be cost. It appears there are millions of dollars
to be saved if the University Avenue Corridor is ultimately selected.

e St Paul. MN 35103 (£12) 291-1374




Armstead, Evans & Company

It has indeed been a pleasure to serve as Chairman of this fine committee.
My task has been made easy by Kathy De Spiegelaere who has worked '
diligently to support our group.

Sincerely,

Clark A. Armstead

CAA/1f




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

I Board Action Requested

PUBLIC WORKS
Originating Department DEFINITIONS OF LRT WORK

K. DeSpiegelaere 8/17/88
Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

See attached memo from k. DeSpiegelaere dated August 12, 1988
with copy of response from Mn/DOT.

Budgeting and Accounting Date / Time
County Attorney Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date L l Date

Committee / Meeting Date ' Date
August 23, 1988 8/18/88

Board Date l/ Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

egional Ruby Hunt

8 District 5
allroad Duane W. McCarty
District 1

Hal Norgard

Authority Disric 7

Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere;;%iE}“ﬂ

SUBJECT: Definitions of LRT Work

DATE: August 12, 1988

At the July 12 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority meeting, I
was requested to provide brief definitions of terms associated with
light rail transit work.

I asked the Minnesota Department of Transportation for assistance
with the definitions. A copy of the response is attached.

Recommendation:
For your information.

KD/clm
Attachment
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Minnesota Department of Transportation
Transportation Building, St. Paul, MN 55155

)OFTRF

Phone 296-1615

August 10, 1988

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Senior Transportation Planner

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, MN. 55102

Dear Kathy:

This letter is written in response to your request for assistance in
preparing brief descriptions of terms related to the Minnesota
Department of Transportation's (Mn/DOT) guidelines for LRT funding.
In your letter of August 1, six terms are identified. The
descriptions below incorporate these terms within the three funding
categories of comprehensive planning, preliminary engineering, and
final design and construction.

Comprehensive LRT Plan

A comprehensive LRT plan is a document that describes the role and
function of LRT in meeting the transportation needs of a specific
geographic area. It explains the analysis process used in
addressing the items listed in the state LRT guidelines and
describes the corridors which comprise an overall LRT system.
Potential corridors for LRT should be considered from a broad
perspective rather than from a specifically defined LRT route
alignment perspective.

Preliminary Engineering

Preliminary engineering is a process that analyzes broad LRT
corridors to the point where specific LRT route alignments are
identified for possible construction. This process identifies and
prioritizes LRT route alignments,

The terms scoping document, environmental impact statement (state)
and alternatives analysis/environmental impact statement (federal)
that are listed in your correspondence are a part of the preliminary
engineering process. A scoping document analyzes project needs,
potential alternatives and environmental impacts. It identifies
alternatives to be considered but does not evaluate or rank
alternatives. The next document in the process, the scoping
decision document, identifies which corridors go through the
environmental impact statement process.

r

4n Equal Opportunity Employer




K. DeSpiegelaere
August 10, 1988
Page 2

Minnesota Statutes Chapter 116D.04 Subd. 2a defines an environmental
impact statement as a document "which describes the proposed action
in detail, analyzes its significant environmental impacts, discusses
appropriate alternatives to the proposed action and their impacts,
and explores methods by which adverse environmental impacts of an
action could be mitigated. The environmental impact statement shall
also analyze those economic, employment and sociological effects
that cannot be avoided should the action be implemented."

The environmental impact statement/alternatives analysis (EIS)
process is essentially the same for state and federal purposes. The
EIS process identifies specific route alignments and discusses all
issues relevant to the planning, design, construction and operation
of each LRT route. The Final EIS is where LRT route alignments are
identified and prioritized.

Final Design and Construction

Final design is the project development stage which includes
preparation of detailed construction plans, specifications and cost
estimates. The plans are used by contractors to actually construct
an LRT route. It is also the stage where right of way is purchased
and relocations occur.

Thank you for contacting Mn/DOT for assistance. If you have further
guestions please call or write.

Sincerely,

| L’ ft_. .
A;;nxaéﬁezégyﬂéiéce -
?4;;’Randy Halvorson
/1

Director
Office of Transit

-




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

: Board Action Requested

PlIR| ]|_ WORKS
Originating Department CONSULTANT SELECTION FOR LRT GRANT

K. DeSpiegelaere 8/18/88 GRANT APPLICATION.
Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification
See attached memo from K. DeSpiegelaere dated August 11, 1988, with
listing of tasks to be performed.

See attached Agreement for consulting services, with certificate of
insurance

Budgeting and Accounting__E - Glaubitz 8/12/88 Date / Time

County Attorney. M. Timmons 8/9/88 Received By
Risk Mgnasgr Gr‘eg Ander son 8/ ] 2/88

Data Processing N/A

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

Signature
” V4
Committee / Meeting Date / Signature Date
August 23, 1988 #M 8/18/88
T S. J

Board Date Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ailroad Duane W. PLES:::}I

y Hal Norgard
District 7

AUthOl’ lty Donald E, Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber

District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere %—'

SUBJECT: Consultant for LRT Grant Application

DATE: August 11, 1988

Last week interviews were held with three consulting firms to discuss assistance with
Ramsey County’s light rail transit grant application. The team that has been selected
is:

Edvards and Kelcey, Inc., Minneapolis
Bob Sands: Contact Person

LS Transit Systems, Inc. (LSTS), Broomfield, New Jersey
Harold Geissenheimer: Contact Person

Edwvards and Kelcey is a national firm with a civil engineering orientation. Bob Sands
works in the 1local office of Edwards and Kelcey. LSTS is an international firm
concentrating on design and operation of transit systems.
Other firms which participated in the interviews were:

BRVW, Inc., Minneapolis

Barton-Aschman Associates, Minneapolis
The grant application is due September 1. The list of tasks to be performed by the
consultants before that deadline is attached. The work performed by the consultants will
not exceed $3,000 in cost to Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.
Recommendation:

For your information.

KD/clm
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Appendix A

The preparation of the application for light rail transit funds will be the responsibility
of staff of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) with assistance from
consultants. The consultants will provide a draft outline of work in certain areas, will
assist in joint preparation of responses in other areas and will help develop strategy
and review RCRRA staff responses to the application items for planning and preliminary

engineering for light rail transit. The final preparation of the application will be
RCRRA staff's responsibility. =

The consultants' duties will consist of:

Task I

Providing information to RCRRA in draft outline form on:

Planning Application

) LRT ridership projections for each corridor
- What are the options for assessing ridership in various corridors for LRT
in Ramsey County? What methodologies would be used? What are the

cost and time implications for the alternatives? What base data would
be used?

Discussion of project management structure including identification of all public
jurisdiction, private sector and consultant involvement.
- Identify private sector and consultant involvement.

Preliminary Engineering Application for Midway Corridor

What items should be included in preliminary engineering application?

What environmental reports would be recommended to meet state and federal

guidelines and what are the components of these reports?

Discussion of project management structure

- Identification of consultant, system operator involvement, fiscal and
administrative processes

Identification of appropriate standards and specifications

Identification of system implementation strategy (e.g. traditional, design build,
turnkey).

Discussion of the projected sources of estimated funds to pursue final design and
construction.
Discussion of the completion of prerequisites for further implementation, such

as to meet federal funding requirements, if those funds are anticipated.
Patronage forecasts

- Are additional forecasts needed?
How will they be made?
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Task 11

Providing information in a joint work session with the consultants and RCRRA staff on:

A
0 Budget for comprehensive LRT plan that at a minimum includes
personnel expenses
fringe benefit expenses
indirect charges (office, phone, mailings, etc.)
consultant/contractual expenses
printing/document production expenses
travel expenses
supply expenses
other expenses
source and amount of local match
amount of state LRT funds
total project cost
Work plan for comprehensive planning project that illustrates the time frame for
completion of tasks.
Preliminary engineering project budget that at a minimum includes items listed
below
personnel expenses
fringe benefits expenses
indirect charges (office, phone, mailings, etec.)
consultant/contractual expenses
printing/document production expenses
travel expenses
supply expenses
other expenses
source and amount of local match
amount of state LRT funds
total project cost

Task III

Developing options for work to be considered in planning and preliminary engineering
portions of the application in collaboration with RCRRA staff; reviewing and offering
suggestions on portions of the application to be completed by RCRRA staff; review of
the overall grant application prepared by RCRRA staff.

KD:ptd
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AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE
PROFESSIONAL CONSULTING SERVICES

TO RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between the RAMSEY
COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY, hereinafter referred to as
the "Authority", and Edwards and Kelcey, Inc., hereinafter
referred to as the "Consultant".

WHEREAS, the Authority is preparing a grant application for light
rail transit funds;and

WHEREAS, the Consultant can provide needed professional
assistance in preparing such an application; and

WHEREAS, the Authority wishes to purchase such assistance;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual undertakings and
agreements hereinafter set forth, the Authority and the
Consultant agree as follows:

1 TERM OF AGREEMENT

Subject to the cancellation provisions herein, the term
of this Agreement shall be from August 8, 1988 through
September 1, 1988.

The services to be performed hereunder by the Consultant
shall be undertaken and completed in such sequence as to
assure their expeditious completion and best carry out
the purposes of this Agreement.

SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED

a. The Consultant shall asgist the Authority in
preparing a grant application for funds for a
comprehensive LRT plan for Ramsey County and for
preliminary engineering in the Midway Corridor,
including environmental reports associated with
that work.

The specific services required are explained on the
attached Appendix A, which is incorporated herein
by reference.




PAYMENT FOR SERVICES

a. The Consultant shall be paid the sum of $3,000.00
for the services rendered.

One payment shall be made to the Consultant after
completion of the work required, for the total
amount of $3,000.00.

SERVICE PROVIDER

Consultant agrees that the person or persons of Edwards
& Kelcey who shall provide the services are: Robert
Sands and Harold Geissenheimer, LSTS.

RECORDS

The Consultant agrees to maintain books, records,
documents, and other evidence and accounting procedures
and practices relevant to this Agreement for three (3)
years after the last date of service. Pursuant to
M.S.§16B.06(4) the books, records, documents, and
accounting procedures and practices relevant to the
contract shall be subject at all reasonable time to
inspection, review or audit on site by personnel of the
Authority personnel authorized by the Authority and
either the Legislative Auditor or the State Auditor as
appropriate.

TERMINATION

The Authority may cancel this Agreement or a portion
thereof at any time, with or without cause upon written
notice, delivered by mail or in person.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

a. The laws of the State of Minnesota shall govern all
questions as to the execution, nature, obligation,
instructions, validity, and performance of this
Agreement. Any litigation concerning this
Agreement shall be venued in the State of
Minnesota.

The Consultant shall comply with all applicable
Federal and State Statutes, regulations, and
licensure requirements now in effect or hereinafter
adopted.

The Consultant understands and agrees that this
Agreement does not constitute a commitment to hire
Consultant for any future projects, but also




understands and agrees that future hiring of
Consultant is not prohibited.

NON DISCRIMINATION

Consultant agrees that no person shall, on the grounds
of race, color, religion, age, sex, disability, marital
status, public assistance status, criminal record,
creed, or national origin, be excluded from full
employment rights in, participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination
under any program, service, or activity under the
provisions of any and all applicable Federal and State
Laws against discrimination including the Civil Rights
Act of 1964. On request the Consultant will furnish all
information and reports required by the Authority or by
Executive Order No. 11246 and Revised Order No. 4, and
by the rules and regulations and orders of the Secretary
of Labor for purposes of investigation to ascertain
compliance with such rules, regulations and orders.

INDEMNITY AND INSURANCE

a. Indemnit The Consultant agrees that it will
defend, {ndemnify, and hold harmless the Authority
and the County of Ramsey, their officials,
employees and agents from any and all liability,
loss or damages they may suffer as a result of
claims, demands, judgments or costs, including
reasonable attorney’s fees, arising out of or
related to Consultant’s performance of this
Agreement.

Insurance The Consultant does further agree that:

) ER The Consultant shall purchase and maintain
from insurance as will protect the Consultant
from all claims set forth below which may
arise out of, or result from the Consultant’s
operations under the Agreement, whether such
operations be by the Consultant or by any
subcontractor or by anyone directly employed
by them, or by anyone for whose acts any of
them may be liable.

The Consultant shall obtain checked insurance
policies as set forth below and attach a
certificate of insurance.

Workers'’ Compensation and Employers’ Liability
Tnsurance:




Worker’s Compensation insurance shall be
as required by law and shall include an
all states or universal endorsement.

Employers’ Liability insurance shall be
written for not less than the statutory
limits.

Commercial General Liability Insurance:

1. Minimum limits
Bodily and Personal Injury
$600,000 per occurrence
$1,000,000 per aggregate

Property Damage
$600,000 per occurrence
$1,000,000 per aggregate

The following coverages must be
specifically insured and certified with
no internal sublimits.

Independent Contractor’s Contingent
Liability or Owners'’ Protective Liability
Products/Completed Operations Liability
Contractual Liability
"X,C,U" Hazard Liability (if applicable)
Personal Injury Liability including
claims related to employment
Broad From Property Damage Liability, or
deletion of the "Care, Custody, and
Control Exclusion"

g) Aircraft Liability (if applicable)

h) Watercraft Liability (if applicable)

The Contractual Liability is to be either on a
blanket basis for all written or oral
contracts or specially endorsed to acknowledge
the contract between the insured and the
Authority. The Commercial General Liability
is to be written on an occurrence basis or as
acceptable to the Ramsey County Risk Manager.

Professional Liability Insurance
Minimum limits
$600,000 per occurrence
$1,000,000 aggregate

Automobile Liability Insurance




Minimum limits
$600,000 combined single limit

Owned, Non-owned and hired auto

or State License as required

All certificates of insurance shall
provide that the insurance company shall
give the Authority and Ramsey County
thirty (30) days prior written notice of
cancellation, non-renewal or any material
changes in the policy.

The above subparagraphs established
minimum insurance requirements, and it is
the sole responsibility of the Consultant
to purchase and maintain additional
insurance that may be necessary in
connection with this contract.

The Consultant shall obtain the required
insurance and file an acceptable
certificate of insurance with the
Authority or its designee. All insurance
policies shall be submitted to the
Authority or its designee upon written
request.

Nothing in this contract shall constitute
a waiver by the Authority or the County
of Ramsey of any statutory limits or
exceptions on liability.

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR

It is agreed that nothing herein contained is intended
or should be construed in any manner as creating or
establishing the relationship of co-partners between the
parties hereto or as constituting the Consultant as the
agent, representative, or employee of the Authority or
County of Ramsey for any purpose or in any manner
whatsoever. The Consultant is to be and shall remain an
independent contractor with respect to all services
performed under this Agreement.

The Consultant represents that it has, or will secure at
its own expense, all personnel required in performing
services under this Agreement. Any and all personnel of
the Consultant or other persons, while engaged in the
performance of any work or services required under this




Agreement, shall have no contractual relationship with
the Authority or Ramsey County and shall not be
considered employees of the Authority or Ramsey County.

Any and all claims that may or might arise under the
Unemployment Compensation Act of the State of Minnesota
on behalf of said personnel arising out of employment or
alleged employment including, without limitations,
claims of discrimination against the Consultant, its
officers, agent, contractors, or employees shall in no
way be the responsibility of the Authority or Ramsey
County; and the Consultant shall defend, indemnify, and
hold the Authority and Ramsey County, their officers,
agents, and employees harmless from any and all such
claims irrespective of any determination of any
pertinent tribunal, agency, board, commission, or court.
Such personnel or other persons shall neither require
nor be entitled to any compensation, rights, or benefits
of any kind whatsoever from the Authority or Ramsey
County, including without limitation, tenure rights,
medical and hospital care, sick and vacation leave,
Workers’ Compensation, Unemployment Insurance,
disability, severance pay, and PERA.

MODIFICATION OF AGREEMENT

Any alterations, variations, modifications, or waivers
of provisions of this Agreement shall only be valid when

they have been reduced to writing, signed by authorized
representatives of the Authority, and the Consultant,
and attached to the Original of this Agreement.

SUBCONTRACTING AND ASSIGNMENTS

The Consultant shall not enter into any subcontract for
performance of any of the services contemplated under
this Agreement, nor assign this Agreement, without the
prior written approval of the Authority, and subject to
such conditions and provisions as the Authority may deem
necessary. The Consultant shall be responsible for the
performance of all subcontractors.

NOTICES
Any notices, bills, invoices, or reports required by

this Agreement shall be sufficient if sent by the
parties hereto in the United States mail, postage paid




to the address below:

Ramsey County Regional Consultant
Rail Authority
Robert Sands
Kathy DeSpiegelaere Edwards and Kelcey, Inc.
3377 North Rice Street One Corporate Center
St. Paul, MN 55112 7401 Metro Boulevard
Suite 430
Minneapolis, MN 55435
MERGER

It is understood and agreed that the entire Agreement between
the parties is contained herein and that this Agreement
supersedes all oral agreements and negotiations between the
parties relating to the subject matter hereof. All items
referred to in this Agreement are incorporated or attached
and are deemed to be part of this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Authority and the Consultant have executed
this Agreement as of the dates written below.

Ramsey County Regional Edwards & Kelcey, Inc.

il Authority
By{"%ﬂcﬂfa /. /@W

It8 Senior Vice President
Director Amardo J. Romano

Date u@;ﬂ«/ /7 i

R&msey County Property

anage

(e, /QM% 7/ 4

Funds are available
Account ¥ 59/0/ rR0/02
Amount : ¥ 3, 000.80

d Doudl.  8haled

Budgeting aqS)Accounting

Insurance Approved:

e A gl

Rrsk Manager Dat




. Approved as to form:

,ff A J: 45 :‘"-'/"/"g"
Assistant County Attorney Date




Appendix A

The preparation of the application for light rail transit funds will be the responsibility
of staff of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) with assistance from
consultants. The consultants will provide a draft outline of work in certain areas, will
assist in joint preparation of responses in other areas and will help develop strategy
and review RCRRA staff responses to the application items for planning and preliminary
engineering for light rail transit. The final preparation of the application will be
RCRRA staff's responsibility.

The consultants' duties will consist of:
Task I
Providing information to RCRRA in draft outline form on:
Planning Application
[0} LRT ridership projections for each corridor
- What are the options for assessing ridership in various corridors for LRT
in Ramsey County? What methodologies would be used? What are the

cost and time implications for the alternatives? What base data would
be used?

Discussion of project management structure including identification of all publie
jurisdiction, private sector and consultant involvement.
- Identify private sector and consultant involvement.

Preliminary Engineering Application for Midway Corridor

What items should be included in preliminary engineering application?

What environmental reports would be recommended to meet state and federal

guidelines and what are the components of these reports?

Discussion of project management structure

= Identification of consultant, system operator involvement, fiscal and
administrative processes

Identification of appropriate standards and specifications,

Identification of system implementation strategy (e.g. traditional, design build,

turnkey).

Discussion of the projected sources of estimated funds to pursue final design and
construction.
Discussion of the completion of prerequisites for further implementation, such
as to meet federal funding requirements, if those funds are anticipated.
Patronage forecasts
- Are additional forecasts needed?

How will they be made?
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Task II

Providing information in a joint work session with the consultants and RCRRA staff on:

) Budget for comprehensive LRT plan that at a minimum includes
personnel expenses
fringe benefit expenses
indirect charges (office, phone, mailings, etc.)
consultant/contractual expenses
printing/document production expenses
travel expenses
supply expenses
other expenses
source and amount of local matech
amount of state LRT funds
total project cost Y

Work plan for comprehensive planning project that illustrates the time frame for
completion of tasks.

Preliminary engineering project budget that at a minimum includes items listed
below

personnel expenses

fringe benefits expenses

indirect charges (office, phone, mailings, etec.)

consultant/contractual expenses

printing/document production expenses

travel expenses

supply expenses

other expenses

source and amount of local match

amount of state LRT funds

total project cost

Task III

Developing options for work to be considered in planning and preliminary engineering
portions of the application in collaboration with RCRRA staff; reviewing and offering

suggestions on portions of the application to be completed by RCRRA staff; review of
the overall grant application prepared by RCRRA staff.

KD:ptd
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‘S ERT IF T L AT E 0 INSURANTCE
: DATE: 05/11/88

PRODUCER CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED RS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS
GHT UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AMEND,

B. MILLER & COMPANY OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFDRDED BY THE POLICIES BELOW
233 North Broad Street
‘:zaheth, 072083791 COMPANIES AFFORDING COVERAGE

1) 352-7300 Insurance Cospany of North RAmerica

Edwards and Kelcey, Inc.
70 South ODrange Avenue
Livingston, New Jersey 07039

= COVERAGES

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POL
INDICATED, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TD WHICH THIS
| CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS,
: EXCLUSIONS, AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES.
ICO |
ILTRI TYPE OF INSURANCE
J=—i
I | GENERAL LIRBILITY
A | [x] COMPREHENSIVE FORM

I [x] PREMISES/OPERATIONS

| [x] UNDERGROUND EXPLOSION &

| COLLAPSE HAZARD

| [x] PRODUCTS/COMP. OPERATIONS
: [x) CONTRACTUAL
|

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
]
I
|
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
I
|
===
|
|

| POLICY | POLICY | LIRBILITY LIMITS IN 1000'S
POLICY NUMBER tEFFEDTIVE MTE!EIPIMTIN DﬂTE: :

IBODILY |
0BPDO6132807 05/01/88 05/01/89 :INJ!.IRY :‘

|
|
|
I
|
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|
I
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|
|
|
|
|
|
i
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]
|
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|
I
|
|
|
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|
]
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
I
|
]
|
|
I
|
|

IDAMAGE  |$
| |
IB1 & PD |
|COMBINED | $1, 000,

[x] INDEPENDENT CONTRACTORS
[x] BRORD FORM PROPERTY DAMAGE

| [x] PERSONAL INJURY
i [x] BROADENED CHL
i A II AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY

I 1 [x] ANY AUTO

|1 [x] ALL DWNED AUTOS(PRIV. PASS)

|| [x] ALL OWNED AUTOS(OTHER THAN)
(PRIV. PRSS)

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

|
|
: PERSONAL INJURY

IBOD INJ. |
05/01/88 05/01/89 :msnsm::s

1B0D INJ. |
iinxman{s
|PROPERTY |
el
IB1 $ PD |
ICOMBINEDI 81,000,

XBCG11357867 05/01/88 05/01/83 | |
IBI & PD |
IU:IBHEDI‘S,OOO,

STATUTORY ]

WORKERS? WTIM
EMPLOYERS' LIRBILITY

|
05/01/88 05/01/89 |
| (EACH ACCIDENT)
| (DISERSE-POLICY)
: IDISEFBE-{R )
|
|
|

————————————————————————————————— ———————

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS/LOCATIONS/VEHICLES/SPECIAL ITEMS

| SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFORE THE EX-
0 WHOM IT MAY CONCERN | PIRATION DATE THEREDF, THE ISSUING COMPANY WILL ENDEAVOR TD MAIL
30 DAYS WRITTEN'NOTICE TO THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER NMED TD THE
BUT FAILURE TO MAIL SUCH NOTICE SHALL IMPOSE NO ODELIGATION OR
LIN}LIT‘! OF ANY KIND I.PIN ‘THE MY, ITS AGENTS OR REPRESENTATIVES.

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTAT
1'7/, ,m‘}//ff/, s gl

‘-= CERTIFICATE HOLDER CANCELLATION
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John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

Duane W. McCarty
District 1

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald E. Salverda
District 2
Warren W, Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Rellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

TO: Commissioner John Finley
FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere K?ED
SUBJECT: LRT Work

DATE: August 22, 1988

L
o

Last week I met with Bob Sands and Harold Geidénheimer, the consultants

. hired by Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) to assist
with the LRT grant application. Some of the items we discussed need to
be brought to your attention. They are:

- costs for LRT work
- time for LRT work
- coordination of LRT work with other counties.

COSTS FOR LRT WORK

The general cost estimates the consultants provided for LRT work are

higher than I had anticipated. The estimate totals include consultant
and RCRRA staff costs. The estimates are:

Comprehensive LRT Plan for
entire county $500,000 $600,000

Environmental impact statement
for Midway Corridor : $300,000 $600,000 4, }00‘.000"’0

s v e
Preliminary engineering for _>$3/0 6)000!000

Midway Corridor Phase I 0,000 $1,200,000
Preliminary engineering for
Midway Corridor Phase 1I1I $3,300,000 $4,200,000

The high range of preliminary engineering estimates includes work
required if a portion of the downtown alignment would be underground

and the 1level of engineering required for a turnkey implementation
approach.




. It would be possible to evaluate up to four alignments through Phase I
of preliminary engineering. Limiting the alignments to less than four
reduces costs as shown in the following table:

Task Number of Alignments Considered

One Two Three fhes)

Environmental Impact $300,000 $400,000 $470,000
Statement $350,000 $500,000 $600,000

Preliminary Engineering $500,000 $700,000 $1,000,000
Phase I $560,000 $800,000 $1,200,000

Preliminary Engineering $3,300,000 Not Recommended
Phase 1I1I $4,200,000

If four alignments are carried through, the costs for evaluating
downtown alignments would also be greater, because the alignments enter
the downtown at different locations. ¥

TIME FOR LRT WORK

The LRT grant application guidelines require RCRRA to complete a
comprehensive LRT plan before beginning preliminary engineering in the
Midway Corridor. Once a comprehensive plan is completed, an
environmental impact statement and preliminary engineering may begin.
Those activities may be undertaken concurrently. The time required is
estimated by the consultants to be:

Comprehensive LRT Plan 11 months
Preliminary Engineering-Phase I 10 months
Preliminary Engineering-Phase II 14 months
Environmental Impact Statement 21 months

Total time to reach the conclusion of preliminary engineering would
therefore be 35 months from initiation of a comprehensive plan. The
schedule 1is illustrated in the chart attached. Preliminary engineering
would be followed by final design and subsequent construction.

COORDINATION OF LRT WORK WITH OTHER COUNTIES

There are two areas of LRT planning where greater coordination among
counties is needed. Those areas are financing and systems standards. In
both areas, Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) is
proceeding to make decisions that affect RCRRA. Another consideration
is duplication of effort. Development of the same type of information
by both HCRRA and RCRRA is costly.




Systems standards in a comprehensive LRT plan and in preliminary
engineering will include information and decisions on:

o location of maintenance and storage
facilities (yards and shops)
hours of operation

fare collection equipment
type of vehicle

type of station

operating agency

signal equipment

access to handicapped

fare assumptions

type of tracks
communications equipment
electrification equipment.

0O0O0000O0O00O0O

There is at this time no mechanism to ensure a coordinated approach to
decisions that will impact RCRRA. RCRRA could wait for a metropolitan

agency to take the lead in coordination, or RCRRA could initiate the
coordination.

I do not recommend that RCRRA merely react to HCRRA’s proposals. To
ensure that RCRRA’s interests are met, having a consultant develop
general information or assess HCRRA’'s information £from RCRRA'S
perspective would be beneficial.

One method of coordination could be the formation of a committee of
technical staff of the railroad authorities to work on systems
standards issues. I think it would be up to RCRRA to initiate that.

In addition to systems standards, the financing of LRT systems requires
coordination, perhaps on the policy-maker, rather than technical staff,
level. HCRRA's financing proposals are not confined to participation by
Hennepin County taxpayers. RCRRA's interests should be represented in

funding proposals. A coordinated approach to state or federal funding
would have better likelihood of success.

These issues are being raised in the review of Hennepin County’s
Comprehensive LRT Plan occurring now.

To summarize, we need to get our act together.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD/gb
Attachment




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

Board Action Requested
PUBLIC WORKS

|
:
Originating Department |
|
K. DeSpiegelaere 8/18/88 |
|
|
|
|

WORK PROGRAM FOR COMPREHENSIVE

LRT PLAN

Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

See attached memo from K. DeSpiegelaere dated 8/17/88
with Draft Work Program

Budgeting and A‘“‘“‘-“‘.“ ) Date / Time
County Attorney L':r}?;}{ L 1_; FL'r <. (;_E i rhﬂ-ﬂ/ Received By
Risk Manager. J

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date

Auqust 23, 1988
Board Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

District 3
RAMSEY COUNTY Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ailroad e

Hal Norgard

AUthor ity Donald E. S:Il::rcttj;

District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

To: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere X/ﬁ
Subject: Work Program for Comprehensive LRT Plan

Date: August 17, 1988

A draft Work Program for the Comprehensive LRT Plan has been prepared for your
consideration. You previously approved initiation of a comprehensive LRT plan.

The plan was developed based on two work sessions with members of the Citizens
Advisory Committee and based on the guidelines specified by the Minnesota Department
of Transportation (Mn/DOT) for light rail transit funds. 1 plan to meet with the
consultants hired to assist with the grant application for LRT funds and review this
work program; if they have comments I will summarize them for you verbally at the
August 23 meeting of the Regional Railroad Authority.

Recommendation:

For your review and comments.

2. Authorize submission of the revised work program to accompany the Mn/DOT
grant application due September 1.

3. Authorize staff to prepare a request for proposal of tasks outlined in the work
program.

KD:ptd




DRAFT
Work Program

Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan
for Ramsey County, Minnesota

BACKGROUND

For several years, the Minneapolis-St. Paul area has considered light rail transit (LRT)
without implementing it. In the late 1980's responsibility for LRT decision making has
shifted from regional to county government in the metropolitan area. Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority, chaired by John T. Finley and comprised of the seven
members of the Board of Ramsey County Commissioners, at this time has the authority
to plan and implement LRT in Ramsey County.

Studies of light rail transit in the Twin Cities region have previously been completed
which addressed Ramsey County. In particular, the Metropolitan Council's 1986 Long-
Range Transit Analysiss A Study of Potential Transit Capital Investments in Twin
Cities Corridors, examined major transit improvements, including light rail transit, (LRT)
and its applicability to various corridors in the region.

Other studies have been conducted in the 1980's on LRT in the University Avenue
corridor between downtown St. Paul and Minneapolis (a major portion is in Ramsey
County) and LRT in the Midway Corridor, between the two downtowns, ineluding
University Avenue and alternative locations. The Midway Corridor has been identified

in all studies completed to date as having the highest potential for LRT of any corridor
in the region.

The 1988 Minnesota legislature authorized funds for planning and engineering for LRT.
A requirement to receive grant funds, as specified by the Minnesota Department of
Transportation, is a comprehensive LRT plan. A comprehensive LRT plan has not
previously been completed for Ramsey County. The purpose of the work program
outlined in this document is to identify the elements of a comprehensive plan for LRT
for Ramsey County,




OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for Ramsey County are:

1.

To describe the relationship of LRT in Ramsey County to other transportation
elements in Ramsey County and the region, including other counties' LRT plans.

To identify in a conceptual, rather than specific manner, an LRT system for

Ramsey County that would accomplish goals established by Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority for LRT.

To assist in determining the priorities and timing for continuing development of
an LRT system for Ramsey County.




Task 1-Review and analysis of pertinent reports and documents

Because much of the groundwork for a comprehensive LRT plan has already been
completed, an important component of the plan will be reviewing the information
already collected that impacts on the plan and assessing it. The assessment will include
areas such as agreement, conflicts, need for more information, and relevancy to current
conditions and relevancy to RCRRA's goals.

The reports to be assessed include:

Goals for Light Rail Transit in Ramsey County; Ramsey County Comprehensive Plan-
Transportation Section; Transportation sections of comprehensive plans of cities in
Ramsey County; Metropolitan Council Transportation Development Guide/Policy Plan;
Long-Range Transit Analysis: A Study of Potential Transit Capital Investments in Twin
Cities Corridors; University Avenue/Southwest Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement; LRT Feasibility Study; Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority and Regional Transit Board Light Rail Transit Planning Analysis for
the Midway Corridor; Mn/DOT District 9 20-Year Plan; Northeast Corridor Study;
Comprehensive LRT System Plan for Hennepin County; Anoka County LRT Scoping Study;

Product: Technical report
Responsibility: Consultant

Time: One month after contract approval




Task 2-Development/discussion of generalized standards for LRT

General standards will be developed or discussed for:

The system, including items such as hours of operation, frequency of vehicles,
accessibility to disabled

Station locations

Feeder bus system

Environmental impacts

System operator

Terminus of corridors

Park/ride locations

Product: Technical report

Responsibility: Consultant

Time: Three months after contract approval




Task 3-Analysis of LRT corridors

Develop information at corridor level on:

Factors that influence effectiveness of LRT in meeting RCRRA's goals, such as,

transit needs, current and projected

transit potential, current and projected (patronage estimates)
development impact, existing and potential

right of way suitability (railroad and roadway)

traffic impacts

costs-generalized capital and operating

park/ride potential

Interrelationships of LRT, land use, transit, highways, railroads and LRT plans
in other counties. Include items such as,

regional perspective

relationship to highway system
relationship to transit system

other counties potential LRT corridors

The Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor from Downtown St. Paul to the north
Ramsey County border will be analyzed for its LRT potential.

While it is assumed that the major portions of corridors will be in Ramsey
County, logical extensions into the four adjacent counties will be considered in
this analysis. Not all corridors considered will necessarily connect directly to
downtown St. Paul,

Product: Technical reports and graphies on information collected

Responsibility: Consultant

Time:

Five months after contract approval




Task 4-Development of Downtown St. Paul alignments

An analysis of major generators of transit trips and expected areas of development will
be considered. At grade, tunnel and aerial alignments will be assessed.

Factors to be considered are:

Right of way

Traffic capacity

Sidewalk capacity

Parking and loading impact
Visual impacts

Travel time

Development opportunities
Ridership

Impact on existing businesses
Cost

Station locations

Product: Technical report
Responsibility: Consultant

Time: Five months after contract approval




Task 5-Development of LRT staging plan for Ramsey County

Information will be developed on how LRT could be implemented, including when and

where, in Ramsey County. Costs of preliminary engmeermg, construction and operation
will be considered.

Product: Technical report
Responsibility: Consultant

Time: 5.5 months after contract approval




| Task 6-Development of financial plan

Develop information on potential sources of capital and operating funds for LRT based
on conceptual system costs as identified in previous tasks.

Product: Technical report

Responsibility: Consultant, including interaction with other groups

Time: 5.5 months after contract approval




Task 7-Preparation of draft and final LRT Comprehensive Plan

A summary of the information obtained in previous tasks will be prepared. The summary
will include a discussion of the data obtained in relation to RCRRA goals for LRT.

The next steps in implementation will be identified, including a discussion of the public
benefit to be derived from corridor selection and estimated preliminary engineering

costs. The need for preserving options for LRT implementation in coordination with
other agencies will be identified.

Product: LRT Comprehensive Plan and graphies for presentations about it

Responsibility: Consultant

Time: Six months after contract approval a draft plan will be completed;

]
ten months after contdct approval a final plan will be completed




Task 8-Community Participation

RCRRA has adopted a community participation program for the comprehensive LRT
plan that includes:

1-

2.

Review of work by a 14-member Citizens Advisory Committee

Forums for the public in corridors under consideration for LRT. These will
include general information on light rail transit in the initial stages of the plan
and more detailed information on specific corridors at the conclusion of the plan.

&
A technical committee of engineers/planners city managers to make
recommendations on aspects of the study.

An intergovermental committee consisting of elected or appointed officials of

municipalities, adjacent counties and agencies to make recommendations on
aspects of the study.

An executive committee appointed by the RCRRA chairman to be responsible
for the conduct of the study.

Special committees to address specific aspects, such as LRT finances, as appointed

by the RCRRA. A special committee may also be appointed for the Downtown
St. Paul area of the study.

Newsletters at periodic intervals through the course of the study.

For the Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor, a Corridor Task Force, comprised

of citizen and business representatives in the affected area, will review work
pertaining to that corridor.

Products: Minutes, newsletters, reports

Responsibility: The primary responsibility will be that of RCRRA. The consultant

will prepare graphic, written and verbal presentations at meetings
and forums. Minutes, notifications and mailings will be RCRRA's

responsibility. The newsletters will be developed by RCRRA staff
with assistance from the consultant.

Ongoing

Completion of public review will be anticipated within three months after plan
completion, or nine months after plan initiation.




CONCLUSION

It is important to recognize that issues will develop as the comprehensive LRT plan
evolves. Modifications to the work program may be desired or required as the plan
develops.

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
August, 1988

KD:ptd

KD WORK PROGRAM
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested

PUBLIC WORKS MEDIA RELATIONS ASSISTANCE

Originating Department

K. DeSpiegelaere 8/18/88 For Discussion

Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

See attached memo from k. DeSpiegelaere dated August 10, 1988.

Budgeting and Accounting. Date / Time
County Attorney Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
August 23, 1988

Board Date

Date

Date
8/18/88
Date




MEMORANDUM

Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

s

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere /5{;"

Subject: Publie Information/Media Relations Assistance

Date: August 10, 1988

As Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority prepares to begin a Comprehensive LRT
Plan, with an expenditure in the hundreds of thousands of dollars, I wanted to let you
know that public information/media relations assistance will be needed.

Informing Ramsey County citizens about light rail transit would be aided by press
releases sent to local newspapers on a regular basis. Forums proposed in the community
participation program will require notifications and planning. Newsletters may be sent
during development of the plan so that those unable to attend meetings could be
informed about plans.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD:ptd

KD MEMO MEDIA 8/10




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

: Board Action Requested

PUBLIC WORKS
Originating Department

Public Works Department responses to
K. DeSpiegelaere 8/18/88 Northeast Corridor Study and computerized
Authorized Signature Date base mapping request.

Request Justification

See attached: Memo to K. Weltzin from Commissioner Finley 6/14/88
Memo to K. Weltzin from Commissioner Finley 6/20/88

Memo from K. Weltzin dated 8/12/88 - NE Corridor Study
Memo from K. Weltzin dated 8/15/88 - Light Rail Transit Right of Way
Information Proposal

Budgeting and Accounting Date / Time
County Attorney. Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Signature -

Committee / Meeting Date j ignature

_August 23, 1988 2 <
Signature /

Board Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
: Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

ailroad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

; '; . Hal Norgard
“A Authority Distrct 7
: Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

- //
TO: Kenneth E. Weltzin, Director ,')Z/// /;ZL
Public Works Department : 7
S f
)

P

FROM: Commissioner John T. Finley, Chairmaf— f

4

SUBJECT: Light Rail Transit Right-of-Way Inforqgtion
(

DATE: June 14, 1988

At today’'s Regional Railroad Authority meeting, the
Commissioners passed a motion requesting a proposal from Ramsey
County Public Works Department. The proposal should address:

o What information can be obtained using the Ultimap
system to assess railroad and street right of way by
alignment for the Midway Corridor LRT alignments.

what information can be obtained wusing the Ultimap
system for the Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor
from Downtown St. Paul to the North Ramsey County
border.

The cost in terms of equipment, supplies and personnel
that the Regional Railroad Authority can expect to
incur to obtain the data from the Public Works
Department.

o The timeline for generating the data.
I would appreciate receiving this information from you. Please

contact me or Kathy DeSpiegelaere if you have any questions.
You can reach Ms. DeSpiegelaere at 482-5207.

JTF/clm




fEI -

ohn T. alrm
RAMSEY COUNTY i Distrct S
Diane Ahrens
District 4
Ruby Hunt
District 5
Duane W. McCarty
District 1

Hal N d
“{ Authority a7
Donald E. Salverda

1 District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kenneth E. Weltzin, Director
Public Works Department

FROM: John T. Finley, Chairman

SUBJECT: Northeast Burlington NorthernZCorridor Study

DATE: June 20, 1988

At its June 14, 1988 meeting, the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority (RCRRA) considered options for studying the
potential of the Northeast Burlington Northern corridor from
downtown St. Paul to the north Ramsey County border.

The RCRRA approved an option of assessing the potential of
light rail transit in the corridor through a comprehensive
plan. It was suggested that the recreation and other
transportation aspects of the study might be studied by Ramsey
County Parks and Ramsey County Public Works Department.

For the Public Works Department, what would require assessment
is the potential of the corridor, or portions of it, as a
highway or high occupancy vehicle facility. Consideration of
county and other road crossings of the corridor would also be
evaluated. The width of the corridor and structures along it
would require assessment.

Would you let me know if your department is willing to
undertake this analysis and what would be a reasonable timeline
for the assessment? Kathryn DeSpiegelaere can provide

information to you on the amount of detail required for the
analysis.

JTF/clm




- Ramsey County Department of Public Works Kenneth E. Weltzin

Director

350 St. Peter Street and

. Suite 270 County Engineer
Saint Paul. Minnesota 55102 Paul L. Kirkwold
(612) 298-4127 Deputy Director

epuly Lfirec

RAMSEY COUNTY

MEMORANDUM

Ta: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

From: Kenneth E. Weltzin ’be')

Subject: Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor Study

Date: August 12, 1988

The Department of Public Works has reviewed your request to
participate in a transportation assessment of the Northeast
Burlington Northern Corridor in St. Paul and Maplewood.

The potential of this corridor as a transportation facility was
discussed as part of the Northeast Area Transportation Study, a
study developed in the mid 70’'s as a cooperative effort between
Ramsey County, Metropolitan Council, Minnesota Department of
Transportation and several communities in the Northeastern
Ramsey County area. The proposal at that time was to route an
express bus facility similar to the University of Minnesota
transit way along the Burlington Northern right-of-way. A copy
of the proposal is attached for your information.

The Ramsey County Comprehensive Plan does indicate a need for
north-south traffic improvements in this area which corresponds
with the need foreseen when the T.H. 212 corridor was estab-
lished and subsequently abandoned. Recently Mn/DOT has indi-
cated a north-south transportation need to reduce demand on the
ever-growing I-35E corridor. The combined result of this effort
indicates that in all likelihood the abandoned Burlington
Northern Corridor may have some potential for a transportation
use. This transportation analysis, which involves the planning
and construction of new roadways, is very similar to the LRT
planning process. Therefore, if the Burlington Northern
Corridor is developed as a transportation facility, the public
involvement, demonstration of need and environmental analysis is
virtually the same for both the LRT or roadway option.

Department of Public Works staff are orientated to the operation
and replacement of the current roadway system or minor reloca-
tions of segments of the system. In that regard, we are pre-
pared and willing to offer any assistance possible. The
department recommends, however, that consideration be given to
an area-wide transportation study which includes existing and




anticipated deficiencies of the current highway and transit
system in the area including an LRT element. This study can be
managed by Public Works staff, but the Department does not have
the computer software nor expertise to do the area-wide
forecasting necessary to accomplish the task.

Again, if the assessment pertains to the impacts of a proposed
transit way, highway or LRT system on the current road system,
including right-of-way needs and operational impacts, we are
immediately ready and willing to participate. However, if the
assessment revolves around the potential of the corridor as a
transportation (LRT or roadway) facility in itself, the depart-
ment recommends and can offer assistance to accomplish the
area-wide transportation study.

PLK:vl

Att.
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Director

- Ramsey County Department of Public Works Kenneth E. Weltzin

and

350 St. Peter Street County Engineer
. Suite 270 Paul L. Kirkwold

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102 Denuty Director
(612) 298-4127 ' and
RAMSEY COUNTY . Assistant County Engineer

MEMORANDUM

To: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

From: Kenneth Weltzin Xga/

Subject: Light Rail Transit Right-of-wWay
Information Proposal

Date: August 15, 1988

The Department of Public Works is pleased to be considered as an
available resource to the Rail Authority for information regard-
ing physical and land record information on the corridor consid-
ered for Light Rail Transit. The proposal which follows is
divided into several subtitles which hopefully will allow the
reader to better understand the elements. Further information
will be made available upon request and questions can be
directed to Mr. David Claypool of our staff or myself.

Nature of Work Requested

The Department of Public Works understands the RCRRA is in the
process of consideration of several corridors for the develop-
ment of an LRT system. The detail of this process now varies
with each corridor from the consideration of right-of-way
impacts on the Midway Corridor alternatives to a conceptual
consideration on the Burlington Northern corridor which begins
in St. Paul and terminates in the Maplewood Mall area. The need
for information on each corridor builds as the consideration
process advances, a process which the department recommends as
the most reasonable and cost effective method. The department
has reviewed its capabilities and feels that it can offer the
assistance requested by the Regional Railroad Authority for this
prelimirary consideration phase.

Backgroqgg

Ramsey County is currently building a comprehensive Base Map
(Ultimap system) that will be continually updated with any and
all data entered into the system base. All accumulated data may
be conbined or kept separately and security of the system may be
appli:d wherever necessary. The Base will actually be a map of
the eatire County, to include Saint Paul. Users may access all
or part of the map file and reproduce a map at any desirable
1




scale and for any purpose desired, including surveys, highway
designs, demographic modeling, LRT analysis and planning
projects. It is a true Geographic Information System requiring
a Geographic Base for ground positioning and any other related
attributes.

The product of the base mapping project will allow the user to
define areas which meet certain criteria, in this case rail
corridors, and build a map that details the information as it
becomes available or as conditions warrant. The maps will
represent a true account of the land records based upon all
available data as opposed to one element for example the
railroad maps. This method reduces the chance of error and will
identify those points of conflict.

Computerized base mapping is being developed across the country.
The Ramsey County system was developed from the Hennepin County
Ultimap software system. Most recently Hennepin County has used
its Ultimap files and software for LRT corridor analysis similar
to that now being considered by Ramsey County.

—-Deliverable Items-

The department proposes to deliver to the RCRRA a combination of
corridor base maps, aerial photography and plat map overlays
which will address the areas. The final product for each
corridor studied will be the corridor maps; however, the base
map information is not scheduled to be available for the down-
town areas and the east side of Ramsey County within the short
time frame required; it is anticipated, however, the base map-
ping will be completed as the corridors near the final consider-
ation stage (beyond two years for the eastern Burlington
Northern corridor). For these areas, alternative interim maps
are proposed.

Corridor maps will extend 500 feet on either side of the
proposed centerline alignments. Adjustments to the corridor
widths may be made where adjoining property potentially could be
used as part of the LRT system.

The map will show at any scale the record right-of-way within
which the proposed alignment will fall, together with all
adjoining public property parcels and rights-of-way which could
be used as supplemental areas to enhance the system. The map
will also show all privately owned parcels within the corridor.
Existing physical structures such as railroad tracks, road
surfaces, all buildings over 8 feet by 10 feet in size, all
bodies of water, rivers and bridges will also be shown.
Examples of corridor base mapping are attached to this proposal.
By using the Ultimap system, the detail of the maps can develop
as the project advances and as information becomes available.
Therefore if specific corridors warrant further detail
information beyond that provided, that information and mapping
2




can be included in the original map file, i.e. a reduction in
cost by reducing duplication of work.

Aerial photography is the method by which the physical data for
the Ultimap system is obtained. Each year Ramsey County con-
tracts with an aerial photography company for service. This
information can also be used for preliminary road design as well
as LRT design. The photographs, although they do not have the
accuracy of scale the base mapping provides, they will provide
the "picture" needed to study the problem and help in making the
appropriate decision.

Aerial photography with plat map overlays will give in prelimi-
nary form the relationship between the physical data and the
land record data. This information will, in concept form,
provide additional information until the Base Mapping is com-
plete. An example of this plat map overlay process is attached
to the proposal.

Future decisions made on LRT can also be incorporated within the
Ultimap System. The decisions may include relocation of track-
age, placement of new trackage, land acquisitions and realign-
ment corridors. The Rail Authority will have virtually any
latitude it wishes using the base map system.

Time Schedule of Deliverables

Based on current information and our knowledge of the RCRRA
decision process, the project has been divided into four areas.

The first area is defined by the West County line easterly to
Rice Street and from Como and Maryland Avenues southerly to
Marshall Avenue. This area is approximately 5 miles east and
west, 2 miles north and south and includes portions of corridors
2, 2n, 2B, 3, 4 and 6.

The second area is defined by Rice Street easterly to Arcade
Street and southerly from Minnehaha Avenue to the Mississippi
River and includes downtown Saint Paul with parts of corridors
2B, ECBD, 6B Shepard Road, I-35E, I-94 Frontage Road and
University Avenue.

The third area is defined by Snelling Avenue easterly to Rice

Street and from Marshall Avenue southerly approximately 1 1/2

miles to Randolph Avenue and includes corridors 6, 6A and part
of 6B Shepard Road.

The fourth area is within the easterly portion of Ramsey County
and contains the northeast Burlington Northern corridor.

The aerial photography and plat maps are available immediately
from current records. Specific low level flight photography can
be accomplished twice each year. The Base Mapping project is,

3




however, constrained by the ability of the digitizing
contractor, plat checking by County staff, the establishment of
survey base control and the current schedule of implementation
of the County-wide Base Mapping (Ultimap) project. Public Works
staff have contacted the other Ramsey County departments that
are affiliated with the Ultimap program. The time schedules
proposed are contingent not only upon Public Works staff
availability but availability of staff in the participating
departments. With these considerations, the following time
schedule is proposed:

AREA 1: West County Line to Rice & Como/Maryland to Marshall
Avenue

- Aerial Photography - Currently Available

- Plat Maps - Currently Available

- Computer Base Mapping - The area has been divided into three
priority areas which encompass certain portions of the corridors
and will allow for detailed mapping, as the base data becomes
available.

Priority 1. Burlington Northern Southern Mainline
(corridor 2) and Como (corridor 2A) is scheduled for
mapping and would be available as a final Base Map within
12 weeks of request and if requested, as the 1lst priority.

Priority 2. University Avenue (corridor 3) is scheduled
for mapping and would be available as a final Base Map
within 4 weeks after completion of the lst priority
corridor.

Priority 3. 1I-94 Frontage Road (corridor 4) is scheduled
for mapping and would be available as a final Base Map
within 4 weeks after completion of the 2nd priority
corridor.

AREA 2: Rice to Arcade & Minnehaha to Mississippi River

- Aerial Photography - Currently Available

- Plat Maps - Currently Available

- Computer Base Mapping - This area could be scheduled after
completion of Area 1 for mapping with all portions of the
corridors mapped with equal priority. The time table for this
area includes 5 weeks digitizing from Mark Hurd and 9 week
mapping and checking (Note: These operations may run concur-
rently.) Meeting this schedule will require re-prioritization
of field base control operations.

AREA 3: Snelling to Rice & Marshall to Randolph

- Aerial Photography - Currently Available

- Plat Maps - Currently Available

- Computer Base Mapping - This is the third mapping priority.

The timetable for this area would be after the completion of
4




Area 3 and includes 6 weeks digitizing from Mark Hurd and 10
weeks mapping and checking. As with Area 2, the schedule will
require re-prioritization of field base control operations.

AREA 4: Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor

- Aerial Photography - Currently Available

- Plat Maps - Currently Available

- Computer Base Mapping - This is not scheduled for mapping for
approximately 2 years. Any timetable for this project would be
assigned as a special priority and scheduled work would then
have to be reassigned to a lesser status. As an interim
alternative, the department recommends a low level photographic
flight be made this fall or next spring and the information
digitized as would be for a road construction project. The
corridor can be analyzed with this information and incorporated
into the Ultimap data base once the base line control is
completed.

Payment Schedule and Staffing Needs

Because this proposal utilizes relatively new technology and
information, it is difficult to propose exact cost figures for
each segment. Therefore, this proposal will in the most part
deal with unit costs and relative comparisons.

Aerial Photography - The County Surveyor’s Department maintains
a file of current aerial photography through the County. The
Surveyor'’'s Office has made a practice of charging $7.00 for
reproduction of these photographs. Local governmental units are
charged at one-half this rate. 1In general terms, it is esti-
mated that each mile of corridor will require 2 photographs.

The total corridor mileage for the Midway Corridor is 30+ miles
or $240.

Aerial Photography with Plat Map Overlays - Similar to above
with exception that the County will have to work jointly with
St. Paul to provide the product. On the Midway Corridor the 30+
will be approximately $750.

Digitized Base Mapping - The County’s commitment to the Ultimap
system has and will continue to assume the costs of data
collection, digitizing and mapping for all property located
within Ramsey County. For this reason, the data supplied for
the Ultimap program will be available to the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority at no cost. The Ultimap Committee
has not yet determined a fee structure for users of the system;
however, the trend is to charge for labor, materials and over-
head plus a computer hardware use fee. The trend also will give
credit to those users who supply data which benefits the overall
system. Therefore, if the RCRRA provided an accelerated
service, say land control surveys, the cost of this service
would in some way be credited to the RCRRA account. Based on a
5




time and material basis, it is estimated the Computer Base
Mapping costs for all corridors will be $160,000.

The Computer Base Mapping (Ultimap) Committee has recommended
additional staff be added to operate and maintain the Ultimap
data base. This additional staff requirement implemented over
the next 2-4 years increases if new projects or clients like the
RCRRA are added to the list. In order to provide the corridor
information in a timely manner as proposed, it is recommended
that funds received from the RCRRA be made available to add 2
staff at the Tech III level to operate the system.

Low level aerial photography for the northeast corridor can be
provided at a unit cost of $5,000 per mile. This would include
the photography and the digitizing necessary to provide a map of
existing physical features. The delivery of this information
could occur approximately 6 months after the flight season,
i.e., if flight is in spring, then delivery will be expected in
the fall. The estimated cost for the 13+ mile Northeast
corridor is $65,000. n

The estimated cost for this 2 year effort is $227,000 for all
corridors. A summary of these estimated costs for the County
service is provided with this proposal. Basically the Public
Works Department will charge on a time and materials basis.
However, based on an estimated cost of $200,000/corridor for
surveys using traditional data collection and mapping methods,
the cost savings to the Authority is considerable.

Conclusion

The Ramsey County Department of Public Works is anxious to begin
work on this project. Staff has started the education process
for this next level of equipment operation and the digitizing
consultant has made plans to modify his schedule to accommodate
the Midway Corridor. The Base Mapping Committee and the Depart-
ment want to make every effort possible to ensure a quality
product for the RCRRA at a reasonable cost and in a timely
manner.
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STUDY AREA

AREA #1
PRIORITY #1

PRIORITY #2

PRIORITY #3

AREA #2

AREA #3

AREA #4

TOTALS

RAMSEY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

COMPUTER BASE MAPPING ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED LRT COORIDOR RIGHT OF WAY

TIME AND COST PROPQSAL

Aerial Photos

Available
$50/Copy

Available
$35/Copy

Available
$40/Copy

Available
$60/Copy

Available
$40/Copy

Available
$189/Copy

$450/Copy

Plat Maps

Available
$175/Copy

Available
$125/Copy

Available
$140/Copy

Available
$190/Copy

Available
$140/Copy

Available
$325/Copy

$1100/Copy

FUNCTION

Computer Base
Mapping

12 weeks(0-12)
$25,000

4 weeks(12-16)
$10, 000

4 weeks(16-20)

$10, 000

9-14 weeks(20-34)
$25,000

10-16weeks(29-50)
$30, 000

Not Scheduled for

2 years

$60,000

$160,000

Low Level Aerial
Photography &
Digitizing

months
$35, 000

months
$25,000 =

months
27,000 =
months

$37,000 =*

months
$27,000

months

$65,000

$65, 000

# - Not required until preliminary design phase




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

PUBLIC WORKS
Originating Department

K. DeSpiegelaere 8/18/88
Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

See attached memos from Michele Timmons:

July 18, 1988 regarding Use of Regional Rail Authority Property

July 19, 1988 regarding Road Right-of-Way at Railroad Crossings.

Budgeting and Accounting
County Attorney M, Timmons 7/18/88 7/19/88
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

S

Date / Time
Received By

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Board Date

Signature
Z.
Committee / Meeting Date 0770%% Eignature
Auqust 23, 1988




OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY

RAMSEY COUNTY
SUITE 400
350 ST. PETER STREET
TOM FOLEY ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

COUNTY ATTORNEY

TELEPHONE

MEMORANDUM

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Regional Rail Authority

FROM: Michele L. Timmons 4@Lfﬂf
Chief, Civil Division

DATE: July 18, 1988

RE: Use of Regional Rail Authority Property

You have requested a legal opinion on the issue of whether or
not land purchased by the Regional Rail Authority must be used
for transit or railroad purposes.

I believe this question has been answered by the attached
memorandum from Beth Sullivan dated August 25, 1987. In essence,
it is the opinion of this office that interim use of rail
property for non-rail public purposes is permissible because it
is not prohibited by Minn. Stat. Ch. 398A, and the Regional Rail
Authority has broad powers to "hold, manage, control, sell,
convey, lease, mortgage or otherwise dispose of real or personal
property.” Minn. Stat. §398A.04, Subd. 1l(c).

An overriding concern, however, is that property must be
acquired by the Regional Rail Authority to "provide for the
preservation and improvement of local rail service." Minn. Stat.
§398A.02. With respect to the Burlington Northern line which is
currently abandoned, I would recommend completion of the studies
on the use of the corridor before a final decision on acquisition
is made. Those studies should answer the question of whether or
not the corridor should be preserved for light rail. If the
studies answer that question in the affirmative, and the land is
subsequently acquired, I would agree with your comments at the
last Regional Rail meeting that interim uses should not preclude
or unduly burden the development of light rail along the
corridor.




July 18, 1988
Page 2

If you require further information, please contact me.

Attachment

cc: Regional Rail Authority
Terry Schutten
Pat O'Malley
Susan Haigh
Opinion File




Recenat Reul Dty
kl‘S‘ b (){“)(XU‘,a e ol

. 0\ 4 BN ; \L“LX

|

§-

OFFICEOFTHE COUNTY ATTTORNEY
RAMSLEY COUNTY
SUITE 400
ISOST. PETER STRELRT

TON T OLT ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102 FELEPHONE
Ul Y NE R Ry

InE2) 298 4421

August 25, 1987

Geoff Olson

Director of Community Development,
City of Maplewood

1830 East County Road B

Maplewood, MN 55109

Dear Mr. Olson:

You have inquired: (1) Whether the Ramsey County Regional Rail
Authority may acquire.property and then sell it to a municipality
at some later date; and (2) whether property acquired by the
Authority may be used for purposes other than a rail line.

At the outset, please note that I am responding to your questions
as counsel for the Rail Authority. I therefore suggest that you
have your city attorney review this issue as well to identify
specific issues that may be relevant to the City of Maplewood.

As a general matter, the purpose of the Rail Authority Act is to
"provide for the preservation and improvement of local rail
service for agriculture, industry, or passenger traffic when
determined to be practicable and necessary for the public
welfare, particularly in the case of abandonment of local rail

lines". Minn. Stat. §398A.02. All actions of the Authority must
be in accordance with this general purpose.

Specifically, the Act empowers the Authority to "hold, manage,
control, sell, convey, lease, mortgage, or otherwise dispose of
real or personal property". Minn. Stat. §398A.04, Subd. 1l(c).
There are no specific limitations in the Act on the Authority's

disposition of property. Thus, it appears that the Authority may
convey rail property to a municipality.

The purpose of the Act--to preserve and improve local rail
service-—-is a general limitation on all actions by the Authority.
Therefore, the Authority's acquisition and conveyance of rail

property must always be conducted with this general purpose in
mind.




August 25, 19387
Page 2

This principle also answers your second question-whether rail
property acquired by the Authority may be used for purposes other
than a rail line. TInterim use of rail property for non-rail
public purposes is not prohibited by the Act. Interim uses such
as bike paths, hiking trails, and so on are therefore permissible
as long as the use serves a public purpose. Nevertheless, the

Authority must conduct all of its activities with the ultimate

purpose of preservation and improvement of local rail service in
mind.

Very truly yours,

LTTLNIAY

BETH G. SULLIVAN

Assistant Ramsey County Attorney
Telephone: 292-7094

BGS:1lcm

cc: Ramsey County Reqgional Rail Authority
Terry Schutten

Pat O'Malley

Kathy DeSpigeleare |,
Tom Foley

Susan Haigh

Opinion File




OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY

RAMSEY COUNTY
SUITE 400
350 ST. PETER STREET
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102 IELEPHONE

TOM FOLEY
COUNTY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Regional Rail Authority ]

Michele L. Timmons (]7]5<

Chief, Civil Division
July 19, 1988

Road Right-of-Way at Railroad Crossings

ISSUE
You have requested a legal opinion explaining the county's
rights to land at crossings of county roads with abandoned
railroad lines. Specifically, you wish to know how much right-
of-way the county has by law.

ANALYSIS

If the county has an easement or other ownership document at
a particular railroad crossing, the county's rights are, of
course, governed by the terms of that document. In the absence
of an easement, however, the county's rights are governed by the
following statute:

When any road or portion of a road has been
used and kept in repair and worked for at
least six years continuously as a public
highway by a road authority, it shall be
deemed dedicated to the public to the width of
the actual use and be and remain, until
lawfully vacated, a public highway whether it
has ever been established as a public highway
or not. Nothing contained in this subdivision
shall impair the right, title, or interest of
the water department of any city of the first
class secured under Special Laws 1885, chapter
110. This subdivision shall apply to roads
and streets except platted streets within
cities.




July 19, 1988
Page 2

Minn. Stat. §160.05 (emphasis added). Therefore, the county has
by law the width of railroad crossings actually used, so long as
the use has been maintained for at least six years.

Please note that this conclusion is virtually the same as the
conclusion reached in the attached February 2, 1982 opinion. The
one difference is that the statute in effect in 1982 referred to
a two rod width on either side if the center line. The statute
was subsequently amended to remove any reference to a particular
width. Therefore, the prescriptive easement could be either less
than or more than 66 feet, depending upon actual use.

A sub-issue here is what the phrase "width of the actual use"
really means. This question has been answered by case law:

The width of the prescriptive easement,
however, is not limited to that portion of the
road actually traveled; it may include the
shoulders and ditches that are needed and have
actually been used to support and maintain the
traveled portion.

Barfnecht v. Town Board of Hollywood Township, 304 Minn. 505, 232
N.W.2d 420, 423 (1975). Based on the language in this case, it
is my opinion that the county has rights to the ditch and
shoulder areas, as well as the traveled portions of the roads
where they cross abandoned rail lines.

Finally, it should be noted that Subdivision 2 of Minn. Stat.
§160.05 reads as follows:

Roads on and parallel to railroad right-of-
way. The continued use of any road by the
public upon and parallel to the right-of-way
of any railway company shall not constitute
such a road a legal highway or a charge upon
the town in which the same is situated, and no
right shall accrue to the public or any
individual by such use.

It was my conclusion in 1982, and is still my conclusion, that
this provision applies only to roads parallel to railroad right-
of-way. By its terms, it does not apply to public roads
perpendicular to railroad rights-of-way, such as crossings.

CONCLUS ION

In the absence of an easement document, Ramsey County has a
prescriptive easement pursuant to Minn. Stat. §160.05 to the
traveled portion of a roadway, together with the shoulder and
ditch areas, so long as the road has been maintained at least six
years. In the event that the county wishes to widen a road
subject to such a prescriptive easement, the county will need to

acquire additional right-of-way. If the county does wish to buy




July 19, 1988
Page 3

additional right-of-way for future use or to comply with the
major street plan, then I would recommend the acquisition of the
entire right-of-way and recording of the appropriate documents.

cc: Regional Rail Authority members
Terry Schutten
Pat O'Malley
Dave MacMillan
Susan Haigh
Opinion File
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OI'FICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNILY

RAMSEY COUNTY
200 LOWRY SQUARE
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

TOMTOILEY TELL oSN
O NTY AT TS Y L S

TO: Kenneth E. Weltzin
' County Engineer

Michele L. Timmons /.
Assistant County Attorney

February 2, 1982

Railroad Abandonments: Effect on Road Right of Way

This memorandum is in response to your request for an opinion
as to the effect of the abandonment of a rail line on right of way
for county and county state-aid highways at railroad crossings.
You wish to know whether the county must purchase fee title to the
crossing area if it currently has easement rights only.

The first issue raised by your question is whether or not an
abandonment proceeding has any effect on the underlying ownership
rights to the rail corridor. Abandonment proceedings are subject
to the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission and
controlled by federal laws and regulations. See, 49 U.S.C.
§§10903-10907; 49 C.F.R. §1121 et seq. Upon examination of those
federal laws and regulations, I could find nothing to indicate
that abandonment has any effect on ownership. Essentially, the
Interstate Commerce Commission is charged with approving an
application for abandonment if public convenience and necessity
is served thereby, and denying an application in the Opposite
circumstances. It is therefore my opinion that the approval
of an abandonment application has no effect on the ownership
of the rail corridor.

In other words, any easement or other rights currently owned
by the county would survive the abandonment of the rail line.
Conseqguently, we should identify all areas where county or county
state-aid highways cross the rail line proposed to be abandoned,
and research what rights the county currently has. 1In doing this
research, it may be necessary to request documents from the
railroad company.




Kenneth E. Weltzin
February 2, 1982
Page 2

In the event that no documents regarding road right of way
exist for a particular crossing, an issue arises as to what
statutory rights, if any, the county has at a crossing. Minn.
Stat. §160.05, Subd. 1 (1980) states:

When any road or portion thereof shall have been
used and kept in repair and worked for at least
six years continuously as a public highway, the
same shall be deemed dedicated to the public to
the width of two rods on each side of the center
line thereof and be and remain, until lawfully
vacated, a public highway whether the same has
ever been established as a public highway or
not; provided, that nothing herein contained
shall impair the right, title, or interest of
the water department of any city of the first
class secured under Special Laws 1885,

Chapter 110. This subdivision shall apply to
roads and streets except platted streets

within cities.

The above statute has been judicially construed to mean that a road
is dedicated by adverse public use to that width actually acqguired
by such adverse use. Barfnecht v. Town Board of Hollywood Township,
304 Minn. 505, 232 N.w.2d 420, 423 (1975). The width of the
prescriptive easement granted by statute is not limited, however,

to the portion of the road actually traveled:; it may include the
shoulders and ditches that are needed and have actually been used
to support and maintain the traveled portion. 1Id., at 232 k.Ww.2d
423. 1In summary, where a crossing has been used for at least six
years, the county has a presciptive easement to the traveled

portion of the road, plus shoulders and ditches, up to a width of
4 rods or 66 feet.

In conclusion, it is my opinion that the county need not
purchase additional right of way at crossings if the rights
acquired by document or prescriptive use are sufficient to suit
county needs. If, however, additional right of way is desirable
to widen roads or make other improvements, the time of abandonment
may well be an advantageous time to make such acquisitions. 1If
additional issues arise as documents pertaining to specific
crossings, particularly those relating to non-grade crossings,
are researched, please contact me for further advice.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

/3

Board Action Requested
PUBLIC WORKS

Originating Department

FINANCIAL INFORMATION FOR LIGHT RAIL
K. DeSpiegelaere 7/21/88

Authorized Signature Date TRANSIT

Request Justification

See attached memo from K. DeSpiegelaere dated 7/14/88 witn copy of the
revision which was issued February 7, 1988.

Budgeting and Accounting
County Attorney.
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Date / Time
Received By

Previous Action taken on Request

This matter appeared on the RCRRA Board Agenda for July 26,
1988, and at that time it was recommended that this matter
be Taid over for the next meeting for full Board discussion.

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

Committee / Meeting Date

- ) ' Da{,e
August 23, 1988 s 8/18/88
Board Date ~ Date

Date




MEMORANDUM

To: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Executive Director Terry Schutten

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere ?{ﬁ"

Subject: Financial Information for Light Rail Transit

Date: July 14, 1988

At the July 12 Regional Railroad Authority meeting, you requested that information
you previously received on potential revenue sources for light rail transit be discussed
again. The information was prepared by BRW on January 19, 1988. After a review
and suggestions by Ramsey County's Budgeting and Accounting Department, a revision
was issued on February 7.

A copy of the revised version is attached.

Recommendation.

For your information,

" KD:ptd

KD MEMO RCRRA 7/14




BRW, INc.
2/5/88

DRAFT
APPROACH TO MIDWAY CORRIDOR FINANCING

REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE INITIAL REVENUE SOURCES AND
CONSIDER ADDITIONAL SOURCES.

BEGIN PRODUCTIVITY STUDIES ON THE FOLLOWING REVENUE
SOURCES:

PROPERTY Tax

SURTAX ON LICENSE PLATE FEES - RAMSEY COUNTY
MOTOR VEHICLE EXCISE TAX

UMTA Funps

TAX INCREMENT - AROUND STATIONS




Midway Corridor BRW, Inc.
LRT Planning Analysis January 19, 1988
- Revised February 7, 1988

POTENTIAL PUBLIC REVENUE SOURCES
FOR LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
IN RAMSEY COUNTY

Property Tax: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Property Tax: Metropolitan Transit Taxing District
Sales Tax (General)
Gasoline Tax
Payroll Tax
Hotel/Motel/Liquor Tax

Driver's License Fee

Motor Vehicle Registration Fee/Wheelage Tax

State Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
10. Cigarette Tax
11. Tax Increment Financing
12. Head Tax
13. Sales Tax on Parking

14. Urban Mass Transit Administration Section 3 Capital Grant

BASE DATE PREPARED BY: Miller & Schroeder Financial, Inc.
James R. Casserly >
Mary E. Molzahn
Louis G. DeMars

SUPPLEMENTAL RAMSEY COUNTY
DATA PREPARED BY: BRW, Inc.
Includes: Chart II
Chart v




R e B Y

Principel

LR R R L L R TN R

0.00

0.00
1,470,000,00
1,57%,000.00
1,685,000.00
1,800,000.00
1,930, 000.00
2,0688,000.00
2,20%,000.00
2,340,000.00
2,528,000.00
2,708,000.00
2,895,000.00
3,09%,000.00
3,310,000.00

3,545, 000.00 .

3,790, 000.00
4,040,000.00
4,340,000.00
4,64%,000.00

CHART | - A

PROPOSED 350,000,000 DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULES FOR 20 YEARS

8 7.0%
Interest

3,500, 000,00
3,500, 000.00
3,500, 000.00
3,397, 100.00
3,288, 8%0.00
3,168, 900.00
3,042, 900.00
2,907,800.00
2,763,2%0.00
2,608, 900.00
2,443, 700.00
2,266,950.00
2,077,400.00
1,874,950.00
1,658,300.00
1,426,600.00
1,178,450.00

913, 150.00

428,950.00

325,1%0.00

Teassmasusssas

Total

i L

3,500, 000.00
3,500, 000.00
4,970, 000.00
4,972,100.00
4,971,850.00
4,968, 900.00
4,972,900.00
4,972,800.00
4,968,250.00
4,968, 900.00
4,968, 700.00
4,971,9%0.00
4,972,600.00
4,969,950.00
4,968,300.00
4,971,600.00
4,968,450.,00
4,973,150.00
4,968,9%0.00
4,970, 150.00

46,469,500.00 96,469,500.00

SsRssssnnanes

0.00

0.00
1,210, 000.00
1,320, 000.00
1,440, 000.00
1,570,000.00
1,710,000.00
1,860, 000.00
2,030,000.00
2,215,000.00
2,410,000.00
2,630,000.00
2,865,000.00
3,125,000.00
3,403,000.00
3,710,000.00
4,045,000.00
&,410,000.00
4,808, 000.00
5,240, 000.00

8 9.0%
Interest

4,500,000,00
4,509,000.00
4,500,000.00
4,391,100.00
4,272,300.00
4,142,700.00
4,001,400.00
3,847,500.00
3,480, 100.00
3,497,400.00
3,298, 0%0.00
3,081,150.00
2,844,450,00
2,5848,600.00
2,30%,350.00
1,998,900.00
1,465,000.00
1,300,9%0.00

904,050.00

471,5600.00

L}

Total

Itt.tt.o.c..I.C..Itu.l.lc.u.c.!

4,500, 000. 00
4,500, 000.00
$,710,000.00
5,711,100.00
$,712,300.00
$,712,700.00
$,711,400.00
$,707,500.00
$,710,100.00
3,712,400.00
S, 708,0%0.00
$,711,150.00
3,709,450.00
$,711,600.00
*,710,3%0.00
S, 708, 900.00
S, 710, 000. 00
$,710,950.00
$,709,0%0.00
S,711,500.00

Principal

A Y Y I T

0.00

0.00
1,335, 000.00
1,440,000, 00
1,560, 000,00
1,680, 000,00
1,813, 000.00
1,960, 000.00
2,120, 000.00
2,290,000.00
2,470, 000.00
2,670, 000.00
2,885,000, 00
3,115,000.00
3,350, 000.00
3,630, 000.00
3,920, 000.00
4,255, 000.00
4,573,000.00
4,940, 000,00

8 8.0%
Interest

4,000,000.00
4,000, 000.00

-4,000,000. 00

3,893,200,00
3,778,000.00

3,653, 200,00

3,518,800.00
3,373,600.00
3,216,800,00
3,047, 200.00
2,864, 000.00
2,666,400.00
2,452,800.00
2,222,000.00
1,972,800.00
1,704, 000,00
1,413,600.00
1,100, 000.00

54,032,800.00

Total

4,000,000.00
4,000, 000.00
5,335, 000.00
§,333,200.00
5,338, 000,00
5,333,200.00
s,333,800.00
$,333,600.00
s, 336, 800. 00
5,337,200.00
$,334,000.00
5,334,400.00
s,337,800.00
$,337,000.00
5,332,800.00
s,334, 000,00
S, 333, 600.00
$,33%,000.00
$,334,200.00
s, 335, 200.00

104,032, 800.00

Principal
0.00
0.00
1,09%,000.00
1,205,000,00
1,325,000.00
1,440,000.00
1,605,000.00
1,765,000.00
1,945,000.00
2,13%,000.00
2,350,000.00
2,58%,000.00
2,845,000,00
3, 130,000.00
3,440,000.00
3,745,000.00
4,145,000.00
4,580,000.00
5,040,000.00
5,545,000.00

50,000,000.00

® 10.0%
Interest

$,000,000. 00
5,000,000, 00
5,000, 000.00
4,890,500.00
4,770,000.00
4,637,500.00
4,491,500.00
4,331, 000.00
4,154,500.00
3,960, 000.00
3,748,500.00
3,511,500.00
3,253,000.00
2,968,500.00
2,653,500.00
2,311,500.00
1,933, 000.00
1,516,500.00
1,058, 500.00

554,500.00

69,744,000.00

Total

o.aacl--o--o.a----n-i-oouoo»t-oo

5,000,000.00
5,000, 000.00
6,09%,000.00
6,09%,500.00
6,09%,000.00
6,097,500.00
6,096,500.00
6,096,000.00
6,099,500.00
6,093,000.00
é,096,500.00
é,096,500.00
6,098, 000.00
6,098,500.00
6,09%,500.00
6,096,500.00
é,098,000.00
é,096,%00.00
6,098,300.00

119,744, 000.00

Prepared For Plamning Purposes Only By Miller L Schroeder Finencial:

e

10-21-87




PROPOSED $50,000,000.00
FOR 2

@ 6.0% INTEREST

PRINCIPAL

INTEREST

DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE
YEARS

TOTAL

0.00

3,877.216.62
4,109, 849. 62
4,356, 440.60

3,000, 000. 00
3,000,000. 00
3,000, 000. 00
2,902,930.38
2,800,036.58
2,690, 969.15
2,575,357.68
2,452,809.52
2,322,908.47
2,185,213.35
2,039,256.53
1,884,542.30
1,720, 545,22
1,546, 708.31
1,362,441.19
1,167,118.04

960,075.50

740,610.41

507,977.41

261,388.43

3,000,000.00
3,000,000.00
4,817,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617.827.03
4,617.827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03
4,617,827.03

50,000,000.00

39,120,886.47

89,120,886.54

Prepared For Plannin
By BRW, Inc.: 02-07-

Purposes Only
oe




Teor |
Year 2
Yoar 3
Year 4
Year §
Year &
Year 7
Year 8
Year 9
Year 10

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year §

Q:
r7
Year 8

Year 9
Year 10

Principal

CHART | - B

PROPOSED 350,000,000 DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULES FOR 10 YEARS

8 7.0%
Interest

Total

l...!‘l..l.l....!...l.l.llvatnoodt.ll.ll..n.

0.00

0.00
4,8735,000.00
5,215,000.00
5,580, 000.00
5,970,000.00
6,383, 000.00
6,833,000.00
7,315,000.00

3,500,000.00
3,500, 000.00
3,500, 000. p0
3,158,750.00
2,793, 700.00
2,403, 100.00
1,98%,200.00
1,538, 2%0.00
1,059, 800.00

$47,750.00

3,500,000.00
3,500, 000.00
8,373,000.00
8,373,750.00
8,373,700.00
8,373,100.00
8,370, 200.00
8,373,2%0.00
8,374,800.00
8,372,750.00

Seearssssnas s

23,988,5%0.00

Principal

29.0%
Intereat

Total

--.qct..I.-ooa.-..n.a.-.o-co.c.oo.oo.lloltt.

0.00

0.00
4,533, 000.00
4,940, 000.00
5,349, 000.00
5,870, 000. 00
6,400, 000. 00
6,975 ,000.00
7,60S,000.00

4,500,000.00
4,500,000, 00
4,500, 000. 00
4,091,850.00
3,647,250.00
3,162,600.00
2,634,300.00
2,058,300, 00
1,430,550.00

748, 100.00

4,300,000.00
4,300,000.00
9,035,000.00

- 9,031,850.00

9,032,250.00
9,032,600.00
9,034,300.00
9,033,300.00
9,035,550.00

Principal

B 8.0%
Interest

Total

t-l.l.a'tl..ll.CCI....-I.tt--ou...a..tn-..l.

0.00

0.00
4,700,000, 00
$,080,000.00
S, 488, 000.00
5,920,000, 00
6,395,000.00
6,90%,000.00
7,440,000.00

4,000, 000.00
4,000, 000.00
4,000, 000.00
3,624,000.00
3,217,600.00
2,778,800.00
2,30%,200.00
1,793,600.00
1,241,200.00

644, 400.00

4,000,000, 00
4,000,000, 00
8,700, 000. 00
3, 704, 000. 00
8,702,600.00
8,698, 800.00
8,700, 200. 00
8,608, 600.00
8,701,200.00

27,604,800.00  77,604,800.00

Principal

8 10.0%
Interest

Total

ooltvo.cclo..o.olnnb-oo-ol.-lolnltcoalvocnoo

0.00

0.00
4,373,000.00
4,810,000.00
5,290, 000.00
s, 820, 000. 00
6,400, 000.00
7,040, 000. 00
7,748,000.00
8,520,000.00

5,000, 000.00
3,000, 000,00
5,000,000, 00
4,562,500.00
4,081,500.00
3,552,500.00
2,970,500.00
2,330,500.00
1,626,500.00

5,000, 000.00
5,000, 000,00
9,373,000.00
9,372,500.00
9,371,500.00
9,372,500.00
9,370,500.00
9,370,5¢0.00
9,371,500.00
9,372,000.00

84,976,000.00

Prepared For Planning Purposes Only By Miller & Schroeder Financial:

PROPOSED $50,000,000.00 DEBT SERVICE SCHEDULE
FOR 10 YEARS
@ 6.0% INTEREST

PRINCIPAL INTEREST TOTAL

-

0.00
0.00
5,051,797.13

3,000,000.00
3,000,000.00
3,000,000.00

3,000,000.00
3,000,000.00
8,051,797.13

5,354,904,96
5,676,199.26
6,016,771.21
6,377,777.48
6,760,444.13
7,166,070.78
7,596,035.03

50,000,000.00

2,696,892,17
2,375,597.87
2,035,025.92
1,674,019.65
1,291,353.00

885,726.35

455,762.10

20,414,377.06

8,051,797.13
8,051,797.13
8,051,797.13
8,051,797.13
8,051,797.13
8,051,797.13
8,051,797.13

70,414,377.04

DNOU & WR -

Ll =
(=]

Prepared For P!annln? Purposes Only
By BRW, Inc.: 02-07- 988




CHART 11
TAXABLE ASSESSED VALUATIONS

II-A HISTORICAL AND CURRENT

Tax Year
Payable

1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

Ramsey County
Taxablae
Assessead Value

1,437,282,589.00
I 537 371,387.00
1,565 817 042.00
1, 653 184,126.00
1: 925 944,849.00
2.450.275.966.00
2,798,831,798.00
3,060,588,453.00
3,197,727,657.00
3,220,409,041.00
3,231,346,722.00
3,283,594,890.00
3,392,069,988.00

Amount
Raised By
1 MI11 Levy

1,437,282.59
1,537,371.39
1,565,817.04
1,653,184,13
1,925,944.85
2,450,275.97
2,798,831.80
3,060,588.45
3,197,727.66
3,220,409.04
3,231,346.72
3,283,594.89
3,392,069.99

Average Annual Percentage Increase

I1-C PROJECTED @ 5.0% AVERAGE ANNUAL INCREASE

Annual
Percentage
Increase

6.96%
1.85%
5.58%
16.50%
27.22%
14.23%
9.35%
4.48%
0.71%
0.34%
1.62%
3.30%

7.68%

Tax Year
Payable

'll' 1988

1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1998
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Ramsey County
Taxable
Assessed Value

3,392,069,988.00
3,561,673,487.40
3,739, ?57 161.77
3,926,745,019,88
4,123,082,270.85
4.329,235,384.39
4,545,698,203.61
4,772,983,113.79
5,011,632,269.48
5,262, 213,882.96
5,525,324,577.11
5,801, 590 805.96
6 091,670, 346,26
6, 396 253,863,57
6,716,066,556, 75
7 051,869,884.59
7 404,483,378.82
7 774,686,547,76
8, 153 420,875.15
8,571,591,918.90

Amount
Ralsed By
1 MI Lovy

3,392,069.99
3,561,673.49
3,739,757.186
3,926,745.02
4,123,082.27
4,329,236.38
4,545,698.20
4,772,983,11
5,011,632.27
5,262,213.88
5,525,324.58
5,801,590.81
6,091,870.35
6,396,253.86
6,716,068.56
7,051,869.88
7,404,4683.38
7,774,686.55
8,163,420.88
8,571,591.92

I1-B PROJECTED @ 7.5% AVERAGE ANNUAL INCREASE

Tax Year
Payable

1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2008
2007

TOTAL:

11-D PROJECTED @ 2.5% AVERAGE ANNUAL INCREASE

Ramsey County
Taxable
Assessed Value

3,392,069,988.00
3; 546 475 237.10
3,919,960,879.88
4.213,957.945.87
4,530,004,791.81
4,869,755,151.20
5,234,986,787,54
5, 627 610,796.61
6 049,681,606.35
6,503, 407, »726.83
6,991, 163 306.34
7,515,500,554.32
8,079.163.095.89
8,685,100,328.08
9, 336 482,852.69
10, 036 719,066. 64
10,789,472,996.64
11, 598 683,471.38
12, 468 584,731.74
13,403, 728 586.62

Amount
Raised By

1 M111 Levy

3,392,069.
3,646,475,
3,919,960.
4,213,957,
4,530,004,
4,869,755,
5,234,986.
5,627,610.
6,049,681,
6,503,407,
6,991,163,
7,515,500.
8,079,163,
8,685,100,
9,336,482.

10,036,719,

10,789,473,
11,598, 683.
12,468,584,
13,403, 728.

146,892,509,901.52

146,892,509.

Tax Year
Payable

1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

Ramsey County
Taxable
Assessad Value

3,392,069,988,00
3,476,871,737.70
3,563,793,531.14
3,652, 388 369.42
3,744,210,578.66
3,837.815,843.12
3,933,761,239.20
4,032,105,270.18
4,132,907,901.94
4,236,230,599.48
4,342,136,364.47
4, 450 689,773.58
4 »561,957,017.92

576 005 943.37
4 792,906,091.95

4,912,728,744.25
5 035,546,962.86
5,161,435,636.93
5,290,471,527.85
5,422,733,316.05

Amount
Ralsed By
1 MI11 Levy

3,392,069,
3,476,871,
3,563,793,
3,652,888.
3,744,210,
3,837,815,
3,933,761.
4,032,105.
4,132,907,
4,236,230,
4,342,136,
4,450,689.
4,561,957.
4,676,005,
4,792,906.
4,912,728,
5,035,546.
5,161,435,
5,290,471,
5,422,733.

TOTAL: 112,162,030, 536.99 112,162,030.54 TOTAL: 86,649,266,438.10 86,649,266.

Prepared For Planning Purposes Only By BRW, Inc.: 01-18-1988 Revised 02-07-1988




CHART III: OTHER REVENUE SOURCES

2. TRANSIT TAXING DISTRICT >

1987 Assessed Valuation upon which levy is based = $24,405,367,109
1 Mi11 raises $25,502,231
Statutory levy 1s 2 mills.

3. SALES TAX

The total amount collected for all Sales and Use Taxes in Minnesota for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1987, was $1,433,669,000.

A one percent (1%) Sales and Use Tax for the metropolitan area and Ramsey County
in particular would have generated the following dollar amounts:

1987
Entity Collection One Percent

Seven County Metropolitan Area $874.6 Mi1110n $145.8 Mi1lion
Hennepin County 544.8 Mil1lion 90.8 Mil11lion
City of Minneapolis 329.8 Mill1on 55.0 Million
Ramsey County ; 186.4 Mi111on 31.1 Million
City of Saint Paul 129.0 Million 21.5 Million

The State of Minnesota Commissioner of Revenue's Office estimated that fiscal
year 1988 will generate a net increase of two and one-half percent (2.5%) above
fiscal 1987 and that fiscal year 1989 will generate four and seven-tenths per-

cent (4.7%) over 1988. Those increases would indicate the following increases
for Ramsey County:

Estimated
Year Collections One Percent

1988 $191.0 Million $31.9 Million
1989 200.0 Mi111on 33.4 Mill1on

Please note that a breakdown of the 1987 Sales and Use Tax Collections per
entity was not available at this time and we have estimated percentages of the
total amount each entity generates based on the 1986 figures.




4. GASOLINE TAX

GASOLINE EXCISE TAX - Minn. Stat. 296.02 subd. 1b (1986)

The current tax rate imposed on the sale of gasoline (and diesel fuel) 1s 17
cents per gallon. The tax currently generates approximately $343 million

dollars per year. This excise tax Is not being used to fund transit projects
within the State.

-

The total net amounts generated by this tax (after refunds) are as follows:

Fiscal 1983 $277,767,775
Fiscal 1984 342,540,112
Fiscal 1985 354,605,048
Fiscal 1986 336,690,949
Fiscal 1987 353,869,412

Each one cent raises approximately the following amounts each year:
State $20.2 Mil11on
Metropolitan Areas 10.1 Mi111on

Hennepin County 5.5 Million
Ramsey County 2.7 Mill1on

5. PAYROLL TAX

A one percent (1%) payroll dr earnings tax would have generated the following
amounts in calendar year 1986. These figures do not fnclude the self-employed
and other persons not covered under Standard Industrial Classification

County 1986 Wages 1% Tax

Ramsey County $ 6.3 Bill1on $ 63 Million
Hennepin County 14.9 Billion 149 Million
Metropolitan Area 25.0 Bill1on 250 Million




6. HOTEL/MOTEL/LIQUOR TAX
(AKA STADIUM TAX)

For the purpose of this study, as defined by the DOR, the Stadfum Tax is a 1%
piggyback tax levied by the City of Minneapolis and on-sale 1iquors (bar,
restaurant or hotel) and hotel guest room rentals.

The following table presents the 1986 tax revenues. According to the Unfted
State Lodging Industry, 68.5 of every dollar spent for hotel/motel uses goes to
guest room rental or liquor sales. The table shows the 1986 revenues of
$1,804,002 that a one percent (1%) tax generates.

1986 Hotel
County Gross Sales X 68.5% 1% Tax

Anoka .$ 1,107,587 758,697 7,587
Carver 1,097,009 751,451 7,515
Dakota 7,270,110 4,980,025 49,800
Hennepin 193,801,311 132,753,898 1,327,539
Ramsey 48,974,404 33,547,467 335,475
Scott 2,667,967 1,827,557 18,276
Washington 8,439,426 5,781,007 57,810

$1,804,200

7. DRIVER'S LICENSE FEE

During fiscal 1987 (July 1, 1986 to June 30, 1987), the Driver's License Fees
generated $8,580,300. No portion of this money could be dedicated to the tran-
sit assistance fund. However, beginning in fiscal 1988 (July 1, 1987 to June
30, 1988) one-third of the money generated by this fee will be dedicated to the
transit assistance fund. The projected total revenues for fiscal 1988 are
$12,920,000.

(100%) (33-1/3%) (80% of the 33-1/3%)
$12,920,200 $4,306,302 $3,445,041 allocated to
Total Fees amount dedicated metrotransit projects
generated. transit assist.
fund. (20% of the 33-1/3%)
' $861,261 allocated to
non-metro transit pro-
Jects.

A $1.00 increase in the driver's license fee would raise each year approximately
the following amounts:

State $800,000
Metropolitan Area 400,000
Hennepin County 200,000
Ramsey County 100,000




8. MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATION FEE/WHEELAGE TAX

For Fiscal Year 1987 fees in the amount of $181,764,865 were collected statewide
for licensing both automobile and small passenger trucks.

[t is preliminarily estimated that each $1.00 increase would raise approximately
$315,000 per year in Ramsey County.

9. MOTOR VEHICLE EXCISE TAX

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) is an excise tax imposed on the purchase price
of any motor vehicle purchased or acquired in or outside the State of Minnesota
which is required to be registered. The tax rate is six percent (6%).

Total MVET collections and projections (in thousands) are as follows:

Fiscal 1983 $123,903
1984 179,190
1985 197,213
1986 " 207,769
1987 225,617
1988 232,100 (5% of this will be transferred)
1989 229,900 (5% of this will be transferred)

Each 1% raises approximately $38,000,000 per year statewide. Assuming ratios of
50% for Metropolitan Area and 12% for Ramsey County, the revenues would be $19
million and $4.6 million respectively.

. 10. CIGARETTE TAX

Based on Fiscal 1987 Rates, the Cigarette Tax generated 77,242,004. One cent of
the tax generates 3,358,348. A breakdown by county is not available.

In Fiscal 1987, the Cigarette Tax for a pack of 20 was 23 cents; for fiscal

1988, the tax is 38 cents. The State also collects 6 cents per pack for the
Sales Tax.

11. TAX INCREMENT FINANCING

Incremental property tax revenues will accrue to taxing jurisdictions as a
result of taxes paid by owners of development induced by the transportation
improvement, and by owners of existing development which increases in value due
to implementation of the transportation improvement. In a tax increment
district, a portion of the incremental revenue would be used to construct
infrastructure improvements as an inducement to developers. The portion used
for that purpose would depend on the relative desirability of sites available
for development, the overall level of development activity and general economic
conditions. This source would be most applicable to areas around stations.




12. HEAD TAX

This tax would be on all employees within some geographic area. The geographic
area could be the entire county, a travel corridor, or within a given distance
of the proposed LRT stations. Denver is proposing a $2.00/month head tax on all
employees within 1/2 mile around each station.

L3

13. SALES TAX ON PARKING

Currently Minnesota levies a 6 percent sales tax on parking charges. Any sales
tax for LRT would be in addition to this or state legislation would have to

divert the present sales tax to LRT fund. Most of their funds would come from
the downtown area.

14. UMTA CAPITAL GRANT

There is one major source of Federal funding for "New Start" fixed guideway
systems, Urban Mass Transportation Administration Section 3 Funds. The current
federal funding level for Section 3 is significally below the level needed to
fund identified "New Start" projects.




CHART IV - A

PROJECTED TAX INCREMENT REVENUE
GEMERATED BY 81,000,000 Of NEW ASSESSED VALUATION

With 0.0% With 2.5% With 5.0%
Increass Increase Increase

Yoor 1 0.00 0.00 0.00
Yeer 2 0.00 0.00 0.00
Year 3 107, 834.. 00 107,834.00 107, 834,00
Yoar & 107, 834.00 110,529.2% 113,225.70
Yeer § 107, 834,00 113,293.10 118,886.98
Year 6  107,834.00 116,125.42 ° 124,831.33
Year 7 107,834.00 119,028,546 131,072.90
Year 8 107,834.00 122,004,27 137,626.58
Year 9 107,a34.00 123,0%4.38 144,307.87

Yeer 10 107, 834.00 128,180,74 151,733.27

Yeor 11 107, 434,00 131,385,264 159,319.93

Year 12 107,834.00 134, 649,89 167,285.93

Yeor 13 107, 834,00 138,036.64 173,6%0.22

Yeer 14 107, 83400 141,487,558 184,432.73

Yesr 15 107, 834.00 145,024. 7% 193,654.37

Year 16 107, 434,00 148, 450.34 203,337.09

Year 17 107,834.00 152,386.62 213,503, %

Yeer 18 107,8%.00 156,173.78 22¢,179.14

Yeer 19  107,8%4.00 160,080, 18 233,388, 10

Yeor 20 247,157.%0

Tax Increment Recelved: 1,941,012.00 2,414,009.53 3,033,4827.57

Maximm Issue Supported: 900, 000. 00 1,040, 000.00 1,250,000.00

. Avallable For Projects ~ 730,353.00 860,429.00  1,014,657.00

Sond lssuance Assumptions;
1. Capltal{zed Interest Period of 2 Years
2. Capitalized Interest Fund Met-Funded A 5.5X
3. Bond lssuance Expenses/Discount 8 2.0%
4. Estimmtad Coupon Rate of 9.0%

‘Fepared For Planning Purposes Only By Miller & Schroeder finencial: 10-21-87




CMART |V -

PROJECTED TAX INCRENENT REVEMUE
GENERATED BY 31,000,000 OF NEW ASSESSED VALUATION

With 0.0% With 2,.5x With 5.0%
Incresse Increase Increase

Year 1 0.00 0.00 0.00
Year 2 0.00 0.00 0.00
Year 3 107,834.00 107,834.00 107,834.00
Year & 107,834 .00 110,529.8% 113,225.70
Year § 107,834.00 113,293.10 118,884.98
Year & 107,834.00 116,125.42 124,831,313
Year 7 107,434.00 119,028.54 131,072.%90
Year 8§ 107,834.00 122,004.27 137,424.5%
Year 9 107,834.00 125,054.38 144,507.87
Teeor 10 107,834.00 128,180.74 151, 733,27

----- LT -e Ssesssnananas

Tax Increment Recelved; 842,5872.00 942,050.32 1,029,718.61

Maximm (ssue Supported: 590, 000.00 430,000.00 485,000.00

¥

Available for Project: 489,930.00 323,186.00 568,840.00

Bond [asuance Assumpt lonas
1. Capitalized Interest Period of 2 Years
2. Capitalized Interest Fund Net-Ffunded 9 5.5%
3. Bord lssusnce Experses/Discount 3 2.0%

. Estimated Coupon Rate of §.0%

Prepared For Plarning Purposes Only sy Miller & Schroeder Finencial: 10-21-87




CHART v

PROJECTED RCRRA REVENUE

GENERATED BY 1 MILL LEvVY

Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year

—
O WD~ U £ wWwh -

—
—

M e e e e
OWVWD~NYU & WM

With 2.5%
Increase
@10.0% Rate

3,392,069.98
3,476,871.73
3,563,793.52
3,652,888.36
3,744,210.57
3,837,815.83
3,;933,761.23
4,032,105.26
4,132,907.89
4,236,230.59
4,342,136.35
4,450,689.76
4,561,957.01
4,676,005.93
4,792,906.08
4,912,728.73
5,035,546.95
5,161,435.62
5,290,471.52
5,422,733.30

With 5.0%
Increase
@9.0% Rate

3,392,069.98
3,561,673.48
3,739,757.15
3,926,745.01
4,123,082.26
4,329,236.37
4,545,698.19
4,772,983.10
5,011,632.26
5,262,213.87
5,525,324.56
5,801,590.79
6,091,670.33
6,396,253.85
6,716,066.54
7,051,869.87
7,404,463.36
7,774,686.53
8,163,420.86
8,571,591.90

With 7.5%
Increase
@7.0% Rate

3,392,069
3,646,475,
3,919,960.
4,213,957
4,530,004,
4,869,755.
5,234,986,
5,627,610.
6,049,681,
6,503,407.
6,991,163.
7,515,500,
8,079,163.
8,685,100,
9,336,482,
10,036,719
10,789,472
11,598, 683.
12,468,584,
13,403,728.

.98

23
87

.94

78
14
78
78
59
71
29
54
08
31
83

.04
.g?

44
70
56

Total Revenue Recieved: 86,649,266.23

112,162,030.27 146,892,509.56

Maximum Issue Supported: 33,000,000.00 43,000,000.00 63,800,000.00

Available For Project: 32,340,000.00 42,140,000.00 62,524,000.00

Prepared For Planning Purposes Only By BRW, Inc. 01-19-88






