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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

Tuesday, February 14, 1989

10:30 A.M. - Large Conference Room - 316

Minutes of the January 24, 1989 Board Meeting
Chairman's Comments
Quarterly Report of Payments, October - December 1988

Approve adjustments to the 1989 Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority budget in the amount of $2,878,500 - this will establish
different accounts for different phases of projects to be undertaken
by the RCRRA in 1989.

Approve agreement with Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc., No. RCRRA-88-002,
in the amount of $437,700, and authorize the Chairman of the RCRRA
to sign the agreement on behalf of RCRRA for Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Approve and authorize payments to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. in the
total amount of $12,467.98.

LRT Laws - Information Only.

*Action is required on these items.




MINUTES

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

January 24, 1989

The regular meeting of the Board of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was
held on Tuesday, January 24, 1989, at 10:45 A.M. in the Large Conference Room of
316, Court House. Chairman Finley called the meeting to order.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Duane McCarty
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Warren Schaber

MEMBERS ABSENT: Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Donald Salverda

Also Present: James Van Houdt,Ed Glaubitz, Donna Allan, Jill Goski,
Ben Sebesta, Paul Gustafson, Terry Schutten, Kathy
DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning, Kris Wendorff
represented the County Attorney's Office

Minutes - of the January 10, 1989 Board Meeting.

Commissioner Hunt moved the following recommendation, seconded by Commissioner
Norgard.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular meeting of the Regional Railroad Authority Board held on January
10, 1989, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 5. Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Chairman's Comments

Chairman Finley had a question, as he and Greg Mack have discussed this
item which is coming before the County Board this afternoon, which has

to do with the NE Corridor recommendations which was approved by the Public
Works, Parks and Recreation Committee, which is the resolution similar to
the one the RRA passed, it was suggested that Greg Mack appear, he will be
there with some slides and things, and he asked that because he (Finley)

is scheduled to appear for light rail, should he (Finley) represent the
County Board resolution showing the Parks Department recommendation.

Commissioner Hunt said she was the one who made the suggestion, and it
was just the concept that we indicated that we give some of our concerns
when the County Board resolution was presented.
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Commissioner Schaber has no problem with Commissioner Finley who will be

on the agenda to speak for the Parks. Greg Mack will be there to show
some overlays which will be very valuable to use for the light rail
presentation, and answer any technical questions about the trail. The other
thing is that we specifically have in that resolution that we wanted to
extend to the North County Line.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said it is in the resolution, but it is not very explicit,
but it does indicate that there are connections for it.

Commissioner McCarty yesterday attended a Transportation Seminar at the AMC,
and one of the comments from the panel is that there is a concept that light
rail transit in the metro area may possibly free up transportation dollars

for other needs. What Commissioner McCarty is concerned about is the comments
a Senator made that part of the problem is Ramsey County is dragging its feet,
and Commissioner Mc Carty did not want to challenge these remarks. He feels
that a letter explaining why we are taking our time, and why Hennepin may be
perceived to be out front, we may wish to extend some information to this
Senator, and also Representative Kelly. Representative Kelly has called a
meeting January 25th at the City's request to discuss 1light rail transit,

and inviting only the legislators within the City boundaries according to
Chairman Finley.

Commissioner McCarty added that it appears to be a foregone conclusion that
the funding of this is going to be statewide.

Commissioner Hunt said this has come up periodically, and she thinks that
at times we have discussed the fact that we in Ramsey County are not going
to be rushed into making a decisions that have some long term implications
for the entire metropolitan area. We have to state that we are going to go
about our decision-making in a deliberate process, and are not going to be
rushed into something unless we are sure that we are moving in the right
direction. There have been some implications 1ike that in the newspaper
and some comments from Council members who have talked to her that the
perception out there, but they are not criticizing us for it, and due to
the fact that there are a Tot of unanswered questions as to funding and
everything else is concerned. We should be viewed as proceeding in a
responsible manner, rather than dragging our feet.

Chairman Finley agrees, and he has stated at all his appearances on light
rail, he has made more appearances on light rail the last year, than he

has made in a total of seventeen years regarding all issues combined, at
every appearance he has stated that we are not going to be pushed, we are
trying to be responsible in this and we are not into the hype. This was

at the round table discussion put on by the newspaper, as people perceive what
they want to hear only, and they have their minds made up. A large part

of this is coming from the fact that everyone wants us to approve the
University Avenue just because the City of St. Paul and Metropolitan

Council want us to approve University Avenue. He thinks it is coming from
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the staffs of those respective bodies, and that is where the problem is,
and it continues to be projected that way. The Legislators are told that.
We are doing it the way we perceive it should be done in a thoughtful,
slow, deliberate process.

Commissioner Hunt asked if we could incorporate some of these thoughts
into a resolution to send to the various participants in this process.

Chairman Finley said we have provided timetables, they all talk to us,
get their own opinions, and then they relate to one another. Last week
Kathy DeSpiegelaere and he spent 2% hours with Minnesota
Highway Department, these are the top people, two of our three alignments
are owned by the State of Minnesota, and they have not said ever not to
look at the frontage road or be on the frontage road, or on the highway,
or don't be on University Avenue. University Avenue is a state highway,
owned by the State of Minnesota, contracted for its maintenance through
the City of St. Paul. They have to be an integral part of all of this,
and yet everyone is talking about RTB and everything else, just like the
railroads with the study that we jointly went into with the RTB. It was
a complaint of the railroads about all these decisions about the railroad
and no one talked to the railroads. He went back and looked at the study
itself, and it said that it did not meet with the operating engineers of
the railroad, so no wonder the railroad got upset.

Commissioner Hunt happened to be in Miami on the day they launched their
commuter train from West Palm Beach to downtown Miami, and it was an
absolute fiasco, they had not done the proper kind of planning to make

it run smoothly, and as a result it was not attracting the kind of rider-
ship that they had hoped. There are a lot of examples where you move
into something too fast without planning and forethought that it could
end up in an unfortunate kind of situation.

Commissioner McCarty commented that at the Transportation Advisory Board
Meeting last week he learned that the last indepth carefully planned and
executed study of the traffic needs of the metro area is twenty years old.
The FAU Committee recommended that we take $1 million of Federal funds,
they are hoping to get some additional dollars from the State, and do an
indepth study of the area and what our transportation needs of the metro
area will be through the year 2010. They already know that the estimates
are $2.1 billion to bring that system up to speed where it will be service-
able. The next question is how does LRT fit into this, and whether it will
be more cost effective to do that than to expand freeways, etc.

Commissioner McCarty wished to add some comment to the information on the
seminar at the AMC, he had dinner with some outstate Commissioners and some
outstate Legislators, and they immediately asked him that same question,

and when he explained it to them, they agreed, it made sense to them. In
the first presentation of the case anyone who stands up and says that Ramsey
County is dragging their feet, they are being instructionists, and that is
the way they accept that. Unless we do something to change that we may have
trouble down the road.
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Chairman Finley said we do not have the daily communication with one
another, but possibly we should pass a resolution stating exactly that

we are proceeding deliberately, with decisions in logical order, in order
to reach conclusions. We are at the first question, and everyone else is
at the third or fourth, without ever asking the first, which is whether or
not we should have 1light rail transit, someone should ask that question
and answer it before they start deciding where it should be and how much
should be spent.

Commissioner Hunt feels that is a decision which the Legislature should
make unless they feel they have made that decision, but the Legislators
she has talked to have raised a Tot of questions as to how we are being
propelled into this. Has the Legislature gone on record saying that we
should have light rail, or have they said the Counties look at it.

Commissioner Schaber said to this point in our deliberations we do not feel
that it is what we should be doing. What is concerning him is the other side
of the same issue, he does not think the Legislators understand that property
taxes cannot be used to build and operate this particular type of trans-
portation system, and they have to share that responsibility in starting to
look at a possible means of funding it. We cannot be looking at putting out
bonding for $165 million to build, much less to run, this type of system.

It is not feasible, it is not practical, and there has to be some other

means of funding. If that message does not get out to everyone, he does

not think that Tlight rail is going to move ahead at all. Certainly we

are not in a position Hennepin County is to raise those kinds of dollars.

We are going to need a significant amount of help, and this has to come
directly from the Legislature.

Commissioner Hunt added, it follows then that if Ramsey County's decision

is to go with Tight rail, we have to be assured that there is a way of
financing it other than the property tax. It seems to her until the
Legislature addresses that issue, she thinks whether we proceed with light
rail sort of has to stay on hold. We can do the planning, but certainly we
should not do any steps toward implementing, until we have some way of under-
standing or knowing what the financing is going to be for the operation.

Commissioner McCarty feels we ought to request that the Legislature con-
centrate on the funding issue, and let us try and determine. We do not have
it together yet, we do not know what the traffic patterns are as the infor-
mation available is twenty years old.

Commissioner Schaber sat on the Citizens League Study Commission many years
ago, looking at mass transportation in the metro area, and what came out of
was that "at-that point we did not have a problem in the metro area as far
as congestion situation. The traffic patterns were that everyone is not
flowing downtown, it is all over, there was not a definite traffic flow
pattern, nothing centralized, which to some degree negates the fixed rail
system, as you have people in St. Paul going to the suburbs. There are
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almost as many people going from the inner city to the suburbs of Minneapolis
and St. Paul as there are as many people coming into the downtown area. The
patterns are all over the place. That is part of this particular issue.

Chairman Finley wished to follow up on this, this is why he has been trying
to stress to the Metropolitan Council and has sent letters arguing with the
position that they are taking on the funding with the State, that it is very
important to look at Tight rail transit comprehensively as it affects Ramsey
County and the adjacent counties where our growth is, which is Anoka, Dakota
and Washington Counties, as that is where the people are coming to and from.
To only look at a six mile corridor from downtown St. Paul to downtown
Minneapolis is not going to be a very successful light rail transit system.

If that is all that there is going to be and the rest of it branching out

into the other parts of Anoka County, he is going to show the Legislators
tomorrow what the priorities are for the Met Council, and we have no secon-
dary route to get our people to our end of that for twenty years according

to the Met Council. When it stops, wherever, if we were to do exactly what
the planning is to date, then that is the end of the line. That will be the
end of the line in the year 2010. If that is the system, he thinks that St.
Paul, Ramsey County and the metro area is going to be on the short end of the
stick, especially under the present funding formulas that are in existence for
Tight rail transit. Comprehensive means comprehensive, we cannot concentrate
on the Midway Corridor. In Los Angeles 95% of the jobs are no longer in the down
town Los Angeles area because people are not going to drive two hours each
way. You may find a job closer to where you live, and these are issues that

a comprehensive plan can address. Jobs are being created where people are
Tiving as they do not want to spend the time in transportation. This becomes
a long term effect, then the hassle of downtown St. Paul and downtown Minn-
eapolis may just go away, as other opportunities may be addressing themselves
outside these areas. We may not get the people into downtown St. Paul from
Brooklyn Center, we may get them from Hastings and Stillwater. But, if we

are not going to address those issues, and get pushed into only looking at the
other ones, as that is where the powers that be are, we will be doing a
disservice to our constituency.

Commissioner Schaber agrees with Chairman Finley 100%, the critical issue is
the comprehensive plan, as we are not doing anyone a favor in St. Paul and
Ramsey County by just looking at the University Avenue corridor. We absol-
utely have to have comprehensive plan which includes Washington and Dakota
Counties in particular, and Anoka, so that we get a total view to make sure
that we are not going to be isolated here. If we do not, it is a waste of
time as we have to have those assurances that these things are going to
happen as well.

At the Round Table Chairman Finley said if Ramsey County and the City of
St. Paul are only going to be one spoke in the wheel of coming out of down
town Minneapolis, then let's just face that fact, and let Hennepin County
make all the decisions, and turn it over to Hennepin County, as that is the
way the hub in the spokes look under the Met Council guide, and if they
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want to turn it over to the Metropolitan Council which the Legislators

are talking about, which is their prerogative, they should understand that
this is what it is going to be as this is what the plan is at the Met
Council. Minneapolis is the hub, Ramsey County and the City of St. Paul
is one spoke of the hub, the other five go in directions north, west, and
south within Hennepin County, and that is the way it is going to be.

Commissioner McCarty thinks our position as the Regional Railroad
Authority, we ought to forward that as an option for another elective to
the matrix which Chairman Finley just described, putting it in the form

of a letter, putting some salient points from this Authority with a mass
mailing to the Legislature, as if that is their idea of what light rail
transit should be in the area, is exactly just what Chairman Finley
described. A1l of the things which we have discussed this morning is the
best defense of that perhaps wrong direction, or at least until we
get the facts to support one or the other,

Commissioner Hunt feels the time to talk about that after the meeting
with the Met Council and the meeting with some of the Ramsey County
Delegation, these things might be related verbally, and then determine
we should put something in writing.

Chairman Finley said one of the problems is that every time we get started
about light rail transit, with the Legislators and other officials, we start
talking about University Avenue. Their thoughts should be much more basic
and fundamental to the total philosophy, the total location of light rail
transit, rather than the alignment on University Avenue or BN line.

Commissioner McCarty believes with the legislative process, this subject

is going to be a state-wide issue at the Capitol, and it will be decided

in respective caucus, and how it is presented by the party leaders is what
you are going to get, so we ought to make certain that these people under-
stand where we are coming from before those meetings take place, or we may
not get the vote we are expecting.

Chairman Finley discussed one of the biggest problems that we have, that
is not being able to convey to our Legislators the fact that most of them
read the St. Paul paper, and we have little or no coverage. There is no
one here today at this meeting from St. Paul. Paul Gustafson is here
representing the Minneapolis paper. This is the most basic problem that
we are facing from the day we set up this 1ight rail board, and he told
one of the editors that that we have no one covering these issues, they
did assign someone. This person interviewed Chairman Finley ago, but has
never been to a meeting.

Commissioner Hunt suggested that we issue news releases to help the paper
do their job. Chairman Finley said that we do, we issue them all the time.
We have a draft of an LRT Newsletter which Kathy DeSpiegelaere and the LRT
staff put together, Marit Nowlin assisted in the editing of this. The
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consultant, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch also contributed to this.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere informed the Board that on the mailing list for the
LRT News letter we have the Ramsey County Delegation, and suggested that
maybe the Board would like to have all Legislators on this mailing 1ist.

Chairman Finley agreed that these should be sent the newsletter also,
and Commissioner Schaber said it was an excellent idea.

Chairman Finley wished to commend the LRT Staff, in regard to the Newsletter,
the layout, it is very basic and informative, what is light rail, what are
our goals, how are we looking at it, how are we proceeding. This newsletter
may be helpful to us to start, and we did allocate funds, and if this is
ready by Friday we could include a letter also.

Commissioner Hunt asked how often this will be coming out as some of these
concepts we have been talking about could be put in the next newsletter,

and Ms. DeSpiegelare said this will be coming out when this is decided, these
could be incorporated in the next newsletter which they are already working on.

Commissioner Schaber thinks that it might be well to prepare a letter, stating
our position, and mail it to the media, plus the Met Council, State Legislators,
as we are in the problem of a negative position, and we have to start fighting
the battle, and laying out concerns that we have, these have to be developed
into a letter and sent to all the decision makers plus the City Councils, and
make sure that everyone gets it. Whether they read it or not, we never know,
whether they can understand it, we are going to have to start doing those

kinds of things.

Chairman Finley recommends that as long as we are going to be sending the
newsletter, maybe there could be a letter of enclosure, and in that state
our positions, summarize our concerns.

Commissioner Hunt suggested that Ms. DeSpiegelaere could draft the letter,
and then circulate it to each of the Board members, so they could add or
subtract any comments we may have to incorporate the views of the entire
Authority. She would like to see incorporated the issue of the operating
costs, where it is going and where it is going to come from as that is one
of the key points.

Chairman Finley said at this stage we only have levied for a property tax
levy authority, that is our only source of revenue, we do not have to get
into any amount.

However, Commissioner Hunt feels we want to assure Ramsey County taxpayers
that we are not looking to Ramsey County tax base to pay for the Tight rail.
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Committees for Comprehensive LRT Plan

This is really an informational item. No action is required.

Appoint acting convener for first two meetings of Burlington Northern
Northeast Corridor Task Force.

Chairman Finley explained that this is the task force that was suggested
to Commissioners Schaber, McCarty and Norgard, as this runs through their
districts. He would suggest Mayor Greavu, as he is the highest ranking
elected official on the task force.

Commissioner McCarty feels that Mayor Greavu is very well informed
and articulate. Commissioner Schaber said this is an excellent choice.

Commissioner Norgard moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner McCarty.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has appointed a

Northeast Burlington Northern Task Force to make recommendations on
elements of the Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for Ramsey County
related to the Northeast Burlington northern Corridor; and

WHEREAS, The initial meeting of the task force will be held on February
2; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Mayor John Greavu is ap ointed acting convener of the task
force for the first two meetings of the task force; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That the task force is requested to elect a chair of the task
force at its third meeting; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That the task force shall consist of the following members.
Suzanne Parisi, Richard Kramer, Dick Sand, Frank Sandberg, Helen Sever,
John Greavu, Robert Weisenburger, Dean Anderson, Byron Olson, Charles Wold,
Gerald Urban, George Rossbach, Robert Rossman, Paul Gilliland, Robert Van
Hoef, Paul R. Emeott, and Karin DePaul (alternate).

Roll Call: Ayes - 5, Nays - 0
Motion adopted

Approve request to Board of Ramsey County Commissioners to add an
administrative secrary position, approve budget adjustment $36,000
to fund the position.
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Chairman Finley explained that the primary reason for the staff need
is not inhouse as much as all the committees that have been established,
advisory and corridors.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained that the funds are calculated at an
Administrative Secretary II five year level for March through December,
1989, including benefits.

Commissioner Schaber asked if this would be a promotional position,
and Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained that this would be advertised, but would
be open to anyone inhouse.

Chairman Finley said this person would be on the Executive Director's
staff and would be contracted for by the Railroad Authority, as clerical
staff for County Board is under the Executive Director's Office.

Commissioner Hunt moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Schaber.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has initiated work on

a comprehensive light rail transit plan for Ramsey County and on preliminary
engineering for the Midway Corridor, and this work requires services from
clerical staff; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority requests the Board
of Ramsey County Commissioners to add an administrative secretary position

to the Executive Director's Department. The administrative secretary, a

full time permanent position, would work for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority would reimburse the
Exe tive Director's Department for the costs incurred for this position; and
Be It Further

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the
following budget transfer to fund this postiion.

TRANSFER FROM APPROPRIATION
59191 020193 County Project Management Services $36,000.00

TRANSFER TO APPROPRIATION

59101 020176 Executive Director Services $32,000.00
59101 020185 Data Processing - Maintenance 2,350.00
59101 020208 Telephone - Local Service 200.00
59101 040300 Equipment 1,450.00

$36,000.00

Roll Call: Ayes - 5, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.
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Access Options for Light Rail Transit Vehicles

Chairman Finley had hoped that we would be able to provide to the
Technical Committee these options which were developed by staff and

the consultant based on our goals and objectives that we have adopted,
and what they know of the three different options. The Advisory
Committee has already made a recommendation for high platform option.

We are going to be asking the Technical Committee, the Intergovernmental
Committee for their recommendations.

When the Commissioners return from the proposed trip and viewing these
options, we hope to have the recommendations rather than pre-determine
the option to be selected.

It is hoped that they will have the recommendations of the Board by
February 14th. However, Ms. DeSpiegelaere pointed out that the trip

is not going to begin until February 14th, but we will be having another
Board meeting on February 28th.

Chairman Finley reminded the Board members that there is a Legislative
Meeting at the State Capitol, 500 State Office Building at 4:30 P.M.,
this meeting was called by Representative Kelly.

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




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
CHAIRMAN JOHN T. FINLEY |

Originating Department

CHAIRMAN'S
J.T.Finley /s/ 2/9/89
Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

N

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
February 14, 1989

Board Date




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested

Quarterly report of payments for
RCRRA

October to December, 1988

Budgeting & Accounting
Originating Department

J. Van Houdt 2/8/89
Authorized Signature Date

Action is requested **

e e e e e . e e .

Request Justification

See attached: . Memorandum from J. Van Houdt dated February 7,
Report of payments

Budgeting and Accounting é% M/ 2’/ f/ 7 Date / Time

County Attorney A\ 2artainesh 1-.,\‘ ' Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date

February 14, 1989
Board Date




TERRY SCHUTTEN

(. Office of
- BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING '
JAMES H. VAN HOUDT

Room 36, Court House

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102
2084196 MARLEN D. JOHNSON

| RAMSEY COUNTY \f’ERN?T:’H‘.—T‘f\"EHLAGE

MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 7, 1989

TO: Terry Schutten, Executive Director

FROM:/?( L"#’James Van Houdt, Director - Budgeting & Accounting

W/
SUBJECT: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Quarterly Report of Payments: October - December 1988

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Resolution of October 5, 1987,
authorized the Budget and Accounting Director to approve payment of bills for
the Regional Railroad Authority with a 1imit for any single invoice not to
exceed $2,000 and report these disbursements to the Regional Railroad Authority

and the condition of the Regional Railroad Authority's budget on a quarterly
basis.

I am attaching a report of payments made from the Regional Railroad Authority

budget for the period October through December 1988 and a copy of the budget as of
December 31, 1988.

JVH:EG:ja/gcl
Attachments




REPORT OF PAYMENTS-RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PERIOD OF REPORT:

DATE OF
PAYMENT

Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Hamsey
Ramsay
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsay
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsay
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey
Ramsey

(04-Nov-88
04-Nov-38
(4-Nov-58
04-Nov-32
(14-Nav-23
O4-Nov-28
04-Nov-32
04-Nov-28
04-Nov-38
Od4-Nov-23
04-Nov-88
04-Nov-22
(04-Nov-85
(04-Nov-38
(4-Nov-32
04-Nav-52
04-Nov-32
{0-Nov-£83
10-Nov-88
{(-Nov-33
10-Nov-3¢
10-Nov-58
10-Nov-28
10-Nov-88
(9-Dec-88
09-Dec-38
09-Dec-28
(09-Lec-28

PAYMENT TO

County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Fublic
County-Fublic
County-Public
County-Public
County-Fublic
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public
County-Public

Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Warks
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Waorks
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works
Works

October - December, 1988

WARRANT

AMOUNT NUMBER

452549
452549
452567
452569
452569
452549
452549
452565
452569
452549
452569
452549
452549
452569
452542
452549
452549
452549
454101
454101
454101
454101
454101
454101
454101
458385
458285
458825
458885

PURFOSE OF PAYMENT

County Project
County Project
County Froject
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Froject
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project
County Project

Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management
Management

23-Dec-82  Ramsey County-Persannel 461748  County Project Management

Project Management:

14-0Oct-22
10-Nov-58
16-Dec-32

4438027
454101
460200

Ramsey County - Attorney
Ramsey County - Attorney
Ramsey County - Attorney

Attorney“s Services
Attorney‘s Services
Attorney’s Services

County Attorney:

14-0ct-88 Ramsey County-Executive Director 445027 Exec Director Services

14-0ct-32  Ramsey County-Budget & Acctg 4458027 B % A Services

29-Nov-82  Ramsey County-Data Processing 454340 Office Automation
14-0ct-88
(08-Nov-88
{4-Dlec-88
09-Dec-238

B % A - Petty Cash
B % A - Petty Cash
Fostmaster c/o BYA
Ramsey County-Human Services

443287
433735
440363
458883

Fostage
Postage
Postage
Postage

stamps
stamps
stamps
mailings

Postage:

by Budgeting % Accounting-£G




REPORT OF PAYMENTS-RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRDAD AUTHORITY

PERIOD OF REFORT: tober - December, 1988

DATE OF WARRANT
PAYMENT PAYMENT TO AMOUNT NUMBER  FURPOSE OF PAYMENT

ATT Communications 336 451494 Long Distance Charges
09-Dec-3¢  ATXT Communications 3.5 459049  Long Distance Charges
Long Distance charges:
ATET Information Systems .5 454247  Eguipment Rental

West Communications ; 454904  Equipment Rental
West Communications 10, 25 461750  Equipment Rental

us
Us

Local Service charges:

15-Nov-88  American Public Transit Assn vl 435414 Publishing Notices
16-Dec-82  St. Paul, City of . 460422  Fublishing Notices

Publishing notices:

14-0ct-88 Ramsey County-Duplicating 1 ‘i 448027 Duplicating services
01-Nov-88  Thoele Printing 00, 45247t Business Cards: DeSpiegelaere % Tolaa
04-Nov-38 Thoele Printing 452963 Business Cards: Goski
08-Nov-32  Thoele Printing 47.8 433537  Letterheads & envelopes
10-Nov-88  Ramsey County-Duplicating 232, 454101 Duplicating services
10-Nov-82  Ramsey County-Exec Director 2, 454101  3M copies-Room 216
11-Nov-88  Ramsey County-Duplicating i 435499 Duplicating services
29-Nov-28  Thoele Printing ‘ 456842 Mailing labels
16-Dec-28  Ramsey County-Duplicating S 440200  Duplicating services
1&-Dec-23  Ramsey County-Exec Director I 450200  3M copies-Room 31é

2 Thoele Printing 57. 440364  Blank second sheets

Fiash Foto 30, 4462287 Printing photos

Frinting % stationery:

Victory Farking, Inc A 430843 Parking
Victory Parking, Inc 83, 451840  Parking

Parking!
14-Dec-28  Ramsey County-Taxation .94 450200  Interest on loan from County

28-0ct-38  Clarkson, Bob 20.( 451932  Committee Compensation
22-0ct-88 Faville, Hugh W0 451933 Committee Compensation
28-0ct-83  Gilliland, Paul - 451934 Committee Compensation
28-Dct-83  Kren, Robert ’ 451935 Committee Compensation
28-0ct-82  Manderscheid, Marc 3. 451936 Committee Compensation
28-0ct-88  Sandbert, Frank ; 451937 Committee Compensation
28-0ct-38  Sever, Helen 15. 451938 Committee Compensation
28-0ct-B8 Tracy, Nancy 7 451939 Committee Compensation
01-Nov-288 Grochala, Steve .0 452477 Committee Compensation
08-Nov-88  Rossman, Bob S 454046 Committee Compensation

. Committee Compensation:

Prepared by Budgeting % Accounting-EG




REPORT OF PAYMENTS-RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PERIOD OF REPORT: October - December, 1988

DATE OF WARRANT
FAYMENT PAYMENT TO AMOUNT NUMBER  PURPOSE OF PAYMENT

11-0ct-88  Univ Of Minnesata Extension 447944  Training Seminar-Goski
14-Dec-88 Regional Transit Board 0. 440798  Annual Conference

Conference & Seminar: 160,00

23-Nov-82  Norgard, Harold 124,40 436766  LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
02-Dec-88 Finley, John 64,20 458179 Tour-futhority or Staff
02-Dec-3%  Norgard, Harold 54,20 433180  LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
(02-Dec-88 Hobbit Travel 494,00 458181  LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
07-Dec-83  [eSpiegelaere, Kathryn 500.00 39526  LRT Tour-Autharity Staff
09-Dec-88  Finley, John 370.00 459527  LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
09-Dec-88  Hunt, Ruby 500,00 439322  LRT Tour-Authority Staff
09-Dec-82  McCarty, Duane 500, 00 439329 LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
Z23-Dec-82  Ask Mr Foster Travel Service 1,374.00 451741  LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
23-llec-82  Ask Mr Foster Travel Service 1,374,.38 461741 LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
22-Dlec-38  Ask Mr Foster Travel Service 1,086.78 4461781 LRT Tour-Authority or Staff
23-Dec-88  Ask Mr Foster Travel Service 461741  LRT Tour-Authority or Staff

Other Travel: 8,036.34
11-0ct-88  St. Paul, City of 141.55 447622  (Office supplies
(1-Nov-32 . Paul, City of 2.95 452219 Office supplies
18-Nov-38  St, Paul, City of 167.03 455643 Office supplies
14-Dec-28 « Paul, City of 460422  Office supplies
Office supplies:

01-Nov-38  Midland Financial 0 452478  Merlin telephone

16-Dec-88  Ramsey County-Taxation 2,500. 450200 Repay portion of loan

Total Payments: 54,436,429

Prepared by Budgeting % Accounting-EG
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BUDGEY C”ITIDH REPORT RANSEY CGUH' . 306

RFBA113 89 01 25 ACCOUNTING DEPT
12 30 @8 PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 99,73

TRFC i
| FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY '«

~APPROPRIATION ADJs CURRENT —  AMOUNT ~ UNPAID  BALANCE  BALANCE  TRANSFER T TRANSFER  PCT EXPD
NO. APPROPRIATION EXPENDED  ENCUMBRANCES UNEXPENDED  UNENCUMBERED IN (TO) OUT (FRON)  YTD

PO HRPIA PRSP P 8 T

T 56101  RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
020100 0,00  0.00 0.00 _ B.00 Be00  0.00 = 43,%80.0C

" w=. CONSULTING SERVICE
020102 4 280,00 3,000.C0 12, 000,00 1,282,090 10,720, 00CR 4y 580.00 300.00
== ENGINEERING SERVICE
0201¢3 122,000,090 “545083.96  542272.00 672916404 13,644.04 T 1225000.00 0.0C
. COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES
020174 . 11,900.00 45901.C4 6550GeC0  6s998.96 = 498.96 11,900.00 ~ C.00
== EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SERVICES
020176 38,300,C0 Br 487434 25,000.C0 29,812.66 4,812.66 38,30C. 00 0.00
. - BUDGETING AND ACCQUNTING SERVICES - i i
020179 65 065,00 “2,929¢12 T 21304060 3,113,688  985.88 65 50C.0C 455,00
== DATA PROCESSING SERVICES - MICE
020135  1,100,00 ) 623435 200400 476465 27¢.65 1,100.00 0400
L — 0_  623.35 2= 0000 200,60 @@ A 63, @ife6ad . JeIUVeUl
020202 1,250.C9 708.59 300,00 641.C1 341.01 15 250,00 0.00
== TELEPHONE LONG DISTANCE CHARGES _ SN .
. 820207 30,920 24,67 60400 5433 B54.87CR ' 30.00 0.00
w= TELEPHONE - EQUIFMENT RENTAL
_ 020209 250,00 364463 150000 1144863CR _ 264.63CR_ 25C.00 __Ce0Q0  145.85
we PUBLISHING MINUTES AND NOTICES
020401 4,3800,00 673,68 1,000,00 4,126,432 35126432 b 3, 300,00 0.00 14,04
=~ PRINTING & STATIONERY = = = _ i N R e S i
020501 55500, 00 T 6s243.E6 1,000.00  T&3,86CR 1, 743.86CR 0.00 113.52
we. PARKING SPACE
020909 B, 675,00 10,9 155,00 145,00 675.00 0.0C  77.04
== BOOKS, PERIODICALS, SUBSCRIFTIONS " (=
€21101 100,90 1CC. L0 100,00 0.00 100.00 C.00
— INTEREST
021192 2:420,00 2,159.48 250,00 T 260.52 10.5%2 0. 00 0.00 89,23
== COMMITTEE COMPENSATION . - 2
021226 43000400 1,080,900 250470 2,920,00 25 670400 "4 000,00 0.00 27.00
T == CONFERENCE & SEMINAR EXPENSES :
021403 500,00 160, CO 200,00 340,00 140,00 500,00 0.00 32.00
el OTHER TRAVEL . = e 3
BT 021407 10,000.90 15,497.25 = B,8D5.10 T 5, 497.25CR 14,302.,25CR 10,000.00 . . 000 154,97 ¢’
% —— VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSES . » ; : . ‘

[ PR

emis e

R

T L N L WL B LT A T

o ¢7Y]

021408 750,00 221,65 25400 528435 503.35 15000000 - 250400 2935

———OFFICE-

TOTL 02 cupprdpd?£00.00 101, 679402 112, 252.C0 112, 320.98 68.98 208,585,00 °  44,385.00 47.51
1030101 ~ 800,00 331.55 468,45 443.45 0400
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89 01 25

RANSEY COUNTY
ACCOUNTING DEPT
12 30 88

PAGE 307

PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 99,73

m x

TR TR
o e P q',_,|
I |

CURR NRG=TOT

13! P37 s9101

FC :
UND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

NO.

59101  RANSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

APPROPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT T
APPROPRIATION

EQUIPMENT

TANDUNT
EXPENDED

040300
n61001

0702¢1

203000

oo AGTRTET

FCT-TOT

200400
CONTINGENT APPROPRIATIONS

L 10,390,299
DUE TO COUNTY REVENUE
25, 200,00

250,000,900

18, 325,0C
T DRG-TGT

_248,325.0¢

268,325.00

__Q.CO0
255000, 00

1275162457

155556404

142,718,561

_ 142,713.61

142,718.61

UNPAID

ENCUNBRANCES
% CONTINUED *

BALANCE

UNEXPENDED

BALANCE
UNENCUMBERED

TRANSFER
OUT (FROM)

~ T TRANSFER
IN (TOD)

PCT EXPD
YTD

48.C0

.00

48,00
10,000.00

0400
T 1125325.00
_RANSEY COUNTY RGGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
0.00

25768498

0.00

1225337443

112,325.00

©112,325.,00 1255606439

1255606439

112,325.00

125,6C6.39

0.00

10500040

C.CC

105512443

2»768.96

© 13,28143%

13,281.326
13,281.39

"~ 200.00 0400

0,00 40,000,00
s 00 0400
209,585,00 84,585,800

0.C0

8500,00
1217,585.00

1CC.00

T g4,585.0C

2175585400

_B*! 585'_00 S .

2172585,00 84»585.0C

76.00 §°

50,87

84,89

I
A:
g
Az
&
:
5
-
2
-
E.
;..
s
£
SE
N

H-J— TS y L S ] - N ——— —_ = - e — —— W e - — e — -— - -——— e e e e
: FUND CURFR TOT 220,000,090 127,162.57 112,325.0C 105512443 209,5E5.00 84,585.00

oo

155556404 0400 2,768.96  2,768.96  8,000,00 0,00

&
|
¢ = FUND

£
X
g A
2
P
£
__E._

. FUND P82 TOT 13,325,990 _

»1 = iy

84,5685.00 52.19

13,281.39 217,585.00

TOTAL

268,325,200 142,718,.61 125,606.39

112,325.0¢C

!
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DETAIL DISBURSEMENTS BY ORG. UNIT RAKSEY COUNTY PAGE 3919
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT

_ 12 30 88
RFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101  RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

OBJECT CLAIM CLAIM CLAIM  WARRANT WARRANT  WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDOR NAME
CODE _ID  NO. AHOUNT NO. DATE ~ AMOUNT 1

020103 IC 81912 847.35 004385619 847.35 081983 847.35 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B0O4584
020103 IC B1912A 1,128.30 00438619 15128.30 081983 15128439 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04584
7020103 IC @1913 1,052.64% 00438619 1,052.64% 091983 1s052.64%  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 30043% B04596
020163 IC 81913A 790.53 00438619 790.53 © 081988 790.53 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 BD4596
020103 IC B1914 1,018.18 00438619 1,018.18 081988 1,013.18 IC TRANSFER PAT 400 47102 - 300434 B04597
020103 Ic 81914a 764,65 00438619  T764+05 081988 764465 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 300166 B04&4597
020103 IC B1915 1,102.45 00438619 15102445 081938 15122.45 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04598
020103 IC 819154 827.93 00438619 827.92 0319313 827.73 IZ TRAHSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B04598 01
GT'd?ﬁIﬁ3 IT 81916 362.15 00438619 382.15 031933 382.15 IZ TRANSFER PAT 400 47101 300166 B04583
14l 020103 IC B81916A 286.99 00438619 266499 031988 286.99 IC TRANSFER PMT 40U 47102 300434 B04583
[s] 020103 IC B1917 261.14 00438619 261l.14 0Rr1983 251.14 IZ TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B04595 01
ie] 020103 IC B1917A 1,321.06 00438619 = 1s321.06 051993 1»321.06  IC TRAASFER ¥MT 400 47102 300434 B04595
@ 020103 1IC 89588 708.06 00452569 708.06 110488 7068.06 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 BLO057
| 020103 IC 8958BA - 942.682 00452569 942.82 1104838 942.92 IC TRAWUSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B0O0O57
s 020103 IC B9589 B38,96 00452569 B38.96 110488 338.9%  IC TRANSFCR PHT 40D &7101 300166 BO0063
200 020103 IC B89589A 1,117.13 00452569 15117413~ 110438 15117.13 IC TRANSFER PAT 400 47102 300434 B0O0063
020103 IC 89590 797.09 00452569 797.09. 110498 797.09 IC TRANSFER PMAT 400 47101 300166 B00064 01
020103 IT ©9590A 1,061.38 00452569  1,051.38, 110438 1,051.38  IC TRANSFcR PMT 400 47102 300434 B00064
020103 IC 89591 542.60 00452569 542.60 110484 5424560 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 BOO06S
020103 IC 89591A 722.52 00452569 _ 722.52 110488 722.52 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B00065 01
020103 IC 89592 790.81 00452569  790.01 110488 T 730.81 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 300166 BO0O62
020103 IC B9592A 1,053,01 00452569 1,053.01. 110438 15053.01 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47102 300434 BODO62
020103 IC 89593 684.57 00452%69 6B4.57, 110488 684.57 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166
020103 IC 89593A 911.55 00452569 T 911.55 110488 T 911.55  IC TRANSFER PHNT 400 47102 300434
020163 IC 89594 749.22 00452569 749.22 110438 T749.22 IC TRANSFER PAT 400 47101 300166
020103 IC B9594A 997.63 00452569 997.63 110488 997.63 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47102 300434 B
020103 1IC 895395 790,67 00452569 T 790.67¢ 110488  73C.67  IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 3001566
020103 IC B89595A 1,052.83 00452569 15052483+ 110488 1s052.63 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47102 300434
020103 IC 89596 768.68 00452569 768468: 110488 768.68 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 300166 BO
020103 IC B9596A 1,023.55 00452569 T 1,023.55 110488 1,023.55 IC TRANSFER PAT 400 47102 = 300434
020103 IC 90308 80.50 00454101 80.50 111053 89.50 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47110 300149
020103 IC 90309 507.39 00454101 507.39 111088 507.39 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B0006&S
020103 IC S0309A 675.63 00454101 675.63, 111088 675.53 I TRANSFER PHT 400 &7102  300%43% BOOD6B
020103 IC 90310 ' B8l4.21 00454101 814.21. 111088 8l%.21 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 300166 BO00O6T
020103 IC 903104 ©7 1,084.18 00454101 1,084,18- 111038 1,034.18 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B00067
020103 IT 90311 851.27 00458101 B51.22 7 I1I10B8  B5I.22 IC TRANSFER PHT %400 47101 3001566 BOOU&6 01
020103 IC 90311A 1,133.486 00454101 15133.46, 1110838 1,133,456 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B0O0066 01
020103 IC 93451 820.03 00458885 820,03 120988 820.03 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 3001656 B00097 01
020103 IT 93%5IA 1,09I.92 00458885  1,091.92:° 120988  1,091.92 IC TRANSFER PHTY 400 47102 300%3% BDODOS7 01
020103 IC 93452 . .1300.24 00458885 300.24 ¢/ 120988 300.24 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 BO0O098. O1
‘020103 IC 934524 ©399,79 00458885 396,79/, 120988 399.79 IC TRANSFER PHMT 400 47102 300434 B0O0O98 01 .
020103 IC 95500 1,356.00 004561748 1,356.0C, 122388  1,356.00 IC TRANSFER PHY %00 40801 300908 A02528 01
DBJECT TOTAL 108,355.96 545,083.96 108,355.96

0Z0I7% AKA JEU69% 35000.00 R ~ 0D.00  0%1238  0.0D FROM RFC ~ FOND 591 APPRODP 59101020100

Clem <o W -




DETAIL DISBURSEMENTS BY ORGe UNIT RAMSEY COUNTY PAGE 3918
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCUUNTING DEPT

12 30 88
RFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

DBJECT CLAIM CLAIN CLAIM WARRANT WARRANT WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDOR NAME
CODE ID NO. AMOUNT NO. _AMDUNT  DATE ~ AMOUNT - B

©20100 JEOB694 3,000.00 ! C.00C 041288 D.00 ' FUND 591 APPROP 59101020174

020100 JEO694 3,000.00 0.00 041288 0.00 1o FUND 591 APPROP 59101020179

020100 JEO6TA 45,580,00 [ "~ 0.00 041236 2.09 - FUND 591 APPROP 59101020102

020100 JEO&94 30,000.00 0.00 041238 0.00 FUND 591 APPROP 59101020103

020100 JEO694 3,000.00 0.00 041288 0.00 ___FUND 591 APPROP 59101020176
OBJECT TOTAL 0.00 '  0.00 e i 0.00

e w uo o slo w =

020102 AA JEDL94 4,580,00 .20 941298 0.00 FROM PRFC  FUND 591 APPROP 57101020100
020102 AL JEGGE98 a00.00 N T 0400 051388 0.00 TO RFC FUAD 591 APPROP 59101020202

020102 CA EST001 12,000,00 C.00 12,000.92 ~ STRGAR-ROSCOE=-FAUSCH
020102 CA PAS583 0.00 004450024 = 3,000.20 093036  3,000.00 EDWARDS & KELSEY INC

22=-1623519
020102 CA PA583 0.00 C.L0 X 0.90 EDWARDS & KELSEY INC

02010z CA PA583 3,000.00 ~0.00 & ) 0.C0 EDWARDS & KELSEY INC
O3JECT TOTAL 15,000.00 3,000.00 15,000.00

020103 AA JEO0694 30,000.00 ] TTTT0.00 041288 0400 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101020100
020103 AA JEZ2101 92,000.,00 0.00 101188 N.09 FROA RFC 399 FUND 999 APPROP 384889999999
020103 CA ESTO002 545272.00 - T 0.00 =k  54,272.00 Sl ENGINEERING SERVICES-P/W

020103 IC 69624 56.00 00417352 564,00 042236 56.00  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47110 350304 01
020103 IC 70608 1,424,956 00419464  15424.96 050638  1,424.96  IC TRANSFER PMT 40C 47102 300434 B04490 01
020103 IC 706CBA 281.G0 00419464 ] 281.00 050688 281.00 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B04490 01
020103 IC 706088 115.00 00419464 115.00 050638 115.00 I TRANSFER PHT 400 47102 370104 B24490 01
020103 IC 70609 303,80 00419464 303,50 050668 333,80 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 300166 B04489 01

020103 1IC 70609A 1,536.90 0041946% 15536490 050688 "15536.93  IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47102 300434 B04489 01
020103 IC 71441 323,71 00420730 323.71 051388 323.71 IC TRANSFER PHMT 400 47101 300166 B04491 01 _
020103 IC 71441A 1,637.57 00420730 15637.57 051388  15637.57 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04491 01 aaf
020103 IC 72499 326.23 00422140 " 326.23 052088 326.23  IC TRANSFER PHMT 400 47101 300166 B04492 01
020103 IC 72499A 1,650.37 00422140 15650.37 052088 15650437 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04492 C1
020103 IC 73495 15543,67 00424568 15543.67 060388 15543.67 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04497 01
020103 IC 73%495A 305.1%4 00424568 = 305.1% 060388 305.14 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 300166 B04497

020103 IC _ 73496 1,593.71 00424568 15593.71 060388 1,593.71 IC TRANSFER PHNT 400 47102 300434 B04495

020103 IC 73496A 315.04 00424568 - 315.04 060388 ~ 315.04 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B04495

020103 IC 73497 1,499.96 00424568 1,499,956 060388  15499.956 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47102 300434 B04496

020103 IC 734974 296.50 00424568 296.50 060338 296450 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B0O4496

020103 IC 73498 581.61 00424568 581.61 060388 531 .61 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04498 (

o
0
o;
©
©
0

020103 IC 73498A 114.97 00424566 N U A 0560383 ) 114.97  IC TRANSFER PNT 400 47101 300166 B04498
020103 IC 73499 15490.%4 00424568 15490.44% 060388 15490.44 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47102 300434 BO4494
020103 IC 73499A 294,62 00424568 060388 294.62  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47101 300166 B04494 0
020103 IC 73500 1,623.36 00424568 1,623.36 060388 15,623.36 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04493 01
020103 IC 735004 320.90 00424568 320.96 0603488 322.90 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 47101 - 300166 B04493 01
020103 IC 81911 1,140.77 00438619 1,140.77 031983 15140.77  IC TRANSFER PMT 40C 47101 300166 804582 01

020103 IC 81911A 856. 71 00438619  B5%6.71 081983 '_855 .71 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 47102 300434 B04582 01

[~ T )




DETAIL QURSEHENTS BY ORG. UMIT RAMSEY CL@
ACCTING 0 830125 ACCOUNTING ST

12 30 88
RFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101  RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

OBJECT CLAINM. CLAINM CLAIN  WARRANT WARRANT ~ WARRANT ENCUNBERED VENDGR NAME cK
CODE  ID'»' NO. ANOUNT NO.: . AHOUNT DATE . AHOUNY ___ ___NO

020174 AA JEZ2101 B8,900.00 Ca00 101168 2.00 FAOM RFC 999 FUND 999 APPROP BB8B8B999999

T =
bl e i

020174 CA. EST003 6»500,00 0.00 65500400 COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES
020174° IC. 74202 " 15139.77 00425580 1,139.77 ° 061083 1,139,77  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 40601 300908 M06329 01
020174 IC. 81918 749.00 00438619 ___749.00 ° 081988 749,00 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 40601 300908 H00002 01
020174 IC 87448 1,693.38 00448027 15693.38. 101488 15693.38 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 40601 300908 M00013 01
020174 IC 90318 765.28 00454101 765.28 111088 765.28  IC TRANSFER PHT 400 40601 300908 M00022 01
020174 IC 94548 553.61 00460200 553,61 121638 553,61  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 40601 300908 M00027 01
OBJECT TOTAL 11,401.04 45901.04 11,401.04
020176 + JED69% 35000,00 _0.00 041288 ~~~ 0.00 FROM RFC ~ FUND 591 APPROP 59101020100
020176 JE2101 11,200.00 0.00 101188 0.00 rROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001
020176 JE2101 245100.00 D.00 - 101188 0.0 FROA RFC 999 FUND 999 APPROP 88888999999

020176 ESTO0% 25,000.00 ' ~0.00 " 25,000.00
020176 87449 85487.34 00448027 8,487.34 . 101483 85487.34  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 40301 300908 A02457 01

03JECT TOTAL 33,487.34 85487434 =000 S2s88Reds Tl L - N S A - e oo

020179 JEObL94 3,000.00 ) 0«00 041288 0.02 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101020100
020179 JE1295 30.00 ] 0404 g71288 = 0,00 YO KFC  FUND 591 APPROP 59101220207
020179 JE1590 425.00 ; 031584 0.00 TO RFC

_ FUND 591 APPROP 59101020909
020179 Je2101 3,500.00 _ _ - 171138 0.00  FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001

020179 ESTU05 2,130.00 [ T s 2,130.00 " B & A SERVICES -

620179 68538 475.88 00415856 . 41583 475.58 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 40303 300908 AD2435 01

020179 80964 951.75 00436123 = 9 75 80598 951.75 IC TRANSFER PAHT 400 43303 300908 AQ0020 01"

020179 87450 1s501.49 CO0448027 - 1C1456 1,501.49 IC TKANSFEX PHMT 400 40303 3029G8 A00023 01
03JECT TOTAL 55059.12 25929.12 55059412

020185 AA JE2lCi 1,100.00 e = 008 " 161188 2.00  EROM RFC  FUND 591

APPROP 59121061001

| 020185 CA ESTUG6 20080, o o o Tur e S0 - 203,00  DATA PRACESSING
020185 1IC 91745 623.35 00456840 623.35" 112988 623.35 IC TRANSFER PHMT 574 57401
OBJECT TOTAL 823.35 623.35 823.35

301385 C00273 01

0 02020z AA  JE0BIB TS N 0.00 051353 T G.DI FROA RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101020102
ls1l 020202 AA  JE21C) 15050400 0.00 101148 0,00  FROM KFC FUND 591 APPROP 53101061001

a2|

‘ﬁ 020202 CA ESTUO7 300.00 0.00 300.00 CAS-POSTAGE

lesl 020202 CA 71082 116,00 00421250 ° 116.00 051388 116,00  POSTMASTER C/0 BUDGET &

| 020202 CA B87452E 8.75 00448287  B.75. 1014139 _ Be75  JOHNSON/PETTY CASH MARLEN

020202 CA 90057C B.75 00453735 BaT5 110845 8.75  JIHNSON/PETTY CASH "~ MARLEN

020202 CA 94405D 119.00 00460363 119,00 - 1216338 119.00  POSTHMASTER C/O0 3UDGETING &

020202 IC 71442 92.14 00422140 92,14 052088 32.14 IZ TRANSFER PHUT 521 52104 350323 406191

020202 IC 80065 142.09 00436123  142.09 050588 142,09  IC TRANSFER PMT 521 52104 350323 M06222

e R i et i e S I S e e e i s S P




DETAIL DISBURSEMENTS BY DRG. UNIT RAMSEY COUNTY
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT
12 30 88
KFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

OBJECT CLAIM CLAIM CLAIM WARRANT WARRANT WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDJR NAME
CODE ID NO« ANOUNT ND. AMOUNT DATE ~~ AMOUNY el - g &

020202 IC 93453 222.26 00458885 222.26 - 120933 ° 222.25  IC TRANSF:IR PAT 521 52104 350323 W00029 01
0BJECT TOTAL 1,008.99 708499 ¢ 1,008.99

LR B T TR

020207 AA JE1295 30.00 0.00C 071248 0.00 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101020179

R 1.

020207 CA ESTuO8 60.00 T Os009 T w - n HoeDAa [0 ATET CIMMUNICATIONS

020207 CA 88811 3.36 00451494 102438 3.386 ATET COMMUNICATIONS 01
22-2473242

020207 CA 93503E 13,55 00459049 : 120988 T 13.55  ATaT COMAUNICATIONS 01
22=-26473242

020207 IC 78027 7.76 00432257 071585 7.76  IC TRANSFER PHT 400 40301 370104 A02464 01

U8JECT TOTAL 84.67 ) ] 7 ) T BhebT

020209 AA JE2369 250,00 _0.00 111088 0.00 FROM RFC __FUND 591 APPROP 59101021408

020209 CA ESTO009 150.00 150.00 U S WEST
020209 CA 88964 249.54 00454249  249.54: 111023 249.5% ATET INFORMATION SYSTEMS e e e i sy i O
11u938 — eI
020209 CA 91877 104.80 00456904 104.40 1129883 104,89 U S WEST COMAUNLICATIONS 01
47-U255569
020209, CA 9565% 10.29 00461750 — 10.29 . 122308 10.29 U 5 WeSY COMAUNICATIONS =
47-0255560

OBJECT TOTAL 514.63 _ 364%.63 .. 9lkbkehH3 I, A

020401 AA JE2101 3,300.00 0.00 101198 0.0 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001

020401 CA ESTOIO 1,000,00 @00 = 1,000.00 — LEGAL LEDGER
020401 CA 90775 115.20 00455414 115.20 - 111588 115.20 AMERICAN PUBLIC TRANSIT ASSOCI 01
020401 CA 94301 g 480.21 00460422 QBO.ZI; 121688 480.21 ST PAUL CITY OF 01
i ) d g 41-6005521 B o

020401 PV 121707 78.27 00446025 78.27 093088 78.27 LILLIE SUBURBAN NEWSPAPERS INC 01
41-0833194%

UBJECT TOTAL - I1,673.88 & 673.68 e o T 1,673.568

020501 AA JE2101 35000400 ] 0,00 101138 0.00  FROM RFC ~_FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001

020501 CA ESTOll1 1,000.00 0.00 1,000.00 CENTRAL SERVICES-DUPLICATING

020501 CA 75286 8,20 00427696 8.20 061732 8.20 NATIUNAL CAMERA EXCHANGE 01
620501 CA 95855 ~30.81 00362287 ~ 30.81 122388 e 9.0 B EY RS R o4 o e IOk
020501 IC 61751 50.71 00403910 - 50.71. 021288 50.71 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 41202 300404 HO96B0 01
020501 IC 66131 269.60 00410540 269.60 031888 269.60 IC TRANSFER PHT 400 41202 300404 HO9807 01
020501 IT 68539 1,277.35 00415856  1,277.35 041585 ~ 1,277.35 IC TRANSFER PNT 400 41202 300404 HO9865 01
020501 IC 70625 39.46 00419464 39.46 0506388 39.45 IC TRAHSFER PHT 402 41202 300404 HO09920 01
020501 IC 78028 215.82 00432257 215.82 071588 215.82 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 41202 300404 H10106 01
020501 IT ®I919 ~ 785,75 00438619  785.75  o08l98s T 785.75 IC TRANSFER PHT %00 41202 300404 HO003% 01




o DETAIL DISBURSEMENTS BY ORG. UNIT RAMSEY COUNTY PAGE 3922

ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT
12 30 88

RFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101  RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY e N

OBJECT CLAIM CLAIM CLAIN  WARRANT WARRANT  WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDOR NAME cK
CODE ID NO. AMGUNT  NO.  AMOUNT DATE  AMOUNT A r| _ ____ND

020501 IC 84385 405.15 00442965 405.15 091638 425,15 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 300404 HO0106 O1
020501 IC 87451 1,038.27 00448027 15033.27 191438 1,033,27  IC TRANSFER PAT 400 300404 H00162 01
020501 IC 90312 259.20 00454101 T 259,20 111038 T 239,20 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 300130 A02490 Ol
020501 IC 90313 232.156 00454101 232.10- 111038 232,16  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 300404 HO0201 O1
020501 IC 91350 64.31 00455499 64,31 111338 54,31 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 300404 HOO1l87 01
020501 IC 94549 162,10 00460206  152.10 121693 152.10  IC TRANSFER PMT 400 300130 AU2494 Ol
020501 IC 94530 83.90 00460200 83.990 121643 33,97  IC TRANSFER PHMT 400 300404 HO0264 01
020501 PV 111356 325,92 00417343 325.92 042258 325,92 THOEZLE PRINTING ' 01
IR = LT U =] T 41-1233099
020501 PV 124924 467.84 00453537 467.84%7 11083E 467.84%  THOELE PRINTING ol
S BT ___ 4#1=1233099 o )
020501 PV 124940 200.20 00452476  200.20 1101838 200.20  TAOELE PRINTING 01
41-1233099
020501 PV 124941 169.20 00456842 169.20 112988 157.20  THGELE PRINTING
T N T R ' 41-1233099
020501 PV 124960 : 100.10 00452963 110488 100.10 THODELE PRINTING
41-1233099

020501 PV 126377 57.81 00460364 ‘ T 121628 57.81  THOELE PRINTING
4]1-1233099

UBJECT TOTAL 75243.86 . 9243.06 R A A S L -

:5\;!wummiawu-:

[

[

o

W

B

-

020909 AA JE1590 425.00 081538 FRCH RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101020179
020909 AA JE2101 250.00 101188 . 0.00  FROM _RFC __FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001

020909 CA ESTO12 10.00 MISC PARKING

020909 CA 81734 170.00 00438752 0.00 081938 170.00 _ VICTORY PARKING INC M-S0 o

5 T 80519 41-143

020909 CA 83261 110,00 00441282 090288 10.00 DESPIEGELAERE

020909 CA 85987 85.00 00445303 .00 093088 85.00  VICTORY PARKING INC

41-1436789

020909 CA 88403 170.00 00450843 102538 170.00  VICTORY PARKING INC
41-1436739

020909 CA 95656 = “:85.00 00461840 T © 122388 85,00 VICTORY PARKING INC .
: ? £ : 41-1436789

01

¥ E5u5

“i  DBJECT TOTAL ~530.00 : 520.00 530.00
021101 AA JE2101 100,00 0.00 101188 0.00 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001

021101 CA ESTO013 - 100.00 R s T R e T 100.00 JILL  GOSKI-REIMBURSEMENT s
OBJECT TOTAL. - ©100.00 0.00 100.00 o,

250.00 RAMSEY COUNTY

" 0,00

021192 CA ESTOl4 250.00

021192 IC 78936 1,781.52 00433816 1,781l.52 072283 1,781.52 IC TRANSFER PMT 400 40001 360104

021192 IC_ 94551A 377.96 00460200 377,967 121688 377.96  IC TRANSFER PKT 400 40001 360104
DBJECT TOTAL 29»%09.48 = 25159.48 22409,.48




i
E

DETAIL DISODURSEMENTS BY ORG. UNIT RAMSEY COUNTY PAGE 3923
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT

12 30 83 :
RFC FUND 591 DORG. UNIT 59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY I b o= ] B N

L

OBJECT CLAIM CLAIN CLAIM  WARRANT WARRANT  WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDGR NAME cK
CODE  1ID NO. AMOUNT  NO._  AMOUNT DATE  AMOUNT = . e B s g

021226 AA JEO961 4»000.00 V.00 032488 0.00 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001

[ TR

®_ o _o-0

-|._f'_J__'.' o4 @ <o
S0 R - R S L |

St - g ¥

| 7021226 CA ESTO15 250.00 P S L A PR T ey e s 250.00 7 VARTOUS MEMBERS
021226 CA 72949 25.00 00423810 25400 052738 25.00 ARMSTEAD CLARK
! i 476-24-1903 i

021226 CA 72950 50.00 00423811  50.00 052738 50,00  GILLILAND PAUL
477-30-1320

021226 CA 72951 30.00 00423812 30.00 052728 30,00 HOLDEMAN KEN

= Eae e . 92 6=3633

021226 CA 72952 25.00 00423813 25,00 052788 25.00 KREMN ROBZRT J
332-36-2777

021226 CaA 72953 50.00 00423813  50.00 052738 —  Bd.00  KRAEW : ' ROBERT J
332-36-2777

021226 CA 72954 40.00 00423814 052738 40.00  HANDERSCHEID MARC J
2 SHIESON N RTEBoI BT —— N :
021226 CA 72955 10.00 00423814 052788 10.00  MANDERSCHEID MARC J
504-68-2187
621226 CA 72956 20.00 00423815 5. Gl cs27as RO, GRDGRBE . o o LAURIE
472-56-8333
021226 CA 72957 40.00 00423816 052788 49.09  SANDBERG JR FRANK E
i R S . T a4b69-46-8508 '
021226 CA 72958 20.00 00423817 20400 052738 20,00  SCHWICHTENBERG MAGGIE
” 474-60-9310
021226 CA 72959 40.00 00423819 40,00 032788 43.00  SEVER - HELEW
472-24-3786
10,00  SHEEHAN JOHN M

021226 CA 72960 10.00 00423819  10.00 052783
R S TR - &47Z2-36-7T1%6

021226 CA 72961 1C.00 00423820 10.00 052788 10.00 THEISEN IGNATIUS J
476-38-0288
55,00 VAN HOEF T ROSERT
376-18-3599
021226 CA 72963 35.00 00423822 35.00 052788 35.00 WaLD CHARLES
€ — G T —_'—'_{'71'226:.32q7 TR S~ e S i =
021226 CA 73155 20,00 00423823 " N2 00 052788 20.00 BROWN TRIESTA
: : % I Bl e ] 380-62-0872
021226 CTA 73655 45.00 00424740 §5.00  T&EDIEBB &5.00 CLARSORY ™ —  RUBERT & BL |
224-56-2903
021226 CA 73666 55.00 00424741 55,00 060338 FAVILLE HUGH 01
: Tk AT BT . 397=-12-9%97 . =y :
021226 CA 73667 25,00 00424742 25.00 060388 25.00 TRACY NANCY ANN 01
; P | ' 492-46-41T76 ;
021226 CA 73668 45.00 00424747 45,00  ©sk0338 — 45,00 IRACY =4 — NANCY ANN 01  |=1
492-46-4176

021226 CA 75287 5.00 00427697 .00 €61738 5.00 RECKINGER i 01
& loach i Sl - E=tt i — % 9=339055——— S : - e mhn

021226 CA 72962 55.00 00423821 55,00 052788




DETAIL DISBURSEMENTS BY ORG. UNIT RAMSEY COUNTY PAGE 3924
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT
12 30 88

RFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101  RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY R

©
\ -

0BJECT CLAIM CLAIM CLAIM  WARRANT WARRANT  WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDOR NAME
CODE 1D NO. ANOUNT NO. AMOUNT  DATE  AMOUNT s _ _ L

021226 CA 78174 25.00 00432928 25.00 071588 5.0 FAVILLE HUGH
021226 CA 78358 25,00 00433733 25,00 071988 25,00 CLARKSON 3 RORERT
224-56-2903
021226 CA 78359 10,00 00433734 10.00 071988 GROCHALA STEVE
: e e e __478-68-7233 - —
021226 CA 78360 25.00 00433735 25,00 071988 KXEN RO3IZRT
332-36-2777
071988 25400  MANDERSCHEID MARC

T 504-68-2187

021226 . CA 78362 25.00 00433737 25.00 071988 5.00 ROSSMAN
). - : i ___ 469-48-6719 ]
021226 CA 78363 20.00 00433738 20.00 071983 20.0 VAN HIFEF ROBERT
376-18-3599
021226 CA 78364 25.00 00433739 25,00 (71983  25.00 Wl  CHARLES
- TN 471-26-3297
021226 CA 78478 . 45,00 00433740 45.00 071983 45,00 RISSMAN ROSERT S
. 469-48-8719 -
15.00 SANDBERG
469-46-8508

021226 CA 79106 10,00 00434865 10,00 072698  10.09 SEVZR
3 TS 472-24-3786
021226 CA 79631 20.00 00435393 20.00 072988 20.00 TRACY
- - 492-46-4176
021226 CA 80737 25.00 00437872 25,00 081288  25.00 GILLILAND
477-80-1820

021226 CA 68908 20.00 00451932 20,00 -~ 102888 20,00 CLARKSIN
: 224-56-2903

©_o 6 @

LR B T T

=8

5

021226 CA 78361 25,00 00433736  25.00

[

ROBERT

021226 CA 748778 15.00 00434369 B 15.00 072283

021226 CA 88909 20,00 00451933 20,00, 102888 20,00  FAVILLE
3 397-12-9497 . L

021226 CA 88910 10,00 00451934 10.00 102888 10.00 GILLILAND PAUL
477-80-1820

021226 CA 88311 20.00 00451935 1) 20,06 102888 ol __KREN [N ROBERT 01

: o 332-36-2771

021226 CA 88912 6T 5.00 00451936 5.00. l028€e8 HANDERSCHEID MARC

%

021226 CA 88913  5.00 00451937 5,00 102688 SANDBERG FRANK
469-46-8508

021226 CA 88914 15.00 00451938 15,00, 102888 SEVER . . HELEN
e i 5 472-24-3786 1=t ¥
021226 CA 88915 £20.00 00451939 20,00+ 102883 20.00  TRACY NANCY
' : _492-46-4176

10.00  GROCHALA T STEVE
478-58-7233

021226 CA 89925 5.00 00454046 5,00 110898  5.00  ROSSMAN

469-48-3719

021226 CA 89067 10.00 00452477  10.00° 110188

OBJECT TOTAL 1,330.00 1,080.00 ' 1,330.00




DETAIL DISBURSEMENTS BY ORG. UNIT RAASEY COUNTY
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT
12 30 88
RFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

...,__...
-

DBJECT CLAIM CLAIM CLAIM  WARRANT WARRANT  WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDOR NAME
CODE ID  NO. AHDUNT NO.  AMOUNT  DATE  AMOUNT

jbl.ll-l—~

021403 AA JE2101 500.00 0.00 101138 0.00 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001

s~ oo

'ﬁ‘bzr%oa CA ESTUIG 200.00 = T 0.00 B ) 2%0.00 OCT-DEC CONFERENCES
| 021403 CA 86898 110.00 00447945 1190.00: 101138 110,00 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA EXTENS
021403 CA 94337 50.00 00460798 50400 121688 50,00 REGIODNAL TRANSIT BJARD

08JECT TOTAL 360,00 T 160.00 T ' 360.00 I T

021407 AA  JEO274 10,000.00 = __ 0b.00 021785 - 0.00  FROM KFC FUMD 591 APPROP 53101061001

021407 CA ESTO17 25100.00 0.00 25100.00 WASHINGTON DC
021407 CA ESTO18 6»705.00 4 _ 0.00 _ 55705.00 ~ CALGARY, PDRTLAND, SACREMENTOD
021407 CA o64lal 1,091.91 00407935 = 1,091.91 030487 1,091.91  FINLEY JOHA T
021407 CA 64165 195.00 00407936 195.00 030438 195.00 AMER UNDERGROUMD SPACE A3SN
021407 CA 69685 630.00 00418130 630.00 042289 630.20 TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BUARD T356
7021407 CA 70249 900.00 DO0%Z1I8745 T 800.00 042988 933,00 DESPTIEGELAERE J KATHRYN
200 021407 CA 70250 255.00 00418745 255.00 042938 255.00 FAIRMONT HOTEL-SAN JOSE
211 021407 CA 70251 900.00 00418419 900,00 042788 920.00 O'MALLEY ! PATRICK
72| G21407 CA 70429 565.00 00419394  505.00 030333  5K5,02 BJWER o~ JAMES
021407 CA 73466 15124.00 00424414 15124.0C 060148 15,124,090 ASK MR FOSTER TRAVEL SERVICE

41-1367131
021407 TCA B24aTe 1,800.00 00440562  1,600.00 - 0R23R:c 1,893.00 HAL NORGARD T3e7?
021407 CA 91583 134,40 00456766 134,40 112348 13%.%49 NORGARD HAROLD A
021407 CA 62669 64.20 00458179 64420 120238 64,20 FINLEY JOHN T
[T 021407 CA 92470 64.20 00458160 T b64.20. 120288 B&.20  NORGAROD " HAROLD A
021407 CA 92887 " 694.00 00458181 694.00 . 120288 694,00 HIB3IT TRAVEL
021407 CA 93661 500,00 00459526 500,00 120998 590.00 DESPIEGELAERE KATHRYN
" 0Z21%07 CA 93662 370,00 00459527  370.00 120988 370.00 FINLEY T ey — JOHN
021407 CA 93663 500.00 00459528 500.00 120988 500.00 HUNT RUBY
021407 CA 93664 500.00 00459529 500.00 120988 520.00 MCCARTY DUANE
021407 CA 956567 1,374.00 00461741 —  1,374.00 122388 1537%4.00  ASK MK FOSTER TRAV:L SERVICE

41-1367181
021407 CA 95658 1»374.38 00461741 1»374.38 122338 15374.38 ASK MR FOSTER TRAVEL SERVICE
_ ) i = - 0 B0, = W &1-1387181 =
021407 CA 95659 : 1,086.78 00461741 1,086.78 1223938 1,086.73 ASK MR FOSTER TRAVEL SERVICE
i T SR A et i : 41-1367181
021407 CA 93660 1,374.38 00461741  1,374.38 122388 1537%.38  ASK HR FOSTER TRAVEL SERVICE

41-1367181

OBJECT TOTAL 245302.25 15,497.25  245302.25 . S ot P PUD g, DU S

021408 AA JEO572 . 1,000.00 0.00 032588 0.00 FROM RFC FUND 591 APPROP 59101061001
021408 AA JE2369 250,00 _0.00 111088 0.00  TO  RFC  FUND 591 APPROP 59101020209

021408 CA ESTO19 25.00 0.00 25.00 REFRESHMENTS EXPENSE
021408 CA 67030 16.86 00412503 16.86  03293¢ 15.86  MIDWAY HOSPITAL _ e TSRS e 02

as] 021408 CA 69033 189,60 00416342 169.60 041583 169.60  QUALITY CATERIRG 01
99-9399999

e ® 9" 9 & o o

)
s

3|

s W
o

P




At : et N ,,4__,_*_._,_IL'_ 2 AL OMM I W TS v NS
DETAIL D!!BURSEHENTS BY ORG. UNIT
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT

12 30 68

RFC FUND 591 ORG. UNIT 59101  RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

OBJECT
CODE

CLAIM CLAIH
1D NO.

CLAIM
AMOUNT

WARRANT
NO.

021408
021408 CA

CA 70430

77192

25.29
445

021408 CA
DBJECT

82651
TOTAL

S5¢45
246.65

00419395
00431138

00440181

HAJ O8d TITAL

030101 AA JEZ2101

213,931.02

800.00

Ca
CA

ESTO020
87101

030101
s 030101

25.00
141.55

WARRAHN

___AMOUR

25429

LR

5¢4
221.6

T WARRANT
e

c50338
5 07038

5 082688

9

T 101s679.02

00447622

030101 CA 83970

9.95

00452219

030101 CA 91071

030101 CA 94302

167.05

13.00

00455643

00460422

OBJECT TOTAL

356.55

_141.5

q.q
167.0
_13.0

331.5

HAJ 0BJ TOTAL

040300, AA JE2101

356.55

200.00

040300 CA
040300 CA

ESTO21
89184

46.00
152.00

00452478

0.0

2
-1
0

5

331.55

0._

0.0
152.0

DBJECT TOTAL

MAJ 0BJ TOTAL

200.00

200.00

0

DATE

101138

O _ 1101u¥

152.00

152.00

061001
061001

AA
AA

JEO274
JEOS572

10,000.00
1,000.00

AA
AA
AA

061001
061001
061001

JED961
JE2101
JE2101

45000.00
800,00

0.0

0,00

0.0
0.0
0.0

0 021788
032588
0 052488
0 101168
0 101188

.. 20000

ENCUMBERED
__AMOUNT

25.29

4445

545
245.65

D400

25400
161.55

9.95

VENDOR NAAE

MLDAAY HOSPITAL
__HMIDWAY HISPITAL
HIDWAY HOSPITAL

':2I3)931.02_"______

FRON_RFC

FUND 591

APPROP 59101061001

ST PAUL, CITY OF

T 41-5005521
ST PAUL CITY OF
41-5005521

ST PAUL CITY

167.05 ST PAUL CITY OF

13,00 ST PAUL CITY OF

356455

355,55

49.90
_. 152,09

200.00

0.00
0.00
~ 0.00
0400

0,00

AA
AA
AA

061001
061001
061001

JE2101
JE2101
JE2101

1,100.00
250,00
100.00

061001
061001
061001

AA
AA
AA

JE2101
JE2101
JE2101

1,050.00
3,300.00
200,00

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

061001
061001 AA JE2101
061001 AA JEZ2101

AA  JE2101

3,500,00
500.00
35000, 00

OBJECT TOTAL

MAJ 0BJ TOTAL

0.00

0.00

0.0
0.0
0.0

0 101188
0 101188
_10118%
101188

0 101188
0 101198
0 101138
9 101183
0 1011338

"~ 0.00

0.0

L4

0,00
0.00
0.00
.00
C.00
__0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0)
0.90

0.00

78

41-6C05521

41-0005521

FUND 591

APPROP 59101061001

DATA PROCESSING-RAMSEY CO

MIDLAND FINANCIAL

TD  RFC
30 REL .

TO  RFC

T3  RFC
o ST REC .

10 REC

T0  RFC
REC
RFC
RFC
RFC
RFC
RFC
.

0
TO0

2 Y
10
10
10

__FUND

FUND 551
FUND 591

APPROP 59101021407
APPROP 59101021408

FUND 591 APPROP 59101021226

FUND 591

FUND 591 APPROP 59101030101

591
591
591

FUND
FUND
FUND
FUND
FUND
FUND
FUND
FUND

591

591
591

APPROP 59101020176

APPROP 59101020185
APPROP 59101020909
APPROP 59101021101

APPROP 59101020401

APPROP 59101020179
APPROP 59101021403

591 APPROP 59101020501

591 APPROP 59101020202

591 APPROP 59101040300
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DETAIL DISBURSEMENTS BY DRG. UNIT RAMSEY COUNTY
ACCTING 060 890125 ACCOUNTING DEPT
12 30 88
RFC FUND 591 DORG. UNIT 59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIOHAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

-

DBJECT CLAIM CLAIM CLAIN  WARRANT WARRANT  WARRANT ENCUMBERED VENDUR NAME
CODE ID _ NO. AHOUNT NO. ~~~ AMOUNT  DATE  AMOUNT

070201 IC 7B936A 12,500.00 00433816 125500.00 072288 125500.00 IC TRANSF:R PMT 400 48677 3301903
070201 IC 12,500.00 00460200 12,500.00 121688 12,500.00  IC TRANSFER PHT 400 48677 330103
25,000.00 25,000.00 255000.00

SCim e te Wk -

1 @ ~jo 0 alw N -

MAJ 0BJ TOTAL 25, 000,00 25,000,00 25,000.00

ORG.UNIT TOTAL 2395,487.57 12751562457 2395437.57 REG TRANSACTIONS = 223 TRANSFERS =
PAYRILL TRANSACTIONS =




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION 1-1-

/

| Board Action Requested

— Approve adjustments to the 1989 Ramsey County
Originating Department Regional Railroad Authority budget in the

s , \ : / amount of $2,878,500 in accordance with the
_i‘é&%.:ﬂ%y _‘izlé_dcf attached documentation.
Authorized t Date

ACTION IS REQUESTED **

RCRRA

Request Justification

See attached: Memorandum from Kathryn DeSpiegelaere dated February 7, 1989;
Request form for budget adjustments and attachments; and
Proposed resolution approving adjustments.

- . ' = o
i i d e A AamaTEd e et anTamE e

Hoasn ¥ SO0 ng ¢ Y 8 ) \
SdooUlUluilil]l aluTu LdlliE 3 C Lo oaWwal'a 11U ok

This will establish different accounts for different phases of projects
to be undertaken by RCRRA in 1989.

Date / Time
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 i Date
February 14, 1989 : 2/9/89
Board Date i . Date




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

aill'oad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

s Hal N
Authority a7
Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

RAMSEY COUNTY

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?ﬁf}‘

Subject: Budget Adjustments - Fiscal Year 1989

Date: February 7, 1989

At the time of 1989 Budget adoption, Minnesota Department of
Transportation (Mn/DOT) directives governing distribution of grant
funds for LRT planning and engineering precluded initiation of
"preliminary Engineering/EIS" work prior to completion of a
"Comprehensive Plan." The budget was prepared with those
assumptions, and preliminary engineering/EIS costs were included
only to the extent that initiation and coordination activities for
that work could begin in late 1989.

The LRT grant application included preliminary engineering and EIS
costs. Sensitive to the RCRRA's efforts to expedite planning and
engineering studies, Mn/DOT authorized proceeding with a
comprehensive LRT plan, preliminary engineering and an
environmental impact statement for the Midway Corridor, and
awarded Ramsey County $1,181,000 for that work.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority accepted the light
rail transit grant award in the amount of $1,181,000 on November
22, 1988, resolving to fund the local match for that amount from
the 1989 budget or the 1990 tax levy (see attached resolution).

The 1989 budget has been reviewed with Budgeting and Accounting
staff. Through transfer of reserve 1988 funds, redistribution of
funds from the general cost center accounts, and use of $300,000
from the 1989 Contingency account, we have established separate
cost centers for each area of LRT work - General (59101), RCRRA
Comprehensive Plan (59102), RCRRA Preliminary Engineering (59103),
and RCRRA Environmental Impact Statement (59104). Separate cost
centers are required to meet Minnesota Department of
Transportation accounting requirements. A summary of requested
budget adjustments is as follows:




February 7, 1989
Page Two

SUMMARY OF REQUESTED BUDGET ADJUSTNENT: INCREASE REVENUE DECREASE REVENUE

INCREASE TAX LEVY DECREASE TAX LEVY
DECREASE APFROP INCREASE APPROP

REDUCTION IN ESTIMATED REVENUE:
59101 RC REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

DECREASE TAX LEVY:
59101 RC REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

REOUCTION IN APPROPRIATIONS:
59101 RC REGIONAL RATLROAD AUTHORITY 41,474
59101 RC REGIONAL RATLROAD AUTHORITY 1,656,026

TOTAL GENERAL REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY: 1,697,500

516,500

I,181,000

1,697,500

SUMMARY OF GRANT COST CENTERS:

INCREASE TN ESTIMATED REVENUE:

59102 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 302,000
59103 PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING: 653,000
59104 ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING: 226,000

1,181,000
INCREASE OF TAX LEVY:

59102 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 302,000
59103 PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING: 653,000
59104 ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING: 226,000

[,181,000
INCREASE IN APPROPRIATIONS:

59102 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 604,000
59103 PRELIKINARY ENGINEERING: 1,306,000
59104 ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING: 452,000

TOTAL GRANT COST CENTERS:

The attached "Request Form for Budget Adjustments," and
attachments, detail the adjustments in revenue and appropriations,
and accounts distribution for each of the four cost centers.
These appropriations are consistent with grant application figures
for Planning, and Phase I Preliminary Engineering and EIS work.
The transfers also satisfy fund match requirements.

Recommendation:

Approve adjustments to the 1989 Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority budget in accordance with attached documentation.

KD/clm
Attachment




White & Yellow - Acctg. Dept. Copies
Pink - Report Copy
Green - Retained Copy
RAMSEY COUNTY
REQUEST FORM FOR BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD FUND

.PARTMEN'I : NAME:

Nol

(For Budgeting & Acctg
Use Only)

FUND: 591

ORG. # See attached

The Budget Adjustment requested will require the following:

1. ] Transfer From Appropriation) Check aApplicable

XX
XX] Increase Estimated Revenue ) Box(es)
rg, # Account No. Account Title

2, For Accounting
Dept. Use Only
Unencumbered
Balance Before
Adjustment

T T
See attached

X Decrease Revenue

3, XJ Transfer to Appropriation }
| Increase Appropriation
Org. # Account No.

Check Applicable
Box(es)
Account Title

TOTAL 2,878,500

See attached

TOTAL 2,878,500

4, Reasons for Adjustment Request:

This budget adjustment is to transfer estimated revenue and appropriations from the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Operational cost center = 5910l - to the

three Grant Cost Centers:

59102 =~ Comprehensive Plan
59103 =~ Preliminary Engineering
59104 - Environmental Engineering

The terms of the Grant agreement with Minnesota Department of Transportation require
the grant and related match be accounted for by project. This adjustment will establish

that accounting.

(Attach sheet if more space is needed)

Date

Approval requested by: E;%}QVQdQH/,(LaQTEp1{,
// “ Authorized Signature

4 '

Approved by Budget Analyst:

%Q%G%L Date: éz
A

Date: ~ '

-
.Jproved by Budget Director/:/\-zﬂ?w:.__,[,{/{fg /A(«,[/‘
i /

Approved by Board of Co, Cﬁﬁ;i;sioners:

Date:

B&A 349- (3-83)

Instructions on reverse side of green copy




BUDGET ADJUSTMENT DETAIL

RANSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

TRANSFER TO MINNESOTA GRANT ACCOUNTS:

RANSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REDUCE ESTINATED REVENUE:

59101

321067

Kinnesota DOT LRT Grant

TRANSFER FROM APPROPRIATION:

59101
39101
39101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101
59101

020102
020103
020102
020174
020176
020179
020185
020193
020202
020401
020501
021226
021407
021408
061001

Consulting Services

Engineering Service - Public Works

Consulting Services

County Attorney

Executive Director
Budgeting & Accounting
Data Processing

Project Management

Postage

Publishing Minutes & Notices
Printing & Stationery
Committee Compensation
Travel

Yolunteer Expense
Contingency Appropriations

RCRRA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
INCREASE ESTIMATED REVENUE:

59102

INCREASE
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102
59102

321067

Hinnesota DOT LRT Grant

APPROPRIATIONS:

020102
020174
020176
020179
020185
020193
020202
020401
020501
021226
021401
021403

Consulting Services
County Attorney
Executive Director
Budgeting & Accounting
Data Processing
Project Management
Postage

Publishing Minutes & Notices
Printing & Stationery
Committee Compensation
Nembership Dues
Conference/Seminars

INC REVENUE
DEC APPROP

';:.:,-f s
UM s/
IZ.QOO\\~

DEC REVENUE
INC APPROP

516,500

e
g ~
f;v

9 A—

931,000
44,498
60,000

18,800

3,968
240,724
4,504
6,650
22,882
4,000
16,000
3,000

1,697,500

302,000

460,000
10,680
Il.398

4,512
952
87,121
1,081
2,000
8,000
3,000
10,000

604,000

34.«6?»/
2/7/69

5/, ,500

<75,578 s

94/, 0000
55 bR3.00
7Y 9§%.ro
as‘?sap-ao

4,9%0.00

36, 920.00
S, b24.R5
&, 15600
28 5353/
4. 000 .00
J 71000 . 70

3,000:00

ZiEca £x3¢9.£7ﬁ'll’




BUOGET ADJUSTHENT DETAIL

. RCRRA PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING:

59103 321067 Minnesota DOT LRT Grant 653,000

INCREASE APPROPRIATIONS:

59103 020102 Consulting Services 1,110,000
59103 020174 County Attorney 25,364
59103 020176  Executive Dlrector 34,194
59103 020179  Budgeting & Accounting 10,716
59103 020185 Data Processing 2,262
59103 020193 Project Management 99,221
59103 020202 Postage 2,567
59103 020401 Publishing Minutes & Notices 3,386
59103 020501 Printing ¢ Stationery 10,534
59103 021226 Committee Compensation 1,000
59103 021407 Other Travel 6,000
59103 021408 Volunteer Expense

1,306,000
RCRRA ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

59104 321067  Minnesota DOT LRT Grant 226,000

INCREASE APPROPRIATIONS:

59104 020102 Consulting Services 366,000
59104 020174 County Attorney 8,454
59104 020176  Executive Director 11,39
59104 020179  Budgeting & Accounting 3,572
59104 020185 Data Processing 154
59104 020193 Project Management 55,354
59104 020202 Postage 856
59104 020401 Publishing Minutes & Notices 1,264
59104 020501 Printing & Stationery

2,818,500

ZSZ=sSsZ=szz==ssE=z=s3:xs




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority has accepted a grant from the Minnesota Department of
Transportation for the purpose of completing a Comprehensive
Light Rail Transit Plan for the entire County, Phase I
Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Impact Statement
studies for the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, the 1989 Budget did not provide funding for
Phase I Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Impact
Statement studies; and

WHEREAS, Minnesota Department of Transportation grant
provisions require separate accounting of each area of work;
and

WHEREAS, Regional Railroad Authority staff has
prepared budget adjustment recommendations which transfer
original budget appropriations, including revenues and tax
levy, to separate cost centers for four areas of LRT work -
RCRRA General(59101), RCRRA Comprehensive Plan(59102), RCRRA
Preliminary Engineering(59103), and RCRRA Environmental Impact
Statement(59104); and

WHEREAS, The recommended budget adjustments include
appropriation distribution to accounts within each cost center;
and

WHEREAS, The appropriations resulting from the
recommended budget adjustments are consistent with the light
rail transit grant application and meet the matching fund
obligations of the grant agreement; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority approves the budget adjustments, in the amount of
$2,878,500, in accordance with the documentation attached in
incorporated herein as Exhibit A.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

ailroad

November 22, 1988 No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority by
resolution on August 16, 1988 authorized submission of a grant
application to the Minnesota Department of Transportation for
light rail transit work and affirmed its commitment to fund 50
percent of the cost of that work; and

WHEREAS, The Minnesota Department of Transportation has
indicated that Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has been
awarded $1,181,000 for 1light rail transit work which requires
matching funds of $1,181,000; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
accepts the 1light rail transit grant award of $1,181,000; and Be
It Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
agrees to fund the 1local match for the entire $1,181,000 grant
from the 1989 budget or the 1990 tax levy, and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
authorizes the Chairman of the Regional Railroad Authority to sign
a contract accepting the grant award.

“Warren W. Schaber, Secretary

John T. Finley, Chairman By W/”é




SUMMARY OF 1989 RC REGIONAL RAILROAD BUDGET

. RESULTS OF BUDGET ADJUSTMENT

1989 BUDGET

59101 RC REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY 2,175,008 (1,656,026)
Tax Levy: 518,982

59102 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 604,000

Tax Levy: 302,000
Grant: 302,000

59103 PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 1,306,000
Tax Levy: 611,526
Prior Year Tax Levy: 41,474
Grant: 653,000

1,306,000

.59!04 ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING 452,000

Tax Levy: 226,000
Grant:

452,000

Recap of Source of Additional Budget:
Additional Grant Revenue:
Prior Year Appropriation:

Recap of Revised 1989 Budget:
1989 Tax Levy:
Prior Year Appropriation:
Minnesota DOT Raflroad Grant:

REVISED

518,982

604,000

1,306,000

452,000

1,658,508
41,474
1,181,000




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

7

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION ;

Board Action Requested

RCRRA
T Approve agreement with Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch,Inc.,
Originating Department No. RCRRA-88-002, in the amount of $437,700 and

|
|
|
]
) : authorize the Chairman of RCRRA to sign the
867
== | agreement on behalf of RCRRA for Comprehensive
i |
Authorized S ture Date | LRT Plan.
|
I

ACTION IS REQUESTED %%

Request Justification

See attached: Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere dated February 7, 1989;
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement No.
RCRRA-88-002; and
Proposed resolution approving agreement and authorizing
signature.
Certificate of Insurance

e

. .

o e &L.L 7 ) /
Budgetix ‘gd Acco m XM J/? 4 Date / Time

County Attorney Ko 2-9-89 Received By

Risk Mmqerw 2-F 2

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified compiete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

r

Committee / Meeting Date Signature
February 14, 1989 _; iy

Board Date Signature /
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RAMSEY COUNTY

ailroad
Authority

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. Kellogg Blvd.
St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

To:

From:
Subject:
Date:

On
awarded a

Inc.(Agreement
provided

contract
developed
services,
Tasks 2-8
detail,

December

major

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners

Terry Schutten, Executive Director

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere ?ﬁiﬁ#

Phase II Contract for Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan

February 7, 1989

13, 1988, the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
contract for professional services to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch,
No. RCRRA-88-001) in the amount of $23,000. This
for the completion of Task 1 of the Work Plan
for the Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan. Among other
the contract provided for the refinement and expansion of
of the Work Plan. The resulting documentation defines, in
subtasks, procedures and methodologies required to

complete the Comprehensive LRT Plan.

The

documented
Background."

$437,700,
as

by

work identified in Agreement No.

detailed in the technical report.
Strgar-
Exhibit A.

RCRRA-88-001 is now complete and
the technical report "Phase I Report: Work Program and
Attached Agreement No. RCRRA-88-002, in the amount of
has been negotiated for the purpose of completing Tasks 2-8
Relevant sections of the report
Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. are incorporated in the agreement as

Completion of all contractual obligations identified in

in

this agreement is anticipated by December, 1989.

Recommendation:

Approve
authorize

Agreement

the
County

RCRRA-88-002 in
of the Ramsey

amount of $437,700 and
Regional Railroad

No.

the Chairman

Authority to sign the agreement on its behalf.




o Resolution

lonal
eg‘m::d Board of

Cwiorsy RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. has completed all
work identified in Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Agreement No. RCRRA-88-001, including refinement and expansion of
Tasks 2-8 of the Work Plan developed for the Comprehensive Light
Rail Transit Plan; and

WHEREAS, The "Phase I Report: Work Program and
Background" defines in detail major subtasks, procedures, and
methodologies required to complete the Comprehensive Light Rail
Transit Plan; and

WHEREAS, Regional Railroad Authority staff has prepared
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement No.
RCRRA-88-002, in the amount of $437,700 for the purpose of
completing Tasks 2-8 as detailed in the technical report; Now,
Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
approves Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement No.
RCRRA-88-002 in the amount of $437,700; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

authorizes the Chairman of the Regional Rail Authority to sign the
agreement on behalf of the Authority.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY AGREEMENT NO. RCRRA-88-002

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION BASIC SERVICES OF THE CONSULTANT
SECTION ADDITIONAL SERVICES OF THE CONSULTANT
SECTION THE RCRRA’S RESPONSIBILITY

SECTION PERIOD OF SERVICES

SECTION PAYMENTS TO THE CONSULTANT

SECTION GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

RCRRA-88-002




AGREEMENT FOR CONSULTANT SERVICES BETWEEN
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
AND
STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY AGREEMENT NO. RCRRA-88-002

THIS AGREEMENT, made as of the 13th day of December in the year
Nineteen Hundred and Eighty-eight by and between the RAMSEY COUNTY
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY, a body politic and corporate under the laws
of the State of Minnesota, hereinafter referred to as the RCRRA, and
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Incorporated, having its place of business at Suite
150, One Carlson Parkway North, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55447, hereinafter
referred to as the "Consultant."

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the RCRRA desires professional CONSULTANT services for the
preparation of a Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan, the planning
tasks and services, and scope and detail thereof, being set forth in
Tasks 1 through 8 of the Request for Proposal; and

WHEREAS, the CONSULTANT, under contract to the RCRRA, has completed
the technical report and findings and recommendations as identified in
Task 1 of the Request for Proposal and in accordance with Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority Agreement No. RCRRA-88-001; and

WHEREAS, the professional services agreement set forth herein
provides for the completion of the work plan set forth in the technical
reports completed under Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Agreement No. RCRRA-88-001, hereinafter referred to as the Work Program
Tasks 2-8, Phase I: Procedures, and Project Budget and Schedule Report,
all three attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit A.

NOW, THEREFORE, the RCRRA and the CONSULTANT, for the consideration

hereinafter set forth, agree as follows:

SBCTION I — BASIC SERVICES OF THE CONSULTANT

GENERAL

1. The CONSULTANT agrees to perform professional services in
connection with Project as hereinafter stated.

The CONSULTANT shall serve as the RCRRA's professional
representative in the Consulting phase(s) of the Project to
which this Agreement applies, and shall give consultation and
professional advice to the RCRRA during the performance of his
services.

RCRRA-88-002
i, -




PROJECT TASK .

The CONSULTANT shall furnish services to complete the requirements
as set forth in attached Exhibit A - Work Program Tasks 2-8, Phase
Procedures, and Project Budget and Schedule Report, and
hereinafter stated.

1. Applicable Laws, Regulations and Guidelines:

a. In performance of services specified in this agreement, the
CONSULTANT shall give recognition to the requirements of
applicable laws, regulations, and guidelines with respect to
LRT location, design, environmental impact, funding, and
other planning considerations. Applicable laws,
regulations, and guidelines shall include but not be limited
to:

1. United States Department of Transportation, Urban Mass
Transportation Administration Manuals, guidelines, and
standards.

National Environmental Policy Act of 11969 - Public Law
91-190.

Section 4(f) of Public Law 89-670.

Section 6(f) of Public Law 88-578. .

Minnesota Statutes, Section 116D.01 et.seq.
(Environmental Policy Act of 1973).

Presidential Executive Order No. 11988(Flood Plain
Management).

Presidential Executive Order No. 11990(wWetlands).

Minnesota Statutes, Section 116G.04(Critical Areas Act
of 1973).

9. Section 106 of Public Law 89-185(National Historic
Preservation Act).

The goals and objectives for the work completed under this agreement
include completion of all elements and subtasks of Exhibit A, with
the final product being completion of a Comprehensive Light Rail
Transit Plan for Ramsey County.

RCRRA-88-002
&2«




SECTION II - ADDITIONAL SERVICES OF THE CONSULTANT
GENERAL

If authorized in writing by the RCRRA, the CONSULTANT shall furnish
additional services of the following type:

1. Preparation of applications and supporting documents for
government grants, loans or advances in connection with the
project. Review and evaluation of the effect on the planning
requirements of the project of any statements or documents
prepared by others.

Additional services due to significant changes in general scope
of the Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan, as identified in
Tasks 2 through 8 of attached Exhibit A, including, but not
limited to, change of size, and complexity of character,

Preparing supporting data and other services in connection with
change orders if the change is due to causes beyond the control
of the CONSULTANT and is inconsistent with the original planning
intent.

Providing services after issuance to the RCRRA of the final
certificate of payment, except for clarification of information,
findings, or recommendations provided in the technical report
resulting from execution of this agreement.

Providing services of professional consultants for other than
the normal <consulting services for the project, not otherwise
provided for in this agreement.

Serving as an expert witness for the RCRRA in any litigation or
other proceedings involved in the project.

7. Additional services in connection with the project not otherwise
provided for in this agreement. :

Any payment for these additional services shall be made in accordance
with Section V-B.

=8ECTION III - THE RCRRA’'S RESPONSIBILITY

THE RCRRA SHALL:

1. Provide information in a timely manner as to its requirements
for the project.

2. Assist the CONSULTANT by placing at his disposal available
information pertinent to the project. This information shall
include but not be limited to technical reports, existing
transit/traffic/planning studies and reports, aerial
photographs, base maps, layouts, and profiles which RCRRA may

RCRRA-88-002
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have in their possession or immediate access to. All data an
documentation thereof shall remain the property of RCRRA an
shall be returned to RCRRA when so requested.

Make best efforts to provide access to and make all provisions
for the CONSULTANT to enter upon public and private lands as
required for the CONSULTANT to perform his work under this
agreement.

Give prompt written notice to the CONSULTANT whenever the RCRRA
observes or otherwise becomes aware of any defect in the
project.

Bear all costs incidental to compliance with the requirements of
this Section III.

Arrange for publication in local newspapers for all required
public notices and hearings, and be responsible for all
publication fees.

Coordinate Community Participation as identified in Task 8 of
attached Exhibit A, and bear the costs and responsibilities
thereof.

Pay the cost of public agency review fees, if applicable.

SECTION IV - PERIOD OF SERVICES .

PROJECT TASKS

Upon written authorization to proceed from the RCRRA, the CONSULTANT
shall proceed with the performance of the services called for in the
in this agreement.

The CONSULTANT shall deliver the completed technical reports,
supporting documentation, and related materials and all authorized
work on the project within the time schedule set forth in Exhibit A,
or as revised or extended in accordance with agreement provisions.

GENERAL

Unless sooher terminated as provided in Section VI, this agreement
shall remain in force:

1. For a period which may reasonably be required for the completion
of all requirements set forth in this agreement, including extra
work and any required extension thereto. Unless specifically
provided for by supplemental agreement, the contract shall
remain in force for a period of 18 months from the date of
contract award.
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SECTION V - PAYMENTS TO THE CONSULTANT
PAYMENTS FOR THE BASIC SERVICES OF THE CONSULTANT UNDER SECTION I.

The CONSULTANT shall be compensated for completion of studies,
evaluations, technical and graphics information, and the final
technical and planning reports as described in Section I on the
basis of established hourly billing rates set forth in Exhibit B,
subject to an estimated not to exceed cost of $334,900.

Reimbursable (direct) costs incurred in the support of or
performance of services described in Section I shall be paid in
accordance with provisions of Section V-C, subject to an estimated
not to exceed cost of $102,800.

The CONSULTANT shall be paid monthly, upon receipt of invoice and
supporting documentation (Section V-D) by the RCRRA. The CONSULTANT
shall prepare an estimate of work completed through the date of
invoice. Payment shall not exceed the value of demonstrably
accomplished work through the date of invoice.

Total payments to the CONSULTANT for professional services and
reimbursable (direct) costs under Section I shall not exceed

$437,700, except as provided for by supplemental agreement to the
contract.

PAYMENTS FOR SERVICES OF THE CONSULTANT UNDER SECTION II

Compensation for performances of professional services identified in
Section 1II shall be made in accordance with established hourly
billing rates set forth in Exhibit B and direct costs, subject to
written approval of such services or expenditures by the RCRRA,
prior to the performance of them. Total payments to the CONSULTANT
for work described in Section II shall not exceed figures authorized
by the RCRRA through the date of invoice.

REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES

The following reimbursable (direct) expenses representing actual
expenditures made by the CONSULTANT, his employees, or his
professional consultants specifically for the project are not
included in Basic Services and shall be paid for as direct expenses
subject +to= the provisions of this agreement and approval of the
RCRRA:

1. The actual costs incurred by the CONSULTANT in retaining the
services of subconsultants for disciplines which are not
available within the CONSULTANT’'S firm and are necessary to
accomplish the work required by the agreement.
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Transportation expense, including mileage at the rate of $0.2
per mile, equal in amount to employee reimbursement up to th
current rate allowable under the Minnesota Travel Regulations
(1988), for services provided in connection with Sections I and
I1.

Fees paid, in the name of the RCRRA, for seeking approval of
authorities having jurisdiction over the project.

Graphics, printing, special mailings, aerial photographs,
presentation, and reproduction expenses when requested by the
RCRRA.

5. Other special travel and expenses connected therewith required
in connection with the project and authorized by the RCRRA.

INVOICE DOCUMENTATION

1. Professional services fees shall be documented with a payroll
cost breakdown including the name of employee, his
classification, current hourly billing rate, hours worked, and
total cost for each period.

Claimed expenses shall be supported with necessary documentation
to show that such costs are allocable to the project and
reasonable in amount. All major expenses, those in excess of
$1,000 per occurrence, shall be approved by the RCRRA prior t
their being incurred.

Overtime premium pay for work or services performed by the
CONSULTANT or his subconsultants will not be authorized. Hours
worked in excess of regularly scheduled work days or on holidays
will be reimbursed at the regular hourly rates.

GENERAL

1. The hourly rate for personnel, as the basis for payment under
this section shall mean the cost of salaries and wages paid to
principals and employees engaged directly on the project
including, but not 1limited to, planners engineers, surveyors,
technicians, drafters, specifications writers, estimators,
stenographers and clerks, including the cost of fringe benefits
includifig, but not 1limited to, Social Security contributions,
unemployment, excise and payroll taxes; Worker'’s Compensation,
health and retirement benefits, incentive compensation, sick
leave, vacation and holiday pay applicable thereto, and
professional fee.

All payments to the CONSULTANT shall be subject to a 10%
retainage pending final acceptance of technical reports,
supporting documentation, and Draft and Final versions of the
Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for Ramsey County, a
identified in Section I-B, by the RCRRA. b
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If this agreement is terminated upon completion of any element
of the CONSULTANT'S services, the monthly progress payments
shall be made in accordance with this section, If the
CONSULTANT'S services are terminated during an element of the
work, the CONSULTANT shall be paid for services performed
through the date of termination. Payment for partial completion
shall be based on hourly rates as set forth in exhibit B, plus
reimbursable expenses as described in Section V-C.

SECTION VI - GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
SERVICES

Services performed by the CONSULTANT under this contract shall be
performed in a diligent and competent manner and their performance
shall be subject to review and inspection by the RCRRA and the
Minnesota Department of Transportation through their designated
agents at all reasonable times.

REUSE OF DOCUMENTS

All documents, including original drawings and specifications,
prepared by CONSULTANT pursuant to this agreement are instruments of
service 1in respect to the project. They are not intended or
represented to be suitable for reuse by RCRRA or others on

extensions of the project or on any other project. Any reuse
without written verification or adaptation by CONSULTANT for the
specific purpose intended will be at RCRRA’S sole risk and without
liability or legal exposure to CONSULTANT. The RCRRA shall
indemnify and hold harmless CONSULTANT from all claims, damages,
losses and expenses including attorney’s fees arising out of or
resulting therefrom.

ASSIGNMENT

The CONSULTANT shall not, without the written consent of the RCRRA
assign any interest or obligation in this agreement.

CONTRACT INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS

The CONSULTANT shall purchase and maintain such insurance as will
protect -the® CONSULTANT from claims set forth below which may arise
out of, or result from, the CONSULTANT'S operations under the
contract, 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.
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The CONSULTANT shall obtain the following policies and attac.
certificates of insurance to signed contract.

Workers’ Compensation and Employer’s Liability Insurance:

1. In accordance with the provisions of Minnesota Statutes
Section 176.182 (1986), the CONSULTANT agrees to provide
acceptable evidence of compliance with the Workers’
Compensation insurance coverage requirement of Minnesota
Statutes Section 176.181, subdivision 2 (1986). Insurance
shall include an all states or universal endorsement.

This section shall not be construed to create any liability
on the part of the State, the RCRRA, or any governmental
subdivision to pay Workers’ Compensation benefits or to
indemnify the special compensation funds, an employer, or
insurer who pays Workers’ Compensation benefits.

2. Employer’s Liability insurance shall be written for minimum
limits of $1,000,000.

Comprehensive General Liability Insurance:
1. Bodily injury and property damage (CSC)

Minimum limits:

$1,000,000 per occurrence .
$1,000,000 aggregate.

The following coverages must be specifically insured and
certified with no internal limits:

a) The RCRRA, its officials and employees, and the
contracting department are to be named insureds on the
policy.

Products/Completed operations liability.

Personal injury 1liability including claims related to
employment including coverages a, b and c.

Broad form property damage liability, or deletion of
the "Care, Custody, and Control Exclusion."

Contractual 1liability, either specifically naming this
contract or on a blanket basis.

Cross Liability Endorsement.
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Professional Liability Insurance
Minimum limits:

$500,000 per occurrence
$500,000 aggregate.

Automobile liability insurance:
a) Minimum limits:
$600,000 combined single limit.
b) Owned, non-owned and hired auto
5. City or state license as required.

Best’s rating for the insurers shall be noted on the certificate of
insurance, and shall not be less than a B+.

All certificates of insurance shall provide that the insurance
company shall give the RCRRA 30 days prior written notice of
cancellation, non-renewal, or any material changes in the policy.
On the certificate, the agency shall certify whether or not it
carries errors and omissions coverage.

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 not commence work until the CONSULTANT has
obtained required insurance and filed an acceptable certificate of
insurance with the RCRRA. All insurance policies shall be submitted
to the RCRRA upon written request.

Nothing in this contract shall constitute a waiver by the RCRRA of
any statutory limits or exceptions on liability.

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR CLAUSE

For the purpose of this agreement, the CONSULTANT shall be deemed to
be an independent contractor and not an employee of the RCRRA. Any
and all agents, servants or employees of the CONSULTANT or other
persons, while engaged in the performance of any work or services
required or provided for under this agreement, shall not be
considered employees of the RCRRA, and any and all claims, including
those under the Workers'’ Compensation Act of the State of Minnesota,
that may or might arise on behalf of the CONSULTANT, its agents,
servants or employees as a consequence of any act or omission on the
part of the CONSULTANT, his agents, servants, employees or other
persons shall 1in no way be the obligation or responsibility of the
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RCRRA. The CONSULTANT, his agents, servants or employees shall b
entitled to none of the rights, privileges or benefits of RCR
employees/agents except as otherwise may be stated herein.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

CONSULTANT agrees that it is currently unaware of any conflict of
interest with any party affected under this Agreement. CONSULTANT
agrees that, if any conflict of interest or potential conflict of
interest should arise in the future, the CONSULTANT shall
immediately inform the RCRRA of the conflict.

HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE

The CONSULTANT agrees to indemnify and hold harmless RCRRA from and
against all «claims or demands of every nature on account of injury
to or death of persons or damage to or loss of property, including
attorney’s fees, or causes of action, caused by or resulting in any
manner from any acts or omissions of the CONSULTANT, its
subcontractors or its agents or employees, in performing or failing
to perform any of the services, duties, or operations to be
performed by the CONSULTANT and its subcontractor(s) under this
contract.

ALTERATION CLAUSE

Any alteration, variation, modification or waiver of the provisio
of this agreement shall be valid only after it has been reduced
writing and duly signed by both parties.

NON-CONFORMING SERVICES

The acceptance by the RCRRA of any non-conforming services under the
terms, conditions, and covenants of this agreement, or the foregoing
by the RCRRA of any of its rights or remedies arising under the
terms of this agreement shall not constitute a waiver of the RCRRA'’s
right to conforming services or any rights and/or remedies in
respect to any subsequent breach or default of the terms, conditions
and covenants of this agreement. The rights and remedies of the
RCRRA provided for under the terms of this agreement are cumulative
and not mutually exclusive.

SET-OFF CLAUSE

Notwithstanding any provisions of this agreement to the contrary,
the CONSULTANT shall not be relieved of liability to the RCRRA for
damages sustained by the RCRRA by virtue of any breach of this
agreement by the CONSULTANT, and RCRRA may withhold any payments to
the CONSULTANT for the purpose of set-off until such time as the
exact amount of damages due the RCRRA from the CONSULTANT is

determined.
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LIMITATIONS

The CONSULTANT shall not be required to furnish the service required
under this contract or any portion thereof in the event of its
inability to do so by virtue of a concerted refusal of its employees
to work or any strike of any kind or character of its or other
employees, including a so-called wild-cat strike or slowdown or
stoppage, any riot, civil strife or disturbance, closing of streets,
roads or bridges, inclement weather, destruction by any means or
methods of any of 1its property necessary for the performance
thereof, flood, fire, act of God or any other cause beyond its
control.

COMPLIANCE WITH MINNESOTA STATUTES, SECTION 363.073, AND MINNESOTA
RULES PARTS 5000.3400 TO 5000.3600

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

The CONSULTANT hereby agrees that it will comply with Minnesota
Statutes, Section 373.073, as amended by Act of April 16, 1988, ch.
660, 1988 Minnesota Laws 917 and Minnesota Rules parts 5000.3400 to
5000.3600. The purpose of this legislation is to increase
employment opportunities for women, minorities, and disabled
individuals by requiring contractors to adopt and implement
affirmative action programs approved by the Commissioner of Human
Rights.

MINNESOTA STATUTES SECTION 363.073 SUBDIVISION 1 (1988)

"No department or agency of the state shall receive, enter into, or
accept any bid or proposal for a contract nor execute any contract
for goods, services, or the performance of any function, or any
agreement to transfer funds for any reason in excess of $50,000 with
any person having more than 10 full-time employees in Minnesota at
any time during the previous 12 months, unless the person has an
affirmative action plan for the employment of minority persons,
women and the disabled that has been approved by the Commissioner of
Human Rights. Receipt of a certificate of compliance issued by the
commissioner shall signify that a person has an affirmative action
plan that has been approved by the commissioner. A certificate
shall be valid for a period of two years."

RCRRA intenads to carry out its responsibilities under this statute.
If a certificate of compliance is required, RCRRA may terminate or
abridge this agreement because of the suspension or revocation of
the certificate based wupon a contractor’s failure to implement or
make a good faith effort to implement an affirmative action plan
approved by the Commissioner of Human Rights.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

In connection with the execution of this contract, the CONSULTANT
agrees that it shall not discriminate against any employee or
applicant for employment because of race, color, sex, or national
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origin. CONSULTANT will take affirmative actions to insure tha
applicants are employed, and that employees are treated durin.
employment, without regard to race, color, sex, or national origin.
Such actions shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer; recruitment or
recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or
other forms of compensation; and selections for training, including
apprenticeship.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW

The CONSULTANT further agrees to comply with all federal, state and
local 1laws or ordinances, and all applicable rules, regulations and
standards established by any agency of such governmental units,
which are now or hereafter promulgated insofar as they relate to the
CONSULTANT'S performance of the provisions of this agreement.

ACCESS TO RECORDS/AUDIT

1. The RCRRA, 1its authorized representatives or the State Auditor
shall have full access to all records relating to the
performance of this agreement.

The CONSULTANT agrees to maintain records relating to all

services provided by it under the terms of this agreement and

shall retain all such documentation for six (6) years following

the termination of this agreement. Such records shall be mad.
o

available for audit or inspection at any time upon request
the RCRRA or its authorized representatives.

INTERPRETATION ACCORDING TO MINNESOTA LAW

This agreement shall be interpreted and construed according to the
laws of the State of Minnesota. All litigation regarding this
agreement shall be venued in the State of Minnesota.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT CLAUSE

This agreement shall constitute the entire agreement between the
parties and shall supersede all prior oral or written negotiations.
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origin. CONSULTANT will take affirmative actions to insure that
applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during
employment, without regard to race, color, sex, or national origin.
Such actions shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer; recruitment or
recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or
other forms of compensation; and selections for training, including
apprenticeship.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW

The CONSULTANT further agrees to comply with all federal, state and
local 1laws or ordinances, and all applicable rules, regulations and
standards established by any agency of such governmental units,
which are now or hereafter promulgated insofar as they relate to the
CONSULTANT’S performance of the provisions of this agreement.

ACCESS TO RECORDS/AUDIT

1. The RCRRA, its authorized representatives or the State Auditor
shall have full access to all records relating to the
performance of this agreement.

The CONSULTANT agrees to maintain records relating to all
services provided by it under the terms of this agreement and
shall retain all such documentation for six (6) years following
the termination of this agreement. Such records shall be made
available for audit or inspection at any time upon request of
the RCRRA or its authorized representatives.

INTERPRETATION ACCORDING TO MINNESOTA LAW

This agreement shall be interpreted and construed according to the
laws of the State of Minnesota. All litigation regarding this
agreement shall be venued in the State of Minnesota.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT CLAUSE

This agreement shall constitute the entire agreement between the
parties and shall supersede all prior oral or written negotiations.
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TERMINATION .
This agreement may be terminated by either party upon thirty days
written notice should the other party fail substantially to perform

in accordance with its terms through no fault of the party
initiating the termination. In addition, the RCRRA reserves the
right to terminate this agreement for any reason upon thirty days
written notice to the CONSULTANT. In the event of termination, the
CONSULTANT shall be paid his compensation for services performed to
termination date, including reimbursable expenses then due and all
terminal expenses.

RAMSEY COUNTY, MINNESOTA STRGp—ROSCOE—FAUSCH, INC.

BY BY

Chairman, Ramsey County Title [ =T
Regional Railroad Authority senore UKC&'PKES(DE ‘

Approved as to Form: DATE

1 o .
Counéy Attorney (kj'

Recommended for Approval:

Valp cigibleine 212157
roject/ Directdr, /Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority

QM/%_M 2-8°07

County Risk Maragef
O/

Fund; Available from Account 59/02-220/05

BY éﬂﬁm{é/? 7 ¢

Budget'and Ac€&bunting
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THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS
NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AMEND,
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CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE - WORKERS COMPFNSATION & LIABILITY ONLY
This certilicate is s issucd as a matter of information only and confers no rights upon the certificate holder.
This certificate does not amend, extend or alter the coverage afforded by the policies listed below.

Project Description & Location: Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan - Report
Certificate Holder: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

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

Insured: STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC. Address One Carlson Pkwy No.,Suite 150,Mpls.,M\
Agent: Cobb-Strecker-Dunphy & Zimmermann, Inc. Address 100 So. 5th St.,Suite 1250, 5544

Minneapolis, MN 55402
WORKERS' COMPENSATION

Policy No. Effective Date Expiration Date
Insurance Company Address

COVERAGE - Workers' Compensation, Statutory. Employers’ Liability Limit
$ Each Accident $ Disease Policy Limit 3 Disease Employee Limit

GENERAL LIABILITY

Policy No. 30 135 26 89 Effective Date 10-16-88 Expiration Date 10-16-89

Insurance Company TRANSCONTINENTAL INSURANCE CO. Address CHICAGO, ILLINOIS (Best A+)
( ) Claims Made &) Occurrence ( ) Owner’s & Contractors Protective () Other:

LIMITS:

General Aggregate Limit (Other Than Products - Completed Operations) $ 2,000,000.

Products - Completed Operations Aggregate Limit $ 1,000,000.

Personal & Advertising Injury Limit $ 1,000,000.

Each Occurrence Limit $ 1,000,000.

COVERAGE PROVIDED: YES/NO YES/NO

Operations Of Contractor YES Governmental Immunity Is Waived
Operations Of Sub-Contractor(Contingent) YES Property Damage Liability Includes:
Does Personal Injury Include Damage Due To Blasting

Claims Related To Employment? YES Damage Due To Collapse
Completed Operations/Products YES Damage To Underground Facilities

Contractual Liability (Broad Form) YES Broad Form Property Damage YES
Exceptions: ADDITIONAL INSURED: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, its officials and.
employees & the contracting dept. (Includes Cross Liability Endorsement)

AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY
Policy No. 30 135 26 92 Effective Date 10-16-88 Expiration Date 10-16-89
Insurance Company AMERICAN CASUALTY COMPANY Address CHICAGO, ILLINOIS (Best A+)

( ¥ Any Auto ( ) All Owned Autos ( ) Scheduled Autos (X) Hired Autos (¥ Non-Owned Autos

\‘; k-
LIMITS:

Bodily Injury 3 Each Person
$ Each Occurrence -OR-
Property Damage $ Each Occurrence Combined Single Limit $1,000,00Each Occurrence

UMBRELLA EXCESS LIABILITY
Policy No. 70 135 26 90 Effective Date 10-16-88 Expiration Date 10-16-89
Insurance Company TRANSEONTINENTAL INSURANCE CO. Address CHICAGO, ILLINOIS (Best A+)
LIMITS:

Single Limit Bodily Injury $1,000,000. Each Occurrence

And Property Damage $1,000,000. Aggregatce
COVERAGE PROVIDLED:

Applies in excess of the coverages listed above for Employers’ Liability, General Liability, and Automob:ic
Liability. YES

Arc any deductibles applicable to bodily injury or property damage on any of the above coverages? NO
If so, list. Amount $
AGINT CARRIES ERRORS AND OMISSIONS INSURAN E"

YE
Should any of the above described policies be cancelled/belore TReE cxp:rﬂ"%?\egﬁ?cl{ﬁc?&ﬁna%q: issuing .

company will mail 30 days written notice to the partics to whom this certificate is 1=?cd
Dated at _Minncapolis, MN __On _12-5-88 { &C.. el ﬂ[/(}'\.—--“

f\utlmr!ud lnsuranc ‘l{cnrucntln\*
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EXHIBIT B

STRGAR~-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Consulting Engineers

Suite 150, One Carlson Parkway North
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55447

(612) 475-0010

RANGE OF HOURLY RATES FOR 1988

CLASSIFICATION RANGE OF HOURLY RATES

Principal - Associate $75.00 $85.00

Senior Professional $50.00 $65.00
Professional $35.00 $50.00
Technician Supervisor $40.00 $55.00

Senior Technician $30.00 $45.00

Technician $20.00 $35.00

Clerical $20.00 $35.00




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN

WORK PROGRAM
TASKS 2-8

Prepared for
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Prepared by
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.

January 31, 1989




TASK 2--DEVELOPMENT/DISCUSSION OF GENERALIZED STANDARDS AND
POLICIES FOR LRT

This task will address standards and policies that are essential
for system design and operation. The process will involve
identifying the alternative standards, addressing the issues and
the advantages and disadvantages, evaluating compatibility of the
Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority (HCRRA) standards or

policies for each system element, and making recommendations to
the RCRRA.

Of specific importance are standards that influence system
location, system operation, and regional compatibility. Such
impacts will be addressed through evaluation of alternative
standards. Operating policies and regulatory requirements for

shared use of track or commercial rail rights-of-way will be
addressed.

The development and discussion of standards and policies will
focus on the following subtasks:
A. Review HCRRA System Characteristics and Standards

- Indicate areas of agreement and disagreement

. Differentiate between standards that cannot be
modified and those that are more flexible.

Develop standards and policies in the following areas:

SYSTEM PARAMETERS
Corridor termini
. Station spacing

. Station location

SYSTEM OPERATING STANDARDS
. Hours of service
Service frequency
Maximum train length
Design capacity--seated and standing passengers

Operating speeds and dwell time




Recovery and layover allowances
Track configuration

Train control

Signal preemption
Cross~traffic control

Feeder bus connections

Park-and-ride connections

SYSTEM POLICIES

Safety
Security

Shared use of tracks

Vehicle and platform heights and accessibility

LRT fare collection

CHARACTERISTICS OF LRT FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

Vehicles

Size

Maximum speed
Acceleration/braking rates
Passenger capacity
Heating/air conditioning
Noise level

Track and Roadbed

Subgrade
Ballast
Rail
Ties
Turnouts

Traction Power
- Voltage

- Substation spacing and size
- Overhead distribution




Signals

Communications

Security

Fare collection

Stations

- Type and design

- Platform size

- Shelters

- Transfer facilities (bus and auto)

Shop and yard

Support equipment

ACCESSIBILITY
Platform types

Lifts

Vehicle access

Spaces in vehicles for disabled

Wheelchair tie downs

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE STAFFING

. Required skills and numbers

. Train crew size

This task will include ongoing coordination with other
counties to ensure LRT system compatibility.

The Consultant will produce a Technical Report for this task
by March 15, 1989.




TASK 3--CORRIDOR IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION

The purpose of this task is to identify and evaluate potential
corridors for LRT implementation, and to develop a recommended
LRT System Plan for Ramsey County.

Corridor evaluation is to be preceded by defining what is to be
evaluated in each corridor. Task 2 Standards and Policies and
the RCRRA goals for LRT will be used as a basis for these
definitions. 1In evaluating alignments, the relationship between
Ramsey County's system and that of other counties' systems will
be examined from a regional as well as an intra-county
perspective. Understanding of how the entire regional LRT
corridor network might look 20+ years from now is essential to
evaluating the viability and staging of individual corridors.

The following subtasks describe the main steps to achieve the
objectives of this task:

A. Identify potential LRT corridors in Ramsey County. (Refer to
Phase I report for a detailed description of the corridor
identification process.)

Develop alignment-specific, minimum threshold, ridership
levels for use in the first-level screening analysis. (Refer
to Phase I report for a detailed description of minimum
ridership thresholds.)

Eliminate corridors of marginal LRT potential on the basis of
first-level screening criteria and the corridor evaluation
process described in the Phase I report.

Conduct a detailed analysis of all factors to be used in the
second-level screening of corridors, fully documenting each
parameter. (Refer to the Phase I report for a detailed 1list
of evaluation criteria and measures.)

Develop ridership forecasts for each corridor alignment
following the procedure outlined in the Phase I report.

Analyze potential development impacts for each alignment
alternative following the guidelines outlined in the Phase I
report.

Undertake a detailed assessment of LRT corridors judged to
have the greatest potential for successful implementation.
(Refer to the Phase I report for description of the second-
level evaluation process.) Assess the interrelationships of
LRT, land use, transit, highways, railroads and LRT plans in
other counties for potentially viable LRT corridors.




H. Assess corridors which may extend beyond the boundaries of
Ramsey County and into the adjacent four counties, as well as
corridors which connect to downtown St. Paul indirectly.

The previously designated "Midway Corridor" has been
extensively analyzed in previous studies. Therefore, the
focus of this study is the remainder of Ramsey County.
However, connections to downtown St. Paul from the three

Midway Corridor alignments still under consideration will be
investigated in this task.

Prepare a Technical Report summarizing the evaluation of
potentially viable LRT corridors, thoroughly documenting the
evaluation process and findings, by May 15, 1989.




TASK 4--DEVELOPMENT OF DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL ALIGNMENTS

The purpose of this task is to identify and evaluate potential
LRT alignments in downtown St. Paul on the basis of factors and
processes described in the Phase I Report. The analysis will
assess at-grade, tunnel and aerial alternatives where relevant,

as well as their compatibility with non-downtown alignment
alternatives.

The Consultant will produce a technical report discussing the
alignment alternatives in downtown St. Paul and their

relationship to non-downtown corridors and alignments by May 15,
1989.




TASK 5--DEVELOPMENT OF LRT STAGING PLAN FOR RAMSEY COUNTY

The purpose of this task is to develop a preliminary LRT
implementation schedule and cost estimates for preliminary
engineering, final design, construction, and system operation and
maintenance.

Based upon the corridor definition, evaluation and screening, the
proposed Ramsey County Comprehensive LRT system will be defined.
The following work will be completed in this task:

. A staging plan that prioritizes the implementation of a County
LRT system.

A definition of schedule and cost for implementing each stage
of the system.

A conceptual outline cash flow requirement by fiscal year for
the program.

A discussion of the impacts that the Comprehensive LRT Plan
will have on Ramsey County's Transportation Plan, city plans,
Metropolitan Council Transportation Development Guide Policy
Plan, and Mn/DOT's Twenty year Plan.

The preliminary staging plan will assume the existence of an

HCRRA LRT system including the University of Minnesota segment.
At RCRRA's discretion, an alternate staging plan could also be
developed that assumes no HCRRA LRT system.

The staging plan will evaluate the benefits and costs of
implementing LRT on a corridor by corridor basis versus
implementing parts of several corridors to form a system. In the
latter case, extensions of each corridor would become subsequent
phases of the system. System viability, in terms of service and
cost-effectiveness, will be a key factor in establishing the
limits of any stage.

The Consultant will produce a technical report of this task by
May 30, 1989.




TASK 6--DEVELOPMENT OF OPERATING AND FINANCIAL PLAN

The purpose of this task is to prepare an operating and financial
plan for corridors selected for inclusion in Ramsey County's LRT
system plan. The following subtasks will be performed:

A.

Prepare an operating plan for LRT corridors selected for
detailed evaluation. The operating plan should contain
information regarding the following factors:

fares and revenues in relation to ridership levels
vehicle fleet requirement

relationship to proposed HCRRA's maintenance facility
traffic signal preemption needs

staffing requirements

integration with LRT systems in other counties

Prepare a financial plan that identifies and evaluates
potential sources of capital and operating funds, sufficient
to meet estimated system costs.

Interact with other groups or agencies, as directed by the
RCRRA, in the development of the operating and financial
plan.

The Consultant will prepare a Technical Report containing the LRT
system operating and financial plan by May 30, 1989.




TASK 7--PREPARATION OF DRAFT AND FINAL COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLANS

The purpose of the draft and final reports is to summarize the
information contained in Tasks 2 through 6, including its
relationship to RCRRA goals for LRT, and to identify subsequent
steps in the implementation process.

At a minimum, the reports should include the following
information:

A. Summary of the information collected, the procedures,
techniques and methodologies used, findings and conclusions
reached, and recommendations proposed.

Discussion of assembled documentation, findings and
conclusions in relation to RCRRA goals for LRT.

Identification of subsequent steps in the implementation
process, including a discussion of benefits, costs and
estimated preliminary engineering costs.

Identification of the need for preserving future options for
LRT implementation in coordination with other agencies.

E. Preparation of an Executive Summary and presentation graphics
for public and agency meetings.

The Draft Plan will be completed by June 15, 1989 and the Final
Plan by November 15, 1989.




TASK 8--COMMUNITY AND AGENCY PARTICIPATION

The purpose of this task is to ensure a strong public and agency
participation in the development of the comprehensive plan.
(RCRRA will have primary responsibility for this task.)

Following are the key elements of this task:

A.

Assist the RCRRA in an ongoing public and agency
participation program for the entire planning period. The
elements of this program are as follows:

. Review of work by a l4-member Citizen 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 as the plan
progresses.

. A technical committee of engineers, planners and city
managers to make recommendations on aspects of the study.

An intergovernmental committee consisting of elected or
appointed officials of municipalities, adjacent counties,
and agencies to make recommendations on aspects of the
study.

Special committees, appointed by the RCRRA, to address
specific aspects such as LRT finances. A special
committee may also be appointed to assist during
evaluation of downtown St. Paul alignment alternatives.

Newsletters at periodic intervals through the course of
the study.

A Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor Task Force,
comprised of citizen and business representatives in that
area, to review work pertaining to that corridor.

Assist the RCRRA in the preparation of presentation graphics
and written and verbal presentations for meetings and forums.

Attend meetings as directed by RCRRA.

Assist RCRRA in developing newsletters.




PHASE I WORK PROGRAM

A.

Prepare a detailed work program for Tasks 2 through 8.
Identify milestones.

Update project schedule based on refined work program.

Update project budget by task.

Review reports listed in Exhibit A (Task 1) and prepare
a summary report (for each) that answers the following
questions:

. What is the objective of the report or section of
report?

Does RCRRA agree with the assumptions, conclusions
and recommendations in the report as they relate to
current conditions and to RCRRA's goals for LRT?

. Are there any information gaps?

Develop procedures and identify techniques to be used in
completing Tasks 2 through 8. The following procedures
and techniques should be addressed:

1. Progress Reports

2. Corridor Identification Procedure

3. Corridor Evaluation Process: First-Level Screening

4. Corridor Evaluation Process: Second-Level Screening

5. Ridership Estimation Procedures

6. Procedure for Identifying and Evaluating Downtown
St. Paul Alignments
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PROGRESS REPORTS

Progress reports will be submitted with each monthly billing
and will contain the following information:

Work completed during the previous month, by task
Work completed to date, by task

Percent budget used to date, by task

Estimated percent completion, by task

In addition to the eight project tasks, three additional
tasks will be identified to help keep an accurate account of
work completed. These additional tasks are:

1. meetings and preparation time

work related to newsletters, graphic materials and
presentation graphics

specific work authorized by the RCRRA's project manager

which is outside of the scope of work agreed upon.




CORRIDOR IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURE

Four sources will be used to identify potential LRT corridors
and alignments:

Previous Studies: Metropolitan Council Long Range Transit
Study, Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
Comprehensive LRT Plan, Anoka County Regional Rail
Authority Comprehensive LRT Plan, LRT Planning Analysis
for the Midway Corridor, and the University Avenue
AA/DEIS.

Community Participation: this process will incorporate
input from public forums, agencies and organizations.

Advisory Committees: Intergovernmental Committee,

Technical Committee, Citizens Advisory Committee, and the
Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor Task Force.

Travel Desire in Ramsey County: during the corridor

identification process, no screening criteria will be
applied and all suggested corridors will be considered.

The following definitions apply:

Corridor: A sector of the metropolitan region, generally
oriented to the downtown area, representing an area that
contains a common direction of travel. Corridors are often
separated by physical barriers (such as rivers) or by man-
made barriers (such as railroad corridors or freeways).

The boundaries of a corridor vary in length and width. The
length of potential LRT lines, and the extent of feeder bus
and park-and-ride facilities associated with the LRT 1lines
influence the corridor size.




Alignment: An alignment is a specific facility within the
corridor that has the potential for accommodating an LRT

line. An alignment may be a specific railroad, freeway,

arterial or street rights-of-way, or combinations of these

rights-of-way. There may be one or several alignments within
a corridor.




CORRIDOR EVALUATION PROCESS: FIRST-LEVEL SCREENING

All corridors identified will wundergo a first-level
evaluation to screen out corridors that do not meet minimum
requirements. These minimum requirements will be based on
the following evaluation criteria:

Coverage: The corridor must connect significant
residential trip generators with employment, retail and
educational generators.

Minimum Ridership Threshold: In order to maintain

acceptable levels of cost-effectiveness, corridors must be
able to generate ridership in excess of a minimum
threshold for the specific alignment under consideration.
This ridership threshold is the minimum required to
maintain total operating and capital cost under $3.35 per
passenger trip. The greater the number of passengers
carried, the lower this cost per passenger trip will be.,.
(Existing transit services .that reach or exceed a cost
level of $3.35 per passenger trip are reviewed by the
Regional Transit Board for potential reorganization,

change in service provider, or discontinuation).

The minimum ridership thresholds to be considered for LRT
alignments, developed by the Metropolitan Council in its
"Study of Potential Transit Capital Investments in Twin
Cities Corridors", are as follows:

LRT in railroad

rights-of-way 13,000 passengers per day
LRT in arterial

street median 14,000 passengers per day
LRT in freeway

rights-of-way 23,000 passengers per day




-

It should be pointed out that the above alignment
classification 1is generic. Should out-of-the-normal
capital expenditures be necessary on a specific alignment
(e.g., tunnels), the minimum ridership threshold for that
alignment may increase.

Right-of-Way Width and Availability: Right-of-way for the

alignment within the corridor must be adequate and

available, or after consultation with the appropriate

authorities (railroad, Minnesota Department of
Transportation, county, city), it has been determined that
it is valid to assume that the right-of-way could be
acquired during the timeframe of the plan.




CORRIDOR EVALUATION PROCESS: SECOND-LEVEL SCREENING

The purpose of the second-level screening process is to
reduce the number of corridors and alignments to only those
having significant potential. 1In order to achieve this, the
alternatives remaining after the first screening will be
evaluated on the basis of the following criteria:

Projected Ridership: Corridor or alignment ridership
estimates will be based on existing bus ridership, impact
of future employment and population growth within the
corridor, impact of improved 1level of transit service
resulting from LRT implementation, and growth in downtown-
oriented travel. (See Section (E) for a more detailed
description of the ridership estimation procedure).

The advantage of this ridership estimation procedure is
that, since it is based on incremental ridership over
present ridership levels, it is unlikely to overestimate
future ridership to any significant degree. Therefore,
this procedure is in agreement with the Request for
Proposal statement that a conservative apprecach to
ridership estimation be used.

Ridership estimates will not be made for a specific year,

rather, estimates will represent scenarios that assume a
specific level of development in terms of population and
employment. However, the initial ridership estimate will
be based on current Metropolitan Council forecasts of
employment and population for the year 2010.

The method of arrival at the LRT stations--walking, feeder
bus or park-and-ride--will be considered in the ridership
estimation process.




. . Development Potential: The impact of LRT on potential
development within the corridor will be based on the

following broad principles:
LRT will not in and of itself foster development.

LRT can be a valuable tool in supporting development if
other conditions exist, including local policies that
encourage development and redevelopment, favorable
regional development trends, and availability of

developable land or redevelopment land uses.

Short- to mid-term (up to ten years) development
impacts of LRT are relatively minor. Measurable

development impacts are more likely to be long-term.

The most 1likely types of development, assuming
developable land is available, are: medium- to high-
density residential, 1low and medium rise office

buildings, and retail stores. These developments occur

primarily within one or two blocks of stations.

Development impacts of LRT facilities within freeway
rights-of-way are negligible. Freeways already provide
maximum access; the added access advantage afforded by
LRT is relatively small.

Railroad corridors generally have the most land
available for development.

Arterial corridors generally have the 1least land
available for development, but offer the greatest
potential for redevelopment.




Present and Future Rights-of-Way Suitability and
Availability

Level of Service: This criterion will be applied in terms
of travel time.

Overall Corridor Congestion: Corridor congestion will be

established by determining present and future 1level of
service on major roadways within each corridor. The
greater the congestion level, the greater the potential
will be for the successful implementation of LRT.

Accessibility: This criterion will be applied based on
the following measures:

- population and employment served
- transit dependent population served

- proximity to employment, retail and educational markets

Traffic Impacts: Traffic impacts will be measured using
the following factors:

Impact on street/highway capacity

Impact on cross street capacity (delay)

Impact on traffic circulation and access

Impact on curb use (loading zones, taxi stands, on-
street parking, etc.)

Capital Costs: Based on generalized unit costs.

Operating Costs: Based on generalized unit costs.




Auto Drivers Diverted to LRT: The level of detail of the
ridership estimation procedure will not allow a direct

estimation of auto users who are likely to become transit
users. However, based on the travel time advantages of
one IRT alignment over another, it will be possible to
evaluate, in a relative way, the likelihood of achieving a
greater or lesser degree of auto diversion among the
alternative alignments. The more competitive the LRT
travel time 1is with respect to auto travel time, the
greater the potential for auto diversion is likely to be.

Potential for Transfers: In order to achieve its
ridership potential, LRT requires coordination with feeder
buses and provision of park-and-ride facilities.
Therefore, the availability of land to accommodate parking

spaces and transit transfer stations will be assessed.

Environmental Impacts: Four areas of environmental

impacts are of relevance in the evaluation of alignments:

- Noise, which needs special consideration in residential
areas.

Air quality, which can be negatively affected in
alignment alternatives that increase congestion along
the route or increase automobile delay at cross-
streets.

Aesthetics, which 1is of particular importance in
residential areas, near historic sites, and in downtown
business areas.

Vibration, which can affect nearby residences,
businesses and historical sites.




It is recommended that the above evaluation criteria be divided
into two groups. One group would contain criteria whose
estimation is measurable. The second group would include
criteria which are less quantifiable. The following grouping is
proposed:

Group One Group Two

Ridership Development Potential
Right-of-Way Availability Accessibility

Level of Service Auto Diversion

Traffic Impacts Overall Corridor Congestion
Capital Costs Potential for Transfers
Operating Costs Environmental Impacts




RIDERSHIP ESTIMATION PROCEDURE

The ridership estimation procedure proposed for the Ramsey
County Comprehensive LRT Plan is a refinement of the
methodology developed by the Metropolitan Council in
connection with their "Study of Potential Transit cCapital
Investments in Twin Cities Corridors".

A major refinement will be made to the process used in
previous studies. The Regional Transit Board is currently
conducting a metrowide transit trip origin-destination
survey. The results of this survey, which represents a 24
percent sample, together with current Metropolitan Transit

Commission route ridership profiles, will provide a clear

picture of current bus travel. The origin-destination survey

not only will provide the magnitude of the distribution of
current transit trips in the metropolitan area, but it also
will provide the basis for understanding the travel behavior
of current non-transit users.

The outline of the proposed methodology is as follows:

Step I

1. Obtain current bus ridership in each corridor by

accumulating ridership on all routes within the corridor.

There are corridors that currently have 1little or no
transit service but, because of their anticipated growth,
can be expected to obtain or increase their level of bus
service. Develop trip rates using data from similar
geographic areas that do have adequate bus service.
Apply this trip rate to the corridor population in
question to obtain a bus ridership estimate.




For each LRT alignment option within the corridor,
develop a measure of service level based on travel time
and accessibility improvement.

Using the alignment-specific level of service improvement
factors (Step 2), estimate the increase in ridership that
would occur today as a result of the service level
improvement.

Step IT

5. Using the year 2010 employment forecast in downtown St.
Paul, calculate the 2010 employment growth factor with
respect to today's employment.

Using the year 2010 population forecast in each corridor,
calculate the 2010 population growth rate with respect to

today's population.

Calculate transit trip rates by sector within each

corridor and estimate an overall trip rate by applying
these rates to the sector population.

Allocate the growth in downtown employment (Step 4) among
the corridors in proportion to their population growth
(Step 5), modified by the transit trip rate differences
among sectors within corridors (Step 6).

Step IIT
9. Using the year 2010 employment forecast in the corridor,

calculate the employment growth in the corridor with
respect to today's employment.




Using the transit trip rates from Step 6, estimate an
overall corridor trip rate based on the employment
distribution by sector within the corridor.

Allocate the corridor growth in employment (Step 8) among
the corridors in proportion to their population growth
(Step 5) modified by the transit trip rate differences
among sectors within corridors (Step 9).

Step IV

12. The final step consists of factoring the bus ridership,
as an adjustment for 1level of service improvements
(Step 3), to account for growth in corridor trips to
downtown St. Paul and to other sectors within the

corridor.

In order to ensure the widest acceptance of the ridership

estimates, the forecasting process and the ridership estimates

may be submitted to a panel of peers for review and discussion.
Two meetings of the panel, which will be made up of two to three
experts on the subject, would be convened. The first meeting
would be held once the forecasting process has been laid out in
detail, and should take place in mid-February, 1989. The second
meeting would be held once the ridership estimates for the
various alignments have been completed. This meeting should take
place at the beginning of April, 1989.




PROCEDURE FOR IDENTIFYING AND EVALUATING DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL
ALIGNMENTS

The following evaluation criteria will be used to select
preferred downtown alignments:

1. Route continuity and logic with respect to non-downtown
alignments.

Total travel time within downtown.
Impacts on curb use:

loading zones

taxi stands

parking ramp access

on-street parking

bus stops

Traffic impacts.

Degree of downtown service coverage.

Pedestrian impacts.

Street width and ability to accommodate LRT.

Cost

Ridership




10. Aesthetics

The process will consist of matching feasible geometric/
operational route alignments connecting corridors with major
traffic generators in downtown St. Paul, then developing
conceptual cross sections for selected locations to assess
physical and wurban design feasibility. Travel time
simulations will be made to determine the average speeds for
each route/station alternative configuration. Utilities and
geotechnical data will be evaluated to determine potential

subsurface alignments and construction methods.

All of the above will be done in concert with the planning
activities to ensure that stations are located at or near

significant ridership generators, and that stations and

transit structures are integrated with their surroundings.

One of the tools proposed for use in presenting the potential
alignment/station locations for RCRRA and public review is a
computer imaging system which.enables the designer to draw
the proposed transit facility onto a picture of the existing
environment.
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BUDGET AND TIMELINE

An estimate of project cost is detailed in Table 1. We have
arrived at a total project cost of $459,910. We would anticipate
that during the course of the study some shifting in emphasis
among the tasks could occur, based on input from RCRRA.

The project schedule, shown in Figure 1, anticipates completion
of the project by November 15, 1989, based on the project
initiation date of December 13, 1988.




WORK [ASKS

Associate

Principal  g; prof. Prof.

1. PROJECT INITIATION | 20 80 120

2. DEVELOPMENT/DISCUSSION OF
GENERALIZED STANDARDS & POLICIES

3. CORRIDOR IDENT[FICAT]ON
AND EVALUATION ' '

4 DEVELOPMENT QOF DOWNTOWN ST PAUL
ALIGNMENTS ; : .

5. DEVELOPMENT OF LRT STAGING PLAN

6. DEVELOPMENT OF OPERATING AND
- FINANCIAL PLAN - '

7 PREP&RAT]ON OF DRAFT AND
HNAL l..llT PLANS

8. OMMUNITYAND AGENCY
PARTICIPATTDN

TOTALHOURS
AVERAGE PAYROLLRATES
ESTIMATED DIRECT LABOR COSTS

DIRECT COSTS o
OTHER SUBCONSUI.TANT COSIS

TOTAL PROJECT COST ”

SRF STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
and KAISER ENGINEERS, INC.

- STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.

_Tech. Cler.

KAISER
ENGINEERS INC.

TOTAL

20 10 250 30

gl

. 25431,3'66’.-;'
518,550
510,000_':

$ 459,910
TABLE 1

COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN FOR RAMSEY COUNTY
PERSON HOURS AND BUDGET ESTIMATE




_ PRODUCT DELIVERY SCHEDULE

- 1988 1989 _ : 1989
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. PROJECTINITIATION
. STANDARDS & POLICIES

. CORRIDOR IDENTIFICATION &
EVALUATION

. DOWNTOWN ALIGNMENTS
. STAGING PLAN
. OPERATIONS & FINANCIAL PLAN

. COMPREHENSIVEPLANREPORT s w5 —

. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION -

Bl B PUBLIC AGENCY REVIEW * TECHNICAL REPORT COMPLETED O FINAL PLAN COMPLETED

111111 PUBLIC FORUM MILESTONES . DRAFT PLAN COMPLETED

FIGURE 1

SRF STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC. COMPREHENSIVE LRT SYSTEM PLAN FOR RAMSEY COUNTY
and KAISER ENGINEERS, INC. PROJECT SCHEDULE
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John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

ailroad Duane W. McCarty

District 1
Hal Norgard

L]
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

MEMORANDUM

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere }%{Z}’

Subject: Payments to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.

Date: February 7, 1989

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted for
the professional services of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. for the
purpose of completion of a Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan.
Contract Agreement Numbers RCRRA-88-001 AND RCRRA-88-002, in the
amounts of $23,000 and $437,700 respectively, govern the
performance of services and terms of payment.

The attached Accounts Payable forms (2) and Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch,
Inc. Invoice No. 1, and attachments thereto, identify all services
and costs accrued through December 31, 1988. The work and
accounting documentation is in accordance with contract
requirements.

Recommendation:

Authorize payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. in the total
amount of $12,467.98.

Comment:

Current staff sign-off authority over payments for ongoing LRT
operations is limited to expenditures less than $2000. Payments
in excess of this dollar limit, for professional services, will be
made monthly through the remainder of the year. For expediency,
the Railroad Authority may want to consider raising that limit.
This matter will be brought to you at a future meeting.

KD/clm
Attachment
000207




o Resolution

egional
Shroad Board of

I RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

DRAFT RESOLUTION:

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
has contracted for the professional services of
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. for the purpose of completion of a
Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for Ramsey County; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Agreement Numbers RCRRA-88-001 and RCRRA-88-002 govern the
performance of services of and terms of payment to
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch has satisfactorily
completed portions of the work identified in the referenced
agreements, and provided detailed invoice documentation for
services and costs accrued through December 31, 1988; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. Invoice No. 1, and
attachments thereto, provide the correct payment documentation
of payments due Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. through December
31, 1988; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
authorizes the chairman of the Regional Railroad Authority to
approve payment in the total amount of $12,467.98 to
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. for services rendered through
December 31, 1988.

000206

John T. Finley, Chairman By
o d Warren W. Schaber, Secretary ;Z/




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

CHARGE TO: Dept. REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY Date February

e G ti ic
Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO,

Claim # Date Paid Object Amount
020102 $6,806.63

15-17 18-20 21-25 32-41
$6,806.63

Total

(4) PAY TO: ka
8

First Name & Initial
STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.

Last Name or Firm Name 23-52

® 376

A One Carlson Parkway North, Suite 150

8 Address 9-32
Minneapolis MN 55447

City State 33-54 Zip Code 55=59 Fed Tax ID 60-71

(5) On Check Stub Put: A RCRRA Comprehensive Plan--Agreement #RCRRA 88-002

9-60
Invoice #1, dated 12/31/88

(6) SEND TO: - Use only if Payee and/or
Address differs from

Address Item &4

(7) Attach to the back of this form: Original Invoice Receipts, Certified Claims
or other documents, - M_Q_/
Preparer's Signature:

(8) I declare that the above materials and/or services have been received, are
for Ramsey County, allowed by law, and approved for payment.

. Authorized Signature:

The vendor's Social Security Number will be used to report taxable income to the
Internal Revenue Service., This data is considered private under Minnesota
Statutes 15,165, but we will not be able to process this claim without it.

BA-354 (04 - 88)
FOR INSTRUCTIONS SEE ACCOUNTING SYSTEM PROCEDURES MANUAL




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

CHARGE TO: Dept, REGIONAL RATILROAD AUTHORITY Data

Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO,

Claim # Date Paid Object Amount

020102 $5,661.35

~

15-17 18-20 21-25 32-41
$5,661.35

Total

(4) PAY TO: ZCL

8 First Name & Initial 9-22
STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.

Last Name or Firm Name 23-52

/A  One Carlson Parkuay North? ¥fe 150

8 Address 9-32
Minneapolis MN 55447

City State  33-54 Zip Code  55-59 Fed Tax ID 60-71

(5) On Check Stub Put: ZCB RCRRA Comprehensive Plan -- Agreement #RCRRA 88-001

: 9-60
Invoice #1, dated 12/31/88

(6) SEND TO: Use only if Payee and/or

Address differs from

Address Item &4

(7) Attach to the back of this form: Original Invoicqé Receipts, Certified Claims
or other documents, : CLLQLL,;
Preparer's Signature:

(8) I declare that the above materials and/or services have been received, are
for Ramsey County, allowed by law, and approved for payment.

Authorized Signature:

The vendor's Social Security Number will be used to report taxable income to the
Internal Revenue Service, This data is considered private under Minnesota
Statutes 15.165, but we will not be able to process this claim without it,

BA-354 (04 - 88)
FOR INSTRUCTIONS SEE ACCOUNTING SYSTEM PROCEDURES MANUAL




STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Consulting Engineers-Land Surveyors
One Car1son Parkwaﬁ North, Suite 150

Minneapolis, MN 55447

Telephone: (612) 475-0010

Refer to File:
Ms. Kathryn Desﬁ1eﬂelaere 3
Director of Li ail Transit Plannin Invoice Date:
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Room 316 Courthouse Invoice No.

15 West Ke11ogg BTvd
St. Paul 510 Period Ending: 12/31/88

re: COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN

33 P s PP 2222222233322 3222223223222 2222322222222 2222222222222 22

CURRENT PREVIOUSLY
NO. PERIOD BILLED TO DATE

-Phase 1 ,
-Standards/Policies
-Corridor Ident./Evaluation
-Downtown St. Pau] Alignment
~LRT Staging Plan
-Operating/ 1nancia1 Plan
-Draft & Final LRT Plans
-Community/?gency Partici
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-Newsletter/Pres. Materials
0 -Speical Meetings/Prep.

1
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Total Labor _and Overhead
Direct Non-Salary Costs
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TOTAL FEE EARNED 12,467.98

o
o
o

12,467.98

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE 12,467.98




COMMISSION # 881127
RCRRA LRT PLAN - PHASE I .
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

Fausch Principal Engineer 80.00 y 1200.00
Robinson Associate 75.00 ] 3300.00
Loetterle Trans. Planner 35.91 i 377.086
Luberda Word Processor 34,97 : 45.46
Bersie-Ashfeld Word Processor 34.97 ‘ 69.94

TOTALS . 4,992.46




EMPLOYEE

P. Fausch
F. Robinson

COMMISSION # 881127
RCRRA LRT PLAN - PHASE 1
PERIOD ENDING NOVEMBER 30, 1988

CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR

Principal Engineer 80.00
Associate 75.00

TOTALS

AMOUNT

160.00
337.50

497.50




COMMISSION # 881128
RCRRA LRT PLAN - STANDARDS & POLICIES
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR HOURS AMOUNT

F. Robinson Associate 75.00 13.0 975.00
J. Kern Trans. Planner 65.00 32 2080.00
B. Bersie-Ashfeld Word Processor 34,97 3.8 132.89

TOTALS 48.8 3,187.89




EMPLOYEE

Fe.

Loetterle

COMMISSION # 881129
RCRRA LRT PLAN - CORRIDOR IDENTIFICATION/EVALUATION
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR HOURS AMOUNT

Trans. Planner 35.91 10.5 377.06

TOTALS 10.5 377.06




EMPLOYEE

c.

Zimmer

COMMISSION # 881134
RCRRA LRT PLAN - COMMUNITY & AGENCY PARTICIPATION
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR HOURS AMOUNT

Associate 75.00 5.5 412.50

TOTALS . 412.50




COMMISSION # 891157
RCRRA LRT PLAN - NEWSLETTER/PRESENTATION MATERIALS
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

Zimmer Associate 75.00 : 412.50
Loetterle Trans. Planner 35.91 i 628.43
. Paulu Sr. Technician 33.24 . 66.48
. Martinez Technician 31.03 g 124.12
Hess Technician 29.65 A 29.65

TOTALS . 1,261.18




COMMISSION # 891158
RCRRA LRT PLAN - SPECIAL MEETINGS/PREPARATION .
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

Fausch Principal Engineer 80.00 240.00
Robinson Associate 75.00 : 600.00
Zimmer Associate 75.00 : 225.00
Madison Technical Writer 38.25 19.13
Vukomanovich Clerical 23.87 . 23.87

TOTALS 1,108.00

MEETINGS ATTENDED:

1. Citizens Advisory Committee




COMMISSION # 891158
RCRRA LRT PLAN - SPECIAL MEETINGS/PREPARATION
PERIOD ENDING NOVEMBER 30, 1988
EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT
P. Fausch Principal Engineer 80.00 160.00

F. Robinson Associate 75.00 : 150.00
C. Zimmer Associate 75.00 . 150.00

TOTALS 460.00

MEETINGS ATTENDED:

1. RCRRA Board Meeting




881127

DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (SUMMARY) .
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

LRT PLAN = PROJECT INITIATION

3K 3K K K 3K K 3K 3K 3K 3K K K 3K K K K K K K 3K K K K KK 3K K KK 3K KK K K KK K K 3K K K 2K 3K 3K KK K 3K K K K K K K K K K K K 3K K KK K K K K K K K KK K K K K

CATEGORY

MILEAGE
PARKING

TOTAL DIRECT EXPENSES




881127
DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (DETAILS) PAGE 1
PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 1988

NO. NO. TOTAL NO. NO. TOTAL
DATE SOURCE ORGS  FEACH  LENGTH WIDTH COPIES  STATS  UNITS  MILES  AMOUNT CHARGE

=
-4
—1

1 C limmer 45.0 11.70
30 F Robinson 144.0 37.44
30 C limmer 135.0 15,10
30 7 Kern 42.0 10.92
30V Martinez 42.0 10.92
30V Martinez 42.0 10.92
30 F Robinson 18.79
30 C limmer 10.50
30 C lismer 3.00
30 ] Kern 3.98
30 S Noerenberg 3.15

1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2




881127

DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (SUMMARY) .
PERIOD ENDING NOVEMBER 30, 1988

COMP. LRT PLAN - PROJECT INITIATION

3K KK K KK 2K 3K KK K K K K K K K KK K K K K K K K KK K 2K K K KK R 2K K K KK K KK K 2K 2K K K KK KK K K K K K K R KK K KK K K K K K R KK K K

CAT # - CATEGORY

1 MILEAGE
2 : PARKING

TOTAL DIRECT EXPENSES




CAT.

1
2

DATE SOURCE

30
30

F Robinson
F Robinson

NO.
ORGS

NO.
EACH

DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (DETAILS)
PERIOD ENDING NOVEMBER 30, 1988

LENGTH

WIDTH

TOTAL
COPIES

NO.
STATS

NO.
UNITS  MILES  AMOUNT

2.0
3.45

881127

PAGE 1

TOTAL
CHARGE

10.92
3.45




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

: Board Action Requested
LRT LAWS

RCRRA
Originating Department

|
|
|
|
: Information Only
|
|
|

Request Justification

See attached: 1. Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere
2. Metropolitan Light Rail Transit, A Summary of Current Law
and Procedure

Budgeting and Accounting. W A/J" ﬂ 'Z/ 74’ i Date / Time

County Attorney. /\W L—'\ w ) f 2-2-35| Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
February 14, 1989

Board Date




John T. Finley, Chairm
RAMSEY COUNTY i Distri:.l;

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ai]road Duane W. McCarty

District 1

Authority et

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planningj%%z;’

SUBJECT: LRT Laws

DATE: February 6, 1989

At a recent meeting with the St. Paul legislative delegation about light rail transit, an
information brief, "Metropolitan Light Rail Transit, A Summary of Current Law and
Procedure," was distributed. A copy is attached. LRT implementation is defined in the
brief as four tasks: comprehensive plan, preliminary design, final design and
construction.

Key points are:

o Regional railroad authorities have the broadest power of any agencies in the state to
perform LRT work.

Comprehensive LRT plans are to be reviewed by the Metropolitan Council and Regional
Transit Board. Their comments are advisory.

LRT preliminary and final design plans must be revieved by the cities in which LRT
lines are to be located. If the city does not approve the plans, they are referred to
the Metropolitan Council. The Metropolitan Council’s review is advisory. Under its
metropolitan significance authority, the Metropolitan Council can suspend LRT
implementation for one year.

The Regional Transit Board may not construct, own or operate LRT.

The Metropolitan Transit Commission may operate LRT, but may not own it

Regional railroad authorities may plan, construct, maintain and operate LRT.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD/clm
Attachment
000187




January 1989

Tom Todd, Legislative Analyst
296-5048

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit

A Summary of Current Law and Procedure

This information brief summarizes current state law on: (1) the planning and review procedures

required for light rail transit (LRT) development in the metropolitan area, and (2) the LRT
authority of governmental agencies.

For information on a related topic, see: The Responsibilities of the Regional Transit Board: A
Summary of Legislative Policy, House Research, January, 1989.

Contents

A Brief History of LRT Legislation
Review Procedures for LRT Plans

The LRT Authority of:
B County Regional Rail Authorities (CRRAs)
@ Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC)
Regional Transit Board (RTB)
Metropolitan Council

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)




A Brief History of LRT Legislation

the Legislature authorized the formation of county regional rail authorities
(CRRAs) having authority to plan, construct, and operate LRT systems.

the Legislature reorganized transit governance in the metropolitan area by
consolidating in a new agency--the Regional Transit Board (RTB)--many activities
then being performed by the state Department of Transportation (MnDOT), the
Transportation Regulation Board (TRB), the Metropolitan Council, and the
Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC).

the Legislature forbade all governmental agencies in the metropolitan area to
conduct any LRT activities "without express legislative authorization.”

the Legislature released CRRAs from the 1985 prohibition, allowing them to go
forward with LRT planning and development.

the Legislature:

partly released metropolitan agencies from the 1985 prohibition and
defined a limited role for these agencies in reviewing and assisting LRT
planning and development by CRRAs

established a procedure for local and metropolitan review of CRRA plans
reduced the taxing authority of CRRAs from four mills to two mills

created a state program to subsidize LRT development by metropolitan
CRRAs--the program to be administered by MnDOT using some of the
proceeds of the motor vehicle excise tax

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit January 1989 - 2




What Is the Review Procedure for LRT Plans?

The flow chart on pages 4 and 5 summarizes the procedures prescribed in state law for local and
metropolitan review of the LRT plans of CRRAs (or other proposers of LRT systems).

In summary:

Three levels of CRRA plans are referred to in the statutes: comprehensive plans,
preliminary design plans, and final design plans.

Local governments (on the LRT line) review the preliminary and final design plans.
- The proposer may not proceed with the project over county objections.

The proposer may proceed with the project over city and town objections,
after submitting the project to review by the Metropolitan Council

The Council’s review of local objections to a project must include a hearing. The
Council must report on whether it approves of the plan or recommends changes to
accommodate local objections. The Council’s report is advisory: the proposer may
proceed with the project over Council objections.

The Council and the RTB both review and comment on comprehensive plans (if
any) and preliminary design plans. The Council alone reviews and comments on
final design plans.

Under a separate, "metropolitan significance” law, the Council may suspend--for one
year--implementation of an LRT project of which it disapproves.

Later sections of the paper (pages 8-11) describe these and other related review
powers of the Council and the RTB that could affect LRT plans and projects.

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit January 1989 - 3




P LRT REVIEW PROCEDURES

PROPOSER
LOCAL REVIEW (CRRA or other) METRO REVIEW

COMPREHENSIVE CRRA PLAN
Required of Hennepin

submit for metro review
e |

COUNCIL AND RTB

|
COMMENT

]
PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLAN

submit for local review
|

CITIES & TOWNS +

at least 30 days
CRRA
_PUBLIC HEARING _J
LOCAL PUBLIC HEARING |
}45 days

APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE
IN WRITING

—

APPROVE OR
DISAPPROVE submit for metro review

LOCAL DISAPPROVAL?

No Yes

| 5

COUNCIL AND RTB COUNCIL

PUBLIC HEARING
MEDIATION

I
. APPROVE OR

RECOMMEND

CHANGES;
Research Department COMMENT
Minnesota House of Representatives

90
| days




1

FINAL DESIGN PLAN

submit for local review

|

CITIES & TOWNS

|

APPROVE OR
DISAPPROVE

APPROVE OR

DISAPPROVE

submit for metro review

I:o

COUNCIL

|

COMMENT

LOCAL DISAPPROVAL?

Yes

COUNCIL
PUBLIC HEARING
MEDITTION
APPROVE
OR RECOMMEND
CHANGES;
K

COMMENT

|

CONSTRUCTION*

Proposer may proceed with construction despite city and town objections.
Proposer may not proceed over county objections.

Proposer may proceed despite Council objections;
under "metropolitan significance” law.

Council could suspend project for one year

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit

January 1989 - 5 .




What Is the Authority of County Regional Rail Authorities?

CRRAs have general authority to plan, acquire, construct, maintain, and operate LRT
facilities.

No other governmental unit in the metropolitan area has the broad, explicit authority over
LRT that CRRAs possess.

To finance their LRT projects and activities, CRRAs may issue bonds and levy property
taxes (subject to reverse referendum) up to two mills.

(Each county in the metropolitan area has created a separate, independent CRRA.)

[Minn. Stat.. chap. 398A]

State law prescribes some standards for CRRA planning.

In 1987, the Legislature required the Hennepin CRRA to prepare a comprehensive, county-
wide LRT plan. (Other CRRAs may choose to do so; comprehensive plans are not
statutorily required, though they may be an administrative requirement for state and federal
financing.) The law requires that the Hennepin comprehensive plan must not be governed
by the possession of convenient right-of-way: the plan should, "to the extent practicable,
ensure the acquisition, lease, or preservation of the right-of-way for planned light rail transit
corridors, so that the planned corridors are ready for construction and development and so
that corridor development and priorities are not determined by right-of-way ownership.”

Before proceeding with construction of an LRT project, CRRAs (or any other proposer)
must prepare preliminary and final design plans. State law does not define or describe the
content of these plans, except to say that all CRRA plans must "provide for the staged
development of the light rail transit system."

[Laws 1987, chap. 405, sec. 6; Minn. Stat. sec. 473.169; 473.1691]

The state has established a program to subsidize the LRT activities of metropolitan
CRRAs.  For further information, see the section on MnDOT, page 11.

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit January 1989 - 6




What Is the Authority of the MTC?

The MTC does not have the authority to own LRT facilities and equipment. It may not
construct or acquire LRT facilities of its own. It may not acquire LRT facilities from a
CRRA.

Although the MTC has the general legal authority to acquire, construct, and own transit
facilities, it is specifically forbidden by law from expending any public money for
"any...purpose related to facilities for transporting passengers by cars operating on fixed rails,
without express legislative authorization." [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.398] The legislature has
expressly authorized the MTC only to perform in the role of contract operator to the
counties.

The MTC is confined to the role of contract operator of CRRA systems.

The law requires the MTC to cooperate with counties in planning the operation and in
operating CRRA systems: "[T]he metropolitan transit commission shall cooperate with
regional rail authorities in the operational planning and operation of regional rail authority
light rail transit systems.” [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.17]

The law allows the MTC to operate a CRRA system under contract with the CRRA: "The
transit commission may enter into an agreement to provide for the operation of a regional
rail authority light rail transit system upon completion of construction of the system by the
regional rail authority." [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.4051]

(If the MTC does enter into such an operating agreement, the MTC must transfer to its
employ "all employees of the system except executive and administrative officers who are
necessary for the operation” of the system and must honor all existing labor contracts and
pension obligations applying to the transferred employees. No employee may be placed, as
a result of the transfer, in a worse position with respect to employee compensation,
seniority, and benefits. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.4051; 473.415])

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit January 1989 - 7




What Is the Authority of the RTB?

(For more information on the authority of the RTB, see The Responsibilities of the Regional Transit Board:
A Summary of Legislative Policy, House Research, January 1989.

The RTB may not construct, own, or operate LRT facilities.

The RTB was created to be a planner, financer, coordinator, and "broker" of transit services.

The legislative statement of purpose for the RTB instructs the agency to "arrange with
others for the delivery and provision of transit services and facilities. The board shall avoid,
to the greatest extent possible, direct operational planning, administration, and management
of specific transit services and facilities.” [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.373, subd. 1a]

The law expressly forbids the RTB to own or operate transit services or to have any interest
in real property or transit vehicles. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.375, subd. 4, 18]

The RTB does not control the funds for LRT as it does other metropolitan transit.

One legislative purpose for the RTB is "to administer state and metropolitan transit
subsidies." [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.373, subd. 1a]

In accordance with this purpose, the RTB administers all state subsidies and property tax
subsidies for all metropolitan transit projects and services--except LRT, The RTB has an
appropriation for LRT planming ($400,000 for FY 1988-89), but MnDOT administers the
state subsidy for CRRAs. The RTB may not use its bond or property tax money for LRT.
CRRAs control the local bond and property tax support for LRT. [Laws 1987, ch. 358, sec.
3, subd. 5; Laws 1988, chap. 684, art. 2, sec. 2 (b), 4; Minn. Stat. sec. 398A.04, subd. 8]

State law also excludes the RTB from federal LRT funding. The RTB may not apply for or
receive federal discretionary capital grants for LRT, either for itself or on behalf of others.
(The RTB is also generally excluded by state law from access to federal formula and block
grants for transit.) [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.375, subd. 8]

The RTB is entitled, under state law, to review and approve CRRA applications for federal
funds for LRT, but the RTB does not have similar approval authority over the state LRT
grants administered by MnDOT. MnDOT is required only to "request” and "consider” the

comments of the RTB in evaluating applications and distributing funds. [Minn. Stat. sec.
174.32, subd. 2]

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit January 1989 - 8




The RTB has no authority to disapprove LRT projects or to manage or regulate LRT
development. The RTB may comment on CRRA plans and must cooperate with
CRRAEs in planning CRRA systems.

The RTB’s general transit function is to plan, coordinate, and "broker" transit projects and
services. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.373-473.392] It is specifically forbidden by law, however, from
expending any public money "for any...purpose related to facilities for transporting
passengers by cars operating on fixed rails, without express legislative authorization." [Minn.
Stat. sec. 473.398]

The Legislature has expressly authorized only the following activities:

° Midway Corridor. The RTB may plan the LRT link between the two downtowns,
known as the Midway Corridor. This planning may consist of "preliminary
engineering for general route configurations and alignments, station locations,
modal interconnectors, and access...." [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.398]

However, because the LRT review procedure requires county approval of any LRT
project, the RTB in reality functions essentially as an agent of the CRRA. [Minn.
Stat. sec. 473.169, subd. 6]

Review of comprehensive plans and preliminary design plans. The RTB must review
and comment on the comprehensive plans and preliminary design plans of CRRAs,
before the CRRA prepares final design plans. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.1691)

Studies. The RTB may conduct LRT studies necessary to its review and comment
role. These studies must be conducted in accordance with a provision of the law
that states that the RTB "shall cooperate with regional rail authorities in the study,
planning, and design of regional rail authority light rail transit systems.” [Minn. Stat.
sec. 473.1691, 473.17] (This provision allows the RTB to provide some RTB funds
to assist planning activities in corridors other than the Midway Corridor.)

If CRRAs were to contract with the MTC for the operation of LRT, the RTB would
gain some indirect influence over the operation of CRRA systems through its control of
MTC operations.

The RTB appoints all MTC commissioners, administers public subsidies to the MTC from
state appropriations and the metropolitan property tax, and approves the capital
expenditures of the MTC. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.404; 473.373, subd. 1a; 473.39; 473.446)
Also, the following activities and decisions of the MTC are subject to approval by the RTB:

® operation and service plans [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.405, subd. 6]

® route planning and scheduling, including reconfigurations of routes to serve LRT
[Minn. Stat. sec. 473.391]

annual budgets [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.435]
certificates of indebtedness [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.436]

acquisitions of existing transit systems (although state law does not allow acquisition
of LRT) [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.405, subd. 5]

fares [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.408, subd. 2a]

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit January 1989 - 9




& What Is the Authority of the Metropolitan Council?

The Council may review, comment, and make recommendations on CRRA plans for
CRRA systems. The Council must cooperate with CRRAs in planning CRRA systems.

The Council is specifically forbidden by law from expending any public money "for

any...purpose related to facilities for transporting passengers by cars operating on fixed rails,
without express legislative authorization." [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.398]

The Legislature has expressly authorized only the following activities:

@ Review of funding requests. The Council must review and comment on all
applications by CRRAs, the RTB, or the MTC for federal or state funds. [Minn.
Stat. sec. 473.171; 174.32, subd. 2]

Review of comprehensive plans and preliminary design plans. The Council must
review and comment on the comprehensive plans and preliminary design plans of
CRRAs, before the CRRA prepares final design plans. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.1691]

Review of preliminary and final design plans. The Council must review the
preliminary and final design plans of a CRRA. In the course of its review, the
Council:

must hold a public hearing to consider local objections to the plans

may review, mediate, and make recommendations on local objections to
the plans

must review and comment on the consistency of the plans with the
Council’s development guide.

[Minn. Stat. sec. 473.169]

Studies. The Council may conduct LRT studies necessary to its review role. These
studies must be conducted in accordance with a provision of the law that states that
the Council "shall cooperate with regional rail authorities in the study, planning, and
design of regional rail authority light rail transit systems.” [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.1691;
473.17]

Under its "metropolitan significance” authority, the Council could suspend
implementation of an LRT project for one year.

The law expressly applies this general review authority of the Council to LRT projects.
[Minn. Stat. sec. 473.169, subd. 8] The procedures to be used in this review are specified in
state law and Council rule. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.173]

Metropolitan Light Rail Transit January 1989 - 10




The Council could have some indirect authority over LRT through its power to approve
some general transit activities and decisions.

The major Council approvals of metropolitan agency transit activities concern:
® the RTB’s transit implementation plan [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.161, subd. 2; 473.377]
# the biennial financial plan of the RTB [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.38, subd. 2]

® acquisitions by the MTC of existing transit systems [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.405, subd.
]

In addition, the Council issues all metropolitan bonds for the metropolitan transit capital
improvement program. [Minn. Stat. sec. 473.39]

The significance of these planning and investment controls over metropolitan agencies is
limited, however, because the agencies affected--the MTC and the RTB--have limited
powers with respect to LRT.

The Council has authority (under the Metropolitan Land Planning Act) to review and, under
some circumstances, require modifications in county and city comprehensive plans. The
Council cannot review CRRA plans directly under the Act, but it might be able to use its
authority to review county and city plans to indirectly affect CRRA plans. [Minn. Stat. sec.
473.175)

What Is The Authority of MnDOT? o

In 1988, the Legislature chose MnDOT as the administrator of state subsidies to
metropolitan CRRAs for LRT.

The 1988 Legislature appropriated $4,170,000 for this purpose from the transit assistance
fund--which receives money from the motor vehicle excise tax.

The law establishing this subsidy program contains the following instructions to MnDOT:
@ Only metropolitan CRRAs are eligible recipients.
° Grants must be matched on a dollar for dollar basis by the CRRA.

Not more than 60 percent of "the available funds” may go to a single recipient.

In evaluating applications and distributing funds, MnDOT must "request” and
"consider” the comments of the Council and the RTB.

Before distributing any funds for construction, MnDOT must report to the
legislature on the use and planned distribution of the funds.

[Laws 1988, ch. 684, art. 2, sec. 2(b), 4; Minn. Stat. sec. 174.32, subd. 2]
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John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

aill'O ad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

Hal Norgard

Authority ol

Donald E. Salverda

District 2
AGENDA Warren W, Schaber
District 6

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

St. Paul, MN 55102 Tuesday, February 28, 1989
Phone 298-4145

10:30 A.M. - Large Conference Room - 316

Minutes of the February 14, 1989 Board Meeting
Chairman's Comments
Update on Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority LRT Progress

Update on Metropolitan Council Public Hearing on Northeast
Burlington Northern Railroad Corridor

Progress on Comprehensive LRT Plan and solicitation of suggestions
for corridors to evaluate for LRT potential

Approve resolution supporting level boarding for light rail
transit vehicles

Preliminary engineering and environmental impact statement for
the Midway Corridor

*Action is requested.




MINUTES

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

February 14, 1989

The regular meeting of the Board of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was
held on Tuesday, February 14, 1989, at 10:50 A.M. in the Large 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 Duane McCarty
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Commissioner Warren Schaber

ALSO PRESENT: James Van Houdt, Ed Glaubitz, Karen Tero, James Tolaas,
Jill Goski, Don Ahern, Paul Gustafson, Donna Allan,
Frances Glendenning, Kris Wendorff represented the
County Attorney's Office

Minutes - of the January 24, 1989 Board Meeting.

Commissioner Norgard made the following motion, seconded by Commissioner
Hunt.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular meeting of the Regional Railroad Authority Board held on February
14, 1989, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - O
Motion adopted.

Chairman's Comments

Chairman Finley discussed the two Forums which have been held, one at the
North End, and one at Merriam Park, and there was one last night at White
Bear Lake.

Commissioner McCarty discussed the meeting at White Bear Lake, this meeting
went well, there were two residents who asked some questions, there were about
twenty people there, staff included. He does not know what we can do to
publicize this, the papers were to have reported it. However, it was in the
St. Paul paper.
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Kathy DeSpiegelaere said the question came up as to why we had not publicized
it, and we had sent out approximately thirty press releases to all press in both
cities, and to the St. Paul and Minneapolis papers who did publicize it. There
were 15 at the first forum, 40 at the second, and 20 at the third. In terms of
turnout that we may want to rethink of what we want to do at the next set of
forums. They were asked by the community organizers in St. Paul to increase

the number of forums, so there were five. It may be we should rather than
having five the next time, we have three. At any rate, the fact that we are
making this effort is well received by some whether or not there is a large
turnout, at least we are making the attempt to communicate with them.

Commissioner Hunt asked if the staff at the last meeting - this could not have
been all County staff, there may have been local government as well, and that

is a good way of informing them. Commissioner McCarty said there were people

from the MTC, RTB, Tlocal officials, city managers.

Chairman Finley informed the Board that we are going to have one "round robin"
to be held downtown. He had a meeting with the Chamber of Commerce President
and the Chairman of the Light Rail Task Force that has been set up, and also
present was the President of one of the banks out in the Midway area, and we
had a real fine meeting.

It was suggested that we have a Forum downtown, and set it for 7:30 A.M.
which they felt would be better than a noon meeting.

Chairman Finley spoke to BOMA and there were about 100 people present for the
building owners meeting, and it went very well, they were very attentive, they
were concerned about costs and he assured them on the cost, told them where we
were in preliminary engineering and comprehensive plan, how it was funded, and
what the anticipated preliminary costs would be, who we thought would run it,
and the way the legislation is as it presently sits both as to funding and as

to where the responsibility lies. He gave them a cursory overview of each of
those issues, and those who stopped to talk to him after the meeting as they

had asked him to stay to talk one on one, this way everyone did not have to

stay for the questions and answers. They are concerned and they like our
approach as far as long term capital funding that it will not be on the property
tax, of course. They had no problems with the speed in which we are proceeding,
thought it was good that a governmental agency was proceeding cautiously and
thoughtfully and was making decisions based on firm engineering and cost data.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere mentioned that there will be a Forum on Thursday, February

16th in New Brighton, which Commissioner Norgard will be present at as Commissioner
Salverda will be on the LRT tour. Next week there is one in Commissioner Schaber's
district, and he will be there.

Commissioner Schaber mentioned that we had good response in the Tocal papers on
notices, and it will be interesting to see what they draw because we have not
only had notice in the St. Paul and Minneapolis papers but these local side
papers have covered it very well.
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Patrick 0'Malley went to the BOMA meeting, they had a real good turnout,
and felt that they were very receptive to light rail, and there was a
concern to some degree as to how it was going to come into downtown. They
were very pro light rail. He feels that Commissioner Finley gave an
excellent presentation.

Chairman Finley pointed out at the BOMA meeting when we met with the Mn/
DOT engineers, there are plans to do about just everyone of those bridges
that cross 94, but none of the plans include Tight rail, so he does not
know how they expect us to get downtown, this is a very integral part of
total system connecting downtown St. Paul. The Highway Department has
plans on the drawing board, and the first one goes down this June for rehab.
He pointed this out to the BOMA people that things keep coming up, and if
we can stay ahead of the game and that provision has to be Tooked at for
light rail, regardless of what street it ends up on, we must make sure that
bridges that cross University or on I-94, wherever it is, you are still
going to have to get into downtown, either go over or off of I-94. He

also pointed out that most of the plans end at the Capitol, but thought it
would be more appropriate to get them into the work center.

Commissioner Ahrens asked if in the future we may be looking at a major
stop 1ike the Depot, or some other place to funnel into one central place.

Chairman Finley said that the Commissioners will find when they go on the
tour, it is the park and rides and the bus systems that make or break all
these systems. What the staff is looking at in the comprehensive plan is
the spreading out, looking at park and rides for all of the potential
corridors that we will be looking at, and as to where those corridors exit
from Ramsey County into the additional counties, they are adjacent counties.
In the plan will be a map showing the rail lines, how they go out into the
other counties, this will include the highways - he used this yesterday at
the BOMA meeting. This will show how they go outside of Ramsey County into
Washington, Dakota and Anoka Counties, also looking at the bus Tines as to
where they will be coming into any potential lines in the future. This
should also be pointed out when we are talking at the Forums.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere informed the Board at each of the three Forums that we
have had, individuals have asked questions how we are working with Washington,
Dakota, and Anoka Counties. We have indicated to them that we will be
looking at extensions of lines that don't just stop at the Ramsey County
border, and that each of these counties also is preparing a comprehensive
light rail plan so it is important that we work together.

Mr. O'Malley mentioned another thing that was addressed at the BOMA Meeting
was the access to the airport, and he felt that Commissioner Finley addressed
this very well. Several people indicated that we need access to and from the
airport.




Minutes
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
February 14, 1989

Chairman Finley added, they did not like the idea as he pointed out in the
Metropolitan Council Plan that there are six routes all emenating from downtown
Minneapolis, one of these connects to St. Paul, one connects to the airport,
one to Anoka, this is the Metropolitan Council Plan, and we are sitting here
with one Tittle spoke in that wheel, and they felt that it was very important
that we move ahead to become part of the total hub instead of a spoke, they
felt that a triangle as we had talked about to begin with would be very
important and advantageous to the east metropolitan area to be a part of the
triangle if there is going to be a route from Minneapolis to the airport that
we have some type of connection from St. Paul. He pointed out that the Soo
services the Ford Plant but that does not mean that we should not Took in the
area for a right of way going out Shepherd Road, even though the line is not
available at the present time. We should be looking at it from the standpoint
of redoing Shepherd Road. He has sent several letters to the City regarding
this. The City is proceeding with plans, but he does not know if they are
considering light rail potential.

Commissioner Schaber said at the MICA meeting he spoke to representatives
from Washington and Dakota Counties, and he can't emphasize how important it
is to get these people moving, as one of the real problems we have which the
Chairman has alluded to is the fact that right now with Met Council having
everything as the hub in Minneapolis, we are only a spoke from there. Until
we develop particularly the Washington and Dakota County people getting them
involved, there should be two hubs, we have to encourage these people to get
moving, otherwise it is going to end up where Met Council is basically going
to do their own plan.

Chairman Finley said this was pointed out at the first meeting of the East
Metro Consortium was that Hennepin County is so large and they extend out so
far that we have one unit of government in many things, not just public
transportation, and in service delivery which we do not have the benefit of
because we are three substantially smallercounties geographically, but is is

even more important that we work together in the East Metro area. We have
worked together before in the trash area, and he feels that we can continue

to work together, but these counties have to realize that they will benefit
from mistakes made in the past by other units of government in the urban areas.
We need to move forward.

Quarterly Report of Payments, October - December 1988

Commissioner Ahrens moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Salverda.

Whereas, Payments have been made from Ramsey County Regional Railroad Budget
for the period of October through December 31, 1988, and a record of these
disbursements is attached, Now Therefore Be It

RESOLVED, That the report of payment is accepted by the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority.
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Roll Call: Ayes - 7. Nays - 0O
Motion adopted.

Approve adjustments to the 1989 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
budget in the amount of $2,878,500 - this will establish different accounts
for different phases of projects to be undertaken by the RCRRA in 1989.

Chairman Finley said this will account for all the different phases of work
they will be conducting through 1989.

Commissioner Schaber did not understand just what we are doing with it.

James Tolaas wished to summarize, we took in a Tot more money in terms of
grant, approximately $665,000, took $300,000 from the Contingency Account
and have redistributed the allocation for different services that are
provided by County personnel. There was some money left in Reserve in 1988
account. So, this does account for our master plan and still provides for
the appropriations that were accounted for in the grant application.

Chairman Finley called on James Van Houdt, and Mr. Van Houdt did prepare

a summary of the results of the budget adjustment so that he understood it.
There is a lot of detail, he took the original budget which was $2,175,000
which includes the grant and tax levy, this was approved. To that we have

set up three new cost centers, the Comprehensive Plan, Preliminary Engineering,
and Environmental Engineering. There was grant money for each one of those,
and we had to put up the same dollars. The original $2,175,000 (the original
budget) they substract $1,656,026, that that leaves your Administration Budget
at $518,982.

Mr. Van Houdt distributed a copy of this summary to the Board members.
What he has tried to do is reconcile to the tax levy and the new grant.
This, hopefully, will do this for us as outlined on this sheet.

Chairman Finley explained what started this to begin with is that we did not
know for sure what we were going to be receiving from the grant, and this is
what caused a Tot of this changing. Mr. Van Houdt allocated the $1,656,026
throughout these other new cost centers,Comprehensive Plan we received a
grant for $302,000, we need $302,000 in local match, that balances that out.
Preliminary Engineering we put in $611,526, there was $41,474 of an estimated
payable at the end of 1987 that is being rolled into this year, these two total
$653,000 and the grant is $653,000, Environmental Engineering is the same.

In the adjustments you will see they go up $705,974, the new budget for the
whole project is $2,880,982, the $705,000 is made up of additional grant
money of $664,500, the original budget estimated $516,500 of grant money.

We ended up receiving $1,181,000. The difference is the $664,500. We add

in the $41,474 from prior years, and the total 1is $705,974, and your budget
is $2,880,982 which is financed by $1,658,508 tax levy, $41,474 prior year

or fund balance, and the grant of $1,181,000 which ties out to the grant
agreement and it balances.
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Mr. Van Houdt said there are many line items which he did not walk the
Board through, but in a summary this is what we did as per the sheet he
distributed at this meeting.

Chairman Finley said these contracts will be extending beyond this year's
appropriation, it is not all going to be spent in 1989, so these will be
rolled over, re-allocated in 1990.

Mr. Van Houdt said they would look at those and see how they would do it,
maybe they will be encumbered and just aside, or they could be reappropriated.
Normally on contracts we encumber the appropriation in that particular year
and that is where it is charged. When we get closer to the end of the year,
the size will determine as to just how it is handled.

Commissioner Schaber said this explanation and summary really helps, as
before this meeting he was not tracking this process.

Chairman Finley asked about the budget adjustment detail that came with the
documentation he wants to be sure the detail is still correct, and Mr. Van
Houdt said that is still correct,

Commissioner Salverda moved the followiny recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Schaber.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has accepted a grant
from the MinnesotaDepartment of Transportation for the purpose of completing
a Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for the entire County, Phase I
Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Impact Statement studies for the
Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, The 1989 Budget did not provide funding for Phase I Preliminary
Engineering and Environmental Impact Statement studies; and

WHEREAS, Minnesota Department of Transportation grant provisions require
separate accounting of each area of work; and

WHEREAS, Regional Railroad Authority staff has prepared budget adjustment
recommendations which transfer original budget appropriations, including
revenues and tax levy, to separate cost centers for four areas of LRT work -
RCRRA General (59101), RCRRA Comprehensive Plan (59102), RCRRA Preliminary
Engineering (59103), and RCRRA Environmental Impact Statement (59104; and

WHEREAS, The recommended budget adjustmetns include appropriation distribution
to accounts within each cost center; and

WHEREAS, The appropriations resulting from the recommended budget adjustments
are consistent with the light rail transit grant application and meet the
matching fund obligations of the grant agreement; Now, Therefore, Be It
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RESOLVED, That the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the
budget adjustments, in the amount of $2,878,500, in accordance with the
documentation attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit A.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Approve agreement with Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. No. RCRRA 88-002, in
in the amount of $437,700, and authorize the Chairman of the RCRRA to
sign the agreement on behalf of RCRRA for Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Chairman Finley said this is the comprehensive plan and work program,
and the contract.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere pointed out that there is a detailed work program that
has been developed by the consultants and staff, one of the key parts of
it is looking at specific corridors for light rail transit, a lot of work
will be done on downtown alignments. There is a schedule that is attached
showing that the plan will be done in June of this year (draft form) and
three month comment period, then the final plan in November.

Commissioner Schaber moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Hunt.

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. has completed all work identified in

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement No. RCRRA-88-001, including
refinement and expansion of Tasks 2-8 of the Work Plan developed for the
Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan; and

WHEREAS, The "Phase I Report: Work Program and Background" defines in
detail major subtasks, procedures, and methodologies required to complete
the Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan; and

WHEREAS, Regional Railroad Authority Staff has prepared Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority Agreement No. RCRRA-88-002 in the amount of $437,700 for the
purpose of completing Tasks 2-8 as detailed in the technical report; Now,
Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority Agreement No. RCRRA-88-02 in the amount of $437,700;
and Be It Further

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority authorizes the
Chairman of the Regional Railroad Authority to sign the Agreement on behalf
of the Authority.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion carried.




Minutes
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
February 14, 1989

Approve and authorize payments to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. in the total
amount of $12,467.98.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained that this is based upon the first agreement,
and the one which was just approved. They have done substantial work
developing the work program and that was part of the first contract.

Commissioner Schaber asked if there was a sign-off procedure on these
invoices.

As it was originally set up, anything over $2,000 comes to the Board for
approval for payment.

Chairman Finley asked if in the future we could get information with these
payments, and to see that the amount paid is within the projected amount of
the contract, Ms. DeSpiegelaere said she would be doing that. In the future
they can track that.

Chairman Finley suggested that a form be developed to show the amount paid,
the balance, etc. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said this could be arranged for.

Commissioner Schaber moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Hunt.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted for the
professional services of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. for the purpose of
completion of a Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for Ramsey County; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement Numbers
RCRRA-88-001 and RCRRA-88-002 govern the performance of services of and terms
of payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, inc; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe Fausch has satisfactorily completed portions of the
work identified in the referenced agreements, and provided detail invoice
documentation for services and costs accrued through December 31, 1988; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. Invoice No. 1 and attachments thereto
provide the correct payment documentation of payments due Strgar-Roscoe-
Fausch, Inc. through December 31, 1988; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority authorizes the
Chairmen of the Regional Railroad Authority to approve payment in the total
amount of $12,467.98 to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, inc. for services rendered
through December 31, 1988.

Roll Call; Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.
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LRT Laws - Information Only

Chairman Finley said that this is information which Mr. Todd who is a
legislative analyst, provided to the delegation two weeks ago when he

and Commissioner Hunt were there for a meeting. They felt that it was
very good once we got a chance to read it. Commissioner Hunt suggested
we all get it. As you can see, it lays out some background as to what

the State legislation is, and what it was, what it is in relationship to
who does what in the State of Minnesota regarding light rail planning

and engineering, etc. This took each of the units of government, the
County, RTB, Met Council, and tracked it. It is done very, very well.

The Board members should really familiarize themselves with it, as we
sometimes get asked by the Tlegislators as to how come the County is doing
it, why is Hennepin County moving so fast. If you will look at the legis-
lation, you will see that Hennepin County was required by State Law to

do a comprehensive plan in 1987. It is not just the County that is pushing
it, but the legislation that was approved that got the ball rolling.

We have tried to move ahead, and as you can see, we are not even required

to do a comprehensive plan under the State Law, but Hennepin County was
required to do that. However, we are in the process of doing a comprehensive
plan, and we could sit back and say that the State Legislature only required
that Hennepin County do anything, and we could do nothing, which is where it
was going, and is probably one of the reasons why we are a spoke and they
are a wheel. Chairman Finley does think that we should point out that we
have the ultimate authority for the corridor selection, although we have to
coordinate and some other units of government have review powers, we have
that obligation and it is ours, and only ours for that selection which is
another reason why we are moving slowly, very cautiously, thoughtfully,

and make our decisions based upon all available data both technical
engineering and cost wise.

Commissioner Hunt said there was comment she wished to make after one of
her trips to the Legislature, and one of our local delegation indicated
there is a Tot of concern on the part of rural legislators about LRT and
they are somewhat prone to slow down the process, as their concern that
MVET funds will be drained off to use for LRT. That is the feeling among
legislators as to what is going to happen to the MVET funds.

Chairman Finley thinks our position is somewhat 1like that, we are concerned that
this should not beproperty taxes, so we do have something in common with our
rural compatriots, that we do not feel it should be funded locally, it is

too big of a ticket item. This is something that is going to benefit the

entire State of Minnesota, and it should be funded from some source at that
level.

Chairman Finley feels that in dealing with the public at the Forums, this
information will be very valuable, and that we should all familiarize
ourselves with this report.
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Commissioner Salverda commented about the Forum at which he was present,
there was one person present whose perception of light rail was that it
was a "done deal". People there were more open on some issues, however.

Chairman Finley said that three Commissioners will be leaving today on the
Light Rail Tour, to learn about light rail, platforms, etc. Jill Goski

and James Tolaas will accompany the Commissioners, as well as Peter Fausch,
the consultant.

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

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere %9/

SUBJECT: Metropolitan Council Public Hearing on Northeast Burlington Northern Railroad
Corridor

DATE: February 16, 1989

A public hearing was held at the Metropolitan Council on January 24 on the trail
designation of the Northeast Burlington Northern Railroad corridor. Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) submitted a resolution on the subject and Chairman
John Finley spoke at the hearing.

The hearing testimony has been summarized in the attachment from Arne Stefferud,
Metropolitan Council. Recommendations relevant to RCRRA concerns are:

1. The Burlington Northern Railroad corridor from Kellogg Avenue to Beam Avenue should
be designated a regional trail.

St. Paul and Ramsey County should prepare a trail acquisition and development concept
master plan for the corridor, including the portion north of Beam Avenue to the north
Ramsey County border. This plan should be coordinated with RCRRA’s comprehensive
light rail transit plan. RCRRA’s comprehensive 1light rail transit plan should
include a date and/or criteria for construction of 1light rail transit in the
corridor.

The restrictive convenant should be modified when regional parks funds are granted
for acquisition of the corridor to permit shared light rail transit and trail use.
Compensation for light rail transit right-of-way acquisition and relocation of the
trail within the right of way when shared use with LRT is to occur will be required.

Recommendation:

The Metropolitan Council staff recommendations are consistent with RCRRA’s resolution.
The recommendations will be considered at a Metropolitan Council Systems Committee
meeting on February 21.

KD/eclm
Attachment




METROPOLTITAN COUNCIL
Mears Park Centre, 230 E. 5th St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612-291-6359

February 3, 1989

TO: Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission

FROM: Arne Stefferud, Parks and Open Space Program d Sg'

SUBJECT: Public Hearing Response: Burlington Northern Railroad Regional Trail
Designation

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum summarizes the testimony received from a Metropolitan Council
public hearing (Jan. 24, 1989) regarding the proposed regional trail designa-
tion of the Northeast Burlington Northern railroad corridor from Kellogg Av. in
St. Paul to Beam Av. in Maplewood. An analysis of the testimony, leading to
findings and staff recommendations are also presented.

To summarize the report, the testimony supports, and staff recommends that:

1) The Metropolitan Council designate the Northeast Burlington Northern
railroad corridor (Kellogg Av. to Beam Av.) a regional trail.

2) The Metropolitan Council direct the city of St. Paul and Ramsey County to
prepare a joint trail acquisition and development concept master plan for the
Northeast Burlington Northern railroad corridor and coordinate the trail master
plan with the Ramsey County comprehensive light rail transit (LRT) plan as well
as city of Maplewood plans for street crossings, storm water easements and an
interchange at Hwy. 36.

The trail master plan should include the rest of the Burlington Northern
railroad line (north of Beam Av. to the Ramsey/Washington County line) to
provide information for designating the rest of the corridor a regional trail,
if it is abandoned.

The Ramsey County comprehensive LRT plan should include a time frame and/or
criteria for determining when LRT should be constructed in the corridor. The
city of Maplewood plan for the proposed interchange at Hwy. 36 should include a
time frame and/or criteria for determining when the interchange should be
constructed.

3) When regional park funds are granted to acquire the Northeast Burlington
Northern corridor, the Metropolitan Council should modify its restrictive
covenant on the land to permit shared use of the corridor for trail and LRT
purposes and to accommodate street crossings over the trail, storm water
easements and a future interchange at Hwy. 36. The modified covenant shall
require compensation for light rail right-of-way acquisition, Hwy. 36
interchange acquisition and relocating the trail treadway, including extra land
to accommodate the other uses with the trail.




4) The Metropolitan Council should request that MnDOT construct 76-foot bridge
extensions for I-94 over the trail to provide a safe underpass, and that MnDOT
absorb the cost of the extensions consistent with Recreation Open Space Policy
6 and Transportation Policy 16.

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF HEARING TESTIMONY

To simplify and structure the analysis from the testimony, this report will
reference oral and written testimony. A transcript of the oral testimony will
be available at the Metropolitan Council by Feb. 20. An audio tape is
available for inspection now by calling Arne Stefferud at 291-6360. Written
testimony has been attached to this memorandum for reference purposes.

This analysis will cluster questions/issues related to the four recommendations
in the Introduction.

1. Designating the Northeast Burlington Northern railroad corridor (Kellogg
Av. to Beam Av.) a regional trail.

Is the Northeast Burlington Northern railroad corridor the best alignment for a
regional trail in this area? Yes, based on oral testimony from John Wirka
(city of St. Paul Park and Recreation Division), with supporting statements
from John Finley (Ramsey County Board of Commissioners and chair, Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority), Truman Porter (Friends of St. Paul and Ramsey
County Parks), Paul Gilliland and Karen Swenson (District 2 Community Council),
Karen DuPaul and Richard DuPaul (Daytons Bluff District 4 Community Council),
Carol Carrey, Romi Slowiak, Holly Urbanski and Ron Pajari (neighborhood
residents) and Mike Miller (Minn. Coalition of Bicyclists). Written testimony
on this matter, including letters received after Jan. 24 are found in
Attachments 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13 and 14.

Wirka presented a large scale map illustrating three alternative trail
alignments with the following acquisition/development cost estimates:

Alternative 1: Burlington Northern right-of-way with connection to Mississippi
River.

$2 million acquisition
1.8 million development, including I-94 bridge extensions

Total $3.8 million

This alignment was preferred because it had the fewest at-grade intersections
with streets and physically separated trail users from street traffic.

Alternative 2. East Central Business District (CBD) By-pass from the
Mississippi River, then streets east of I-35E to Gateway Segment of Willard
Munger Trail.

$1.2 million acquisition
.4 to .6 million development

Total $1.6 to 1.8 million




This alignment was not preferred because it would place the trail on streets
east of I-35E, increasing traffic danger to the trail user. Furthermore, the
Gateway Segment of the Willard Munger Trail had not been developed yet, which
made the alignment useless for bicycle travel.

Richard DuPaul added that this alignment would not be usable in winter, since

the trail treadway would probably be filled with plowed snow from the adjacent
street.

Alternative 3: Pathway through Indian Mounds Park from the Mississippi River

and then along Johnson Parkway to Lake Phalen Regional Park, and using BN right-
of-way north of the park.

$1.4 million acquisition (portion of BN right-of-way)
.6 million development

Total $2.0 million

This alignment was not preferred because Johnson Parkway was a heavily traveled
street with many at-grade intersections. Wirka stated the traffic counts for
Johnson Parkway:

18,000 Average Daily Trips (ADT), from E. 7th St. to Phalen Regional Park
17,000 ADT from Third St. to E. Tth St.
11,000 ADT from Indian Mounds Park to E. Tth St.

Wirka concluded his remarks supporting the BN alignment as the best alternative
by stating that it was the safest altermative. Using fencing to separate the
trail from active railroad lines between Arcade and Earl Sts., plus the fact
that the trail right-of-way is between 60 to 100 ft. wide, provides physical
separation from other uses and space for vegetative screening. Furthermore,
the connection to the Mississippi River would be on a separate treadway from
the East CBD Bypass and would utilize signalized crossings to cross the East
CBD Bypass and Warner Rd.

With regard to the timing and connections to a trail along the Mississippi
River, Wirka stated that funds have been budgeted (from the Federal Great
River Rd. program) and construction would begin in 1990 to relocate Warner
Rd. away from the river and to construct pedestrian and bicycle trails along
the river. The river trail would go upstream from Battle Creek Regional Park
along Warner Rd. and past downtown St. Paul along a relocated Shepard Rd. to
Crosby Farm-Hidden Falls Regional Park. The Shepard Rd. construction is
budgeted and scheduled to be completed by 1993. Funding for constructing the
East CBD Bypass has not been secured. Best guesses for the construction is the
mid-1990s. It would be the final link connecting the river trail to the BN
trail.

Wirka referenced the Council staff analysis preceding the public hearing
(Council Publication No. 580-88-1241) which found that the I-94 bridge
extensions were needed. He repeated the city's position that the extensions
made the trail safe and truly usable.




RESPONSE: Council staff concurs with the arguments presented by Wirka and
others. Although the BN alignment is the most expensive to acquire and
develop, it provides a much safer and more enjoyable recreational experience
than the alternatives. Much of the support for the trail by adjacent land-
owners and neighborhoods is based on this alignment's safety, aesthetic and
historical features that the other alternatives do not possess. (See
attachments 2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13 and 14.)

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Metropolitan Council designate the Northeast Burlington Northern
railroad corridor (Kellogg Av. to Beam Av.) a regional trail.

2. Joint master planning for the trail including coordination with light rail
transit planning, street crossings and storm water easements, plus Hwy. 36
interchange planning.

Testimony from John Finley (Ramsey County Board of Commissioners and chair,
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority) stated that although the city of

St. Paul had taken the lead in trying to acquire the BN right-of-way, Ramsey
County would be jointly requesting regional park funds to acquire the right-of-
way .

Finley also stated in a resolution from the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority that..."the question of ownership is an issue that needs to be
resolved to ensure coordinated planning, maintenance and implementation of any
potential use and that Ramsey County should be a part of that process from its
inception to completion of the project, including being the implementing agency
from Larpenteur Av. north to the north county line." (Attachment 1, page 2.)

Finley's resolution as well as oral testimony from Wirka, Gilliland, and Carrey
indicated the need to coordinate trail master planning with LRT comprehensive
planning, especially since the BN corridor had been identified as a potential,
but low priority, LRT line in "Long-Range Transit Analysis: A Study of
Potential Transit Capitol Investments in Twin Cities Corridors,™ (Metropolitan
Council, December 1986).

Geoff Olson, (Maplewood Director of Community Development) submitted written
testimony favoring public acquisition of the rail corridor "in such a way that
as many options (for other public uses) as possible are kept open." Examples
included providing for street crossings over the trail and an interchange at
Hwy 36. (See Attachement 15.)

Finley also recommended that the regional trail designation should include the

rest of the BN line in Ramsey County, which is currently in operation. He felt
that the trail designation would help protect the whole corridor for trail and

potential LRT use if it was abandoned in the future and would provide a link to
Washington: County (Forest Lake). The Washington County segment of the line is

abandoned.




RESPONSE: Staff concurs with the arguments presented and adds that Policy 10 of
the Council's Recreation Open Space Development Guide/Policy Plan requires that:

"When more than one implementing agency is responsible for the same
regional recreation open space unit, these agencies are to prepare a
coordinated master plan. This plan shall be approved by each agency and
shall identify each agency's responsibilities for carrying out compatible
development and operation of the unit..."

There 1s no justification or data at this time that clearly states what land in
the corridor should be specifically set aside for light rail transit use. If
that was known, regional transit funds--not regional park funds, should be used
to pay for it. LRT decisions, including completion of the Ramsey County
comprehensive LRT plan, have to be made to determine if, and when, LRT would be
constructed. Preliminary engineering plus final design and construction plans
would be needed before determining what land should be converted to light rail
use and how a trail should be relocated and redeveloped in the corridor. (See
Attachment 10.)

Similarly, the proposed interchange at Hwy. 36 will require additional
planning. Geoff Olson's phone conversations with Council parks staff indicate
that the interchange would probably not be constructed until 20 years from
now. MnDOT would decide if and when the interchange would be built.

Since the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is assessing the BN line as
a potential LRT corridor, and the city of Maplewood is planning for street
crossings and an interchange with Hwy. 36, it is imperative that the Rail
Authority's comprehensive LRT planning process and decision-making plus the
city of Maplewood's plans be coordinated with the trail master planning
process. Such action is required under Policy 17 of the Recreation Open Space
Development Guide/Policy Plan which states:

"Plans for development of transportation and utility rights-of-way and
other public uses that would encroach upon or be adjacent to regional
recreation open space areas shall be in accordance with the Metropolitan
Development Guide, this policy plan and the master plans for the regional
open space units."

Staff cannot recommend regional trail designation of the rest of the BN line in
Ramsey County. The public hearing notice and pre-hearing analysis (Council
Publication No. 580-88-124) did not include this segment of rail line for
designation. However, master planning can still be done on that segment and is
encouraged. Such planning will provide the necessary information for Council
designation as a regional trail via another public hearing, if this segment is
abandoned. This segment would link Phalen-Keller Regional Park with Bald Eagle-
Otter Lake Regional Park.




RECOMMENDATION:

That the Metropolitan Council direct the city of St. Paul and Ramsey County to
prepare a joint trail acquisition and development concept master plan for the
northeast Burlington Northern Railroad Corridor and coordinate the trail master
plan with the Ramsey County comprehensive LRT plan as well as the city of
Maplewood plans for street crossings, storm water easements and an interchange
with Hwy. 36.

The trail master plan should include the rest of the BN line (north of Beam
Av. to the Ramsey/Washington County line) to provide information for
designating the rest of the corridor a regional trail, if it is abandoned.

The Ramsey County ccmprehensive LRT plan should include a time frame and/or
criteria for determining when LRT should be constructed in the corridor. The
city of Maplewood plan for the proposed interchange at Hwy. 36 should include a
time frame and/or criteria for determining when the interchange should be
constructed.

3. Modifying the Restrictive Covenant Protecting the Regional Trail to Permit
Shared Light Rail Transit Use and Other Public Uses.

There were four aspects to this issue presented and discussed:

A. Mr. Finley, chair, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, specifically
requested that a restrictive covenant to protect regional recreation open space
acquired with regional park funds would be unacceptable if it precluded either
conversion of the corridor to LRT use or shared LRT/trail use. He was
especially concerned that modifying the restrictive covenant in the future to
permit LRT use would not be possible if another LRT alternative corridor
existed. (See Attachment 1.)

B. Neighborhood organizations and residents (Paul Gilliland, Karen Swenson,
Bill Freeman, Romi Slowiak, Holly Urbanski and Ron Pajori) plus Charles Lowery
(Dakota County Parks and Recreation Director) and Metropolitan Parks and Open
Space Commissioner Phyllis Stenerson stated that:

1. Trail usage of the corridor was preferred and should be protected since
it would enhance adjacent property values.

2. Light rail transit use was not justified nor desirable at this point in
time. It would reduce adjacent property values.

3. Although the corridor could physically accommodate both trail and light
rail use in most areas, it may require additional land acquisition outside
of the BN right-of-way since some areas contained only the rail bed on top
of a steep slope.

4, Since LRT may be appropriate and less damaging to adjacent areas in the
future with new technology, landowners should be given an assurance that
construction of any LRT not occur for a period of time. Suggestions ranged
from 20 to 25 years or to the year 2010,

5. Any conversion of recreation open space to another use should be very
carefully considered.




C. The city of Maplewood's testimony (Attachment 15) also supports LRT and
"acquisition of the rail corridor in such a way that as many options (for other
public uses) as possible are kept open."

D. Council members Carol Flynn, Liz Anderson, Dottie Rietow and Mary Hauser
discussed the interpretation of Recreation Open Space Policy 18:

"All recreation open space acquired with regional funds shall be placed under a
restrictive covenant to ensure that nondiscriminatory regional open space use
is continued in the future unless otherwise approved by the Council..."

and Policy 21,

"The conversion of regional recreation open space areas to other uses shall
be allowed only when it is in the public interest and no alternative
exists. Such conversion shall be allowed only upon joint agreement under
terms developed jointly by the implementing agency and the Metropolitan
Council.™

The Council members wanted to provide reasonable options to provide and protect
recreation open space and allow LRT use and other public uses, which

are recognized at the inception of the trail master planning process to be
appropriate at some time in the future. If regional park funds were used to
buy the corridor, the restrictive covenant should specifically permit

sharing the corridor with LRT and, if warranted, converting part of the
corridor to LRT use plus accommodate street crossings over the trail, storm
water easements and a future interchange at Hwy. 36.

RESPONSE: The arguments presented suggest that:

a. When regional park funds are used to acquire the BN corridor, the
Council's restrictive covenant should specifically permit shared light rail
transit use and accommodate street crossings over the trail, storm water
easements and a future interchange with Hwy. 36

b. Regional park funds are authorized and intended to be used for
recreation open space purposes--not other public uses. Consequently, some
form of compensation is needed to replace any land and facilties taken from
the trail corridor and converted to LRT and/or highway interchange use in
the future. Page 19 of the Recreation Open Space Development Guide/Policy
Plan states:

"Conversion of some regional open space to conflicting uses may

be unavoidable and in the public interest. In such cases, the replace=-
ment in terms of equivalent land location and facilities must be paid
by the taking agency. Cost savings alone are not an adequate reason
for conversion of recreation open space land to another public use.
Much of the open space land in the system is irreplaceable and more
will become so."

¢c. Trail master planning, coordinated with LRT comprehensive planning and
planning for the Hwy. 36 interchange should indicate to neighborhood
organizations and residents when LRT and the Hwy. 36 interchange would be
constructed. Those plans, not the restrictive covenant, would provide
assurance to homeowners on when LRT and Hwy. 36 interchange uses would
occur.




RECOMMENDATION:

When regional park funds are granted to acquire the Northeast Burlington
Northern Railroad Corridor, the Metropolitan Council should modify its
restrictive covenant on the land to permit shared use of the corridor for trail
and LRT purposes, and to accommodate street crossings over the trail, storm
water easements and a future interchange with Hwy. 36. The modified covenant
shall require compensation for light rail right-of-way acquisition, highway
interchange acquisition and relocating the trail treadway, including extra land
to accommodate the other uses with the trail.

4. Need for I-94 Bridge Extensions over the Trail and Request that MnDOT Pay
for Extensions.

The pre-hearing staff analysis (Council Publication No. 580-88-124) plus
testimony from John Wirka and written testimony from Truman Porter (Attachment
2) and Buzz Wilson (Attachment 9) indicate the need to construct bridge
extensions of I-94 over the trail to make the trail safe.

Porter and Wilson also recommended that MnDOT absorb the estimated $1 million
cost for the extensions. Porter argued that,

"Section 124 of the 1973 Federal-Aid Highway Act first allowed the use of
federal aid highway funds to construct bicycle and pedestrion facilities
and reinforce Congress' intent that such projects are to be encouraged.
These funds are highway funds which may be used for highways, bikeways and
walkways at the option of State Transportation Agencies.”

The prehearing staff analysis (Council Publication No. 580-88-124) indicated
that the Metropolitan Council and Metropolitan Park and Open Space Commission
preferred that non-regional park funds be used for the bridge extensions.

RESPONSE: The planned reconstruction of I-94 in this area intitially called for
five bridges spanning the BN right-of-away. When BN abandoned the right-of-
way, MnDOT modified its plans and backfilled under the bridges in 1988. The
reason for backfilling was to save the cost of rebuilding three of the five
bridges and shortening the two remaining bridges, since a train would no longer
pass under the highway.

Upon seeing the backfilling, the city of St. Paul requested that some backfill
be removed and the two remaining bridges be extended 76 ft. to safely
accommodate a trail. MnDOT agreed to do this if the city paid the estimated 3
million for the extensions. Although no formal agreement has been presented
from MnDOT to the city on this matter, the city feels that regional park funds
should be requested from the legislature in 1989, and if authorized, used to
reimburse MnDOT for the bridge extensions.

Council parks staff and Council transportation staff recommend that MnDOT
should pay for the extensions because:

a. Policy 6 of the Recreation Open Space Development Guide/Policy requires
that,

&
7




"In the planning, design and construction of public facilities, there shall

be consideration of recreation open space potential to the extent possible,
including, but not limited to:

-- Highways and bridges that cross exsiting or proposed regional trail
corridors or offer potential right-of-way crossing for trails..."

Furthermore, Policy 16 of the Transportation Development Guide/Policy Plan
states,

"existing linear rights-of-way in the region should be preserved for public
use."

Although these policies do not give the Council the authority to require MnDOT
to pay for the extensions, they clearly state the Council's position that the
extensions be constructed. MnDOT is prudently saving public funds by
backfilling areas that are no longer needed for a train underpass. However, it
should construct and pay for bridge extensions that are needed for a safe trail
underpass of the highway--an underpass that serves a bicycle commuting, as well
as recreational trail function. Such expenditure is appropriately a
transportation responsibility.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Metropolitan Council should request that the Minnesota Dept. of
Transportation construct 76-ft. bridge extensions for I-94 over the Northeast
Burdington Northern railroad corridor to provide a safe under-pass and that the
Dept. of Transportation absorb the cost of the extensions consistent with
Council Recreation Open Space Policy 6 and Transportation Policy 16.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Metropolitan Council:

1. Designate the Northeast Burlington Northern railroad corridor (Kellogg Av.
to Beam Av.) a regional trail.

2. Direct the city of St. Paul and Ramsey County to prepare a joint trail
acquisition and development concept master plan for the northeast Burlington
Northern railroad corridor and coordinate the trail master plan with the Ramsey
County comprehensive LRT plan as well as the city of Maplewood plans for street
crossings, storm water easements and an interchange at Hwy. 36.

The trail master plan should include the rest of the Burlington Northern
railroad line (north of Beam Av. to the Ramsey/Washington County line) to
provide information for designating the rest of the corridor a regional trail,
if it is abandoned.

The Ramsey County comprehensive LRT plan should include a time frame and/or
criteria for determining when LRT should be constructed in the corridor. The
city of Maplewood plan for the proposed interchange at Hwy. 36 should include a
time frame and/or criteria for determining when the interchange should be
constructed.




3. Modify its restrictive covenant when regional park funds are granted to
acquire the Northeast Burlington Northern railroad corridor, to permit shared
use of the corridor for trail and LRT purposes, and to accommodate street
crossings over the trail, storm water easements and a future interchange at

Hwy. 36. The modified covenant shall require compensation for light rail right-
of-way acquisition, highway interchange acquisition and relocating the trail
treadway, including extra land to accommodate the other uses with the trail.

4, Request that the Minnesota Dept. of Transportation construct 76-ft. bridge

extensions for I-94 over the Northeast Burlington Northern railrocad corridor to
provide a safe under-pass and that the Dept. of Transportation absorb the cost

of the extensions consistent with Council Recreation Open Space Policy 6 and

Transportation Policy 16.
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— Resolution

eglonal

allroad Boafd Of
Authority

. - RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Date: January 10, 1989 No. R-89-4

PAGE 1 of 2

WHEREAS, The Northeast Burlington Northern Corridor from

downtown St. Paul to Beam Avenue in Maplewood is currently
available for acquisition; and

WHEREAS, That portion of the right of way from Beam Avenue

to the north Ramsey County line may be available for
acguisition in the future; and

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department
has conducted a recreation assessment of the corridor and
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has begun an

assessment of the light rail transit potential of the corridor;
and

WHEREAS, The City of St. Paul has applied to the

Metropolitan Council for parks funding for acquisition of the
corridor; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority 1is supportive of acquisition of the Burlington
Northern corridor with Metropolitan Council parks funds and of
trail use of the corridor at this time, with these caveats:

1) That the usual provision of a restrictive covenant as
a condition of acqguisition with parks funds is not
acceptable for this corridor because the potential for
light rail transit use in this corridor, either singly
or in joint trail/LRT use, must not be discounted nor
obstructed but rather be specifically permitted and

must be a part of the park trail planning process from
its inception.

one finding for public hearing debate is that "The
Metropolitan Council should consider allowing LRT
use...if the Council finds that building LRT in the
corridor 1is in the public interest and no alternative
exists." The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
supports the portion of this finding which allows LRT
use 1f such use 1is in the public interest. The
Authority cannot support, however, the portion of the
finding allowing LRT use only if no alternative
exists. LRT use should be considered if it 1is
determined to be feasible for this corridor even 1f
another alternative exists.

, 1>
John T. Finley, Chairman By %"’W

Warren W. Sschéber, Secretary
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 coad Board of

Frihoety RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Date: January 10, 1989 No.

PAGE 2 of 2
¥ —

R-89-4

- Page Two -

That because the abandoned portion of the corridor
encompasses two cities and its extension encompasses
five cities and one township in Ramsey County, the
question of ownership is an issue that needs to be
resolved to ensure coordinated planning, maintenance
and implementation of any potential wuse and that
Ramsey County should be a part of that process from
its inception to completion of the project, including
being the implementing agency from Larpenteur Avenue
north to the north county line.

y |
John T. Finley, Chairman By %—FM% 5

Harren W. Schaber, Secretary
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January 24, 1989

TO: The Metropolitan Council

FROM: The Friends of St. Paul and Ramsey County Parks
Truman W. Porter, President

The Friends of St. Paul and Ramsey County Parks supports the designation of
the northeast Burlington Northern Railroad corridor (from Kellogg Blvd. to
Beam Avenue), as regional trail, with the need for bridge extensions on
Interstate Hwy 94 over a portion of the trail.

The Council has raised the [ollowing issues in regard to this designation:

Issue L. Is the Burlington Northern Railroad cocrridor the best
alignment for a regional trail in this area? The Friends believe it is,
as the primary function of the corridor would be to provide a trail corridor
from the Mississippi River and downtown St. Paul area to the Phalen-Keller
Regional Park and the DNR State Trail. Acquisition of the corridor would add
over 6 miles of trails to the St. Paul and Ramsey County park systems and
provide a commuter bike trail [rom the White Bear Lake area to downtown
St. Paul. Estimates of use by the Metropolitan Council are that the six mile
corridor would receive approximately 200,000 visits annually, justify the
Jesignation of the corridor as a regional facility. A national group, Rails to
Trails has identified the BN corridor as a priority for conservation for trail
use in the metro area.

Other alternatives exist, such as the East CBD by-pass. At this time the
inclusion of a trail with the construction of this roadway is speculative and
would be aesthetically less appealing. If at a later date a trail corridor could
be completed along this roadway a loop trail would exist which would allow
pedestrians and bicyclists to use part of the BN corridor and return to the
Mississippi River by a different route.

Johnson Parkway, another alternative route, serves as major vehicular
transportation route and would be less desirable than a continual linear
corridor, not interrupted with street crossings every block.

Issue 2. Is there sufficient information to inciude acquisition
funds in the Council's FY 1990-91 CIP to acquire the corridor?
While there is no approved Trail Master Plan at this time for the corridor,
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Recreation Division has stated, that the bridge extensions are critical to the
railroad corridor being used for a recreational trail. Section 124 of the 1973
Federal-aid Highway Act first allowed the use of Federal/aid highway funds .
to construct bicycle and pedestrian facilities independent of regular highway
projects. Subsequent highway acts have expanded the availability of
highway funds for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and reinforces Congress’
intent that such projects are 10 be encourages. These funds are highway
funds which may be used for highways, bikeways, and walkways at the
option of State Transportation agencies. Both Representative Bruce Vento
and Representative Phyllis Kahn have requested that MNDOT pay for this
bridge expansion. At this time, MNDOT is continuing to insist that the City of
St. Paul should be responsible for these costs.

Oil overcharge funds is another potential source of funding for this overpass.
These funds are distributed by the Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources.

Thank you for this opportunity 10 address you this evening.
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(612) 772-2075

DAYTON'S BLUFF / DISTRICT 4

COMMUNITY COUNCIL
750 East 7th St., St. Paul. MN 55106

January 24, 1989

Mr. Arne Stefferud
Metropolitan Council
Mears Park Centre
230 East Fifth Street
St. Paul, MN 5510l

Dear Mr, Stefferud:

This is to inform you and members of the Metropolitan Council that the Dayton's Bluff
District 4 Community Council wholeheartedly and unanimously supports the designa=
tion of the northeast Burlington Northern Railroad corridor as a regional trail and
the need for | =94 bridge extensions over a portion of the railroad corridor to provide
an adequate underpass for the trail,

As one of the oldest neighborhoods in the City of St. Paul, the Dayton's Bluff neigh-
borhood is also fully developed with very little open green space to make this a more
livable community. Because of it's scarcity, the preservation of open space has long
been a priority of this council. Therefore, we welcome the opportunity presented by
the northeast Burlington Northern Railroad corridor to add to our scarce open green
space by designating it a regional trail.,

We support designating the northeast BN corridor a regional trail, however, not just
because it adds to our scarce open space, but also because of what it does for our
residents and those of the surrounding communities. It provides an environmentally
safe and aesthetically pleasing buffer between our neighborhood and more intense
land uses downtown which is important to the livability of our community, Yet, it
also serves as a seam, drawing us together through a mutual aftraction: accessible,
open green space that we all can enjoy and use. Above all, designating the north-
east BN corridor a regional trail would provide Dayton's Bluff residents , as well as
residents of surrounding communities, a convenient and safe access to the rest of the
regional trail and to the Mississippi River (which we can enjoy looking at but do not
have access to). It is this eniry to the regional trail system through this link that
provides the most compelling reason for our support. We urge the Metropolitan
Council to designate the northeast BN corridor a regional trail and to support the
bridge extensions on | =94 to provide a safe and adequate underpass for the trail.

. Sincerely,

ﬁ},bb 0 417’73.6'&, -

Ron Wagner, Community Coordinator
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"State Bicycle Advisory Board Policy Recommendations'
(Please see recommendations 13, 14, 17 and 20.) nlsz

HP 3966A.PP .

Tn order to fulfill the bicycle's potential in contributing to
the health, safety, and welfare of all Minnesotans, it is
recommended (by the State Bicycle Advisory Board) that the
following policies be adopted by implementing agencies and units
of government and that they be addressed by individual programs
and projects.

Policy Recommendations

Overall Policy Recommendations (PR 1 - PR 2)

PR 1. Right to Transportation/Mobility: That people have an
inherent right to safe non-motorized transportation.

Discussion: People have an inherent right to travel
safely other than with motorized vehicles; the
availability of cars should not be allowed to diminish
the viability of pedestrian and bicycle movement.
Because of this inherent right and the broad public
benefits, planners, engineers, motorists, bicyclists
and the general public all have critical roles to play
in advocating and accommodating non-motorized travel.

Overall: That, in so far as possible, choosing the
bicycle be made more attractive than the other .

transportation alternatives available.

Discussion: Given the broad and far-reaching public
benefits of increased levels of bicycle use, it is
prudent to develop and manage the public environment in
such a way that bicycling is a compellingly attractive
means of fulfilling many transportation needs.

Administrative Policy Recommendations (PR 3 - PR 8)

PR 3. Integration: That bicycle considerations be integrated
into existing governmental structures, policies,
procedures, and programs.

Governmental Roles: That roles for different levels of
government in program implementation be defined
according to significance levels and clientele served.

Niscussion: Problems and opportunities are generally

best addressed by the level of government closest to

the people affected. With 96% of all bicycling

occurring within 25 miles of home, local, county, and

regional governments have major roles to play in

assuring the realization of bicycling's full potential.

State government has a central role as well, in

maintaining an appropriate legal status for bicycling, .
managing its own systems, developing demonstration

11




Attachment 4-2

programs, and in planning and coordinating those
activities that are more 2fficiently done once
centrally than individually and severally by local
units of government.

Public-private partnerships: That an appropriate level
of program and promotional support be made available to
private and non-profit bicycling education and activity
organizations.

Discussion: In cases where organizations are
performing functions which serve purposes consistent
with legislative mandates or agency charges, supporting
the efforts of those private or non-profit
organizations can be more effective and less costly
than initiating independent programs.

Monitor Effectiveness: That mechanisms for monitoring
the impact and effectiveness of bicycle programs be in
place prior to their implementation.

Discussion: Because bicycle planning is in its
infancy, little information is available on the likely
outcomes of programs. It is important to monitor
program outcomes so that the effectiveness of
successive programs can be enhanced.

Recreational Bicycling Embraced: That recreational
bicycling and touring be broadly embraced and supported
due to their value recreationally and because of their
value in introducing people to the broader
transportation capabilities of bicycles.

Discussion: 1In order for the general public to be
aware of the potential bicycling has as a multi-purpose
transportation option, they need to realize that they
can bicycle more than short distances around their
neighborhoods; recreational rides and tours provide an
ideal introduction to longer distance cycling. And
this aspect of recreational bicycling is in addition to
a) its inherent and profound "re-creational", or
life-giving attributes that can yield improved physical
fitness, mental health, spiritual depth, and relief
from stress, and b) its value as a means by which to
develop a low impact, high-yield tourism economy.

Punding: That funding levels and sources for bicycle
programs reflect the broad societal benefits likely to
accrue from increased and safer bicycling.
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Discussion: To the extent that use wmade of bicycles in

lieu of other modes of transportation yields .
substantial economic, environmental, and social

benefits, it is prudent to make commensurate public

investments to facilitate the safe use of bicycles. A

user contribution should be one source of funds.

Environment Policy Recommendations (PR 9 - PR 12)

Bicycle Rights to Roads: That the bicycle's status as
a legal vehicle on public roadways be maintained
notwithstanding the existence of exclusive or
preferential bikeway space in addition to the roadway
itself, per M.S. 169.222.

Discussion: Because roadways serve the vast majority
of bicycling needs and because of the variable
suitability of bikeways for the wide range of
bicyclists' needs, maintaining the roadway as a
universal bikeway option is a key and cost-effective
means by which to enhance the viability of bicycling
and its contribution to the welfare of all.

Bicycles Welcome On Roadways: That a pervasive

understanding and attitude of mutual respect and

accommodation between bicyclists and motorists be

developed that results in bicycles being welcome on all .

legal roadways.

Discussion: For the foreseeable future, the existing
roadway network will continue to serve the majority of
bicycle travel needs. Even where exclusive or
preferential bicycling space is provided, the roadway
must be a viable alternate bikeway choice. Sharing
roadway space with other vehicles will in some cases be
the only cost-effective bikeway solution. Because of
the potential danger motor vehicles represent to
bicyclists, it is imperative that bicyclists be
anticipated and welcomed by motorists. A key
prerequisite is responsible road use by bicyclists.

Bicycle-Safety Education and Enforcement: That
bicycle-safety education be an integral part of
educational systems, and that safe and legal bicycling
practice be reinforced through consistent and
appropriate enforcement activity.
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Discussion: Children should have a right to be
apprised of how to safely bicycle in mixed vehicular
traffic. Because it provides long-term continuity to
formal educational contact, proper ongoing enforcement
activity can be the most effective way to improve
bicycle safety and should be vigorously pursued.
Formal education requires the participation of schools
to ensure contact, and can be enhanced by community
involvement.

Promotion: That publicity campaigns to encourage
bicycling as a form of transportation be undertaken on
an ongoing basis.

Discussion: Although bicycling can be suitable as a
primary means of personal transportation for many kinds
of trips, it suffers from a perceived lack of social
status, and inadequate knowledge of its multi-purpose
transportation capabilities. Advertising that imbues
bicycling with comparable attractiveness and social
status to that attributed to automobiles through
advertising and which informs the public of its
multi-purpose capabilities would encourage additional
bicycle useage. Because the public has much to gain
from increased bicycling, and because the bicycle
industry is at an inherent capital disadvantage
compared with the automobile industry, it is
appropriate that public funds be utilized for these
purposes. Incentive payments or tax deductions for £a=
bicyclists may be desirable components of these
promotions.

Physical Environment Policy Recommendations (PR 13 - PR 20)

PR f}. Transportation/Recreation Integration: That the
s multi-functional nature of bicycling be recognized by
providing dual purpose recreation-transportation
bikeways.

Discussion: Because the bicycle serves both recreation
and transportation needs, facilities that can serve
both of those needs can yield significant cost savings
to the public, often at relatively minimal additional
cost over that of either type of facility alone. 1In
“"addition, combining the recreation, exercise and
transportation functions will yield valuable
enhancements to the quality of everyday life. The
olanning and design necessary to achieve dual purpose
bikeways will require new links and close coordination
between recreation and transportation providers.
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Environmental Quality: That high priority be placed on
maintaining and developing the aesthetic attractiveness
of bikeways to encourage significant use levels.

Discussion: Because a person on a bicycle is in close
contact with the physical environment compared with
people using other modes of transportation, the
condition of that environment has a major effect on the
use made of bikeway investments. Aesthetic
attractiveness includes not only visual and noise
considerations but also climatic considerations such as
sun, shade, and wind.

Personal Security: That high priority be placed on
developing bicycling environments that enhance personal
safety.

Discussion: Because a person on a bicycle 1is
especially vulnerable to assault or attack compared
with a person in an enclosed vehicle, measures need to
be taken in the design and operation of bikeways to
minimize risks of this type.

Extra-equal Access/Equal Opportunity: That insofar as
possible bicycle access be sufficient to yield at least
equal mobility opportunities to people on bicycles as
are enjoyed by people in cars.

Discussion: Because of the limited range of bicycles
relative to cars, extra measures need to be taken by
the public and private sectors to result in equal
access opportunities. These should be undertaken
particularly in and between cities and towns where trip
distances are within bicycling range. Measure$Sshould
include developing facilities such as exclusive
bikeways, roadway improvements for bicyclists, and
secure bicycle parking and other bicycle-transit
interface provisions such as facilitating transporting
bicycles on transit vehicles. Adequate river and
freeway crossings are critical needs.

In sparsely populated areas the location of bikeways
should largely be determined by tourism and touring
considerations. Incidental or low volume bicycle use
in sparsely populated areas should generally be
accommodated through cooperative use of available
roadway and shoulder areas.

Designated Bicycling Space: That exclusive/
preferential space for bicycle travel be provided and
designated wherever feasible in heavily travelled
areas.
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Discussion: 1In order to enhance bicycle safety and to
encourage people to consider bicycling as an
alternative to other modes of transportation,
designating exclusive or preferential space for bicycle
travel is especially desirable in heavily travelled
areas. The space can take the form of paved shoulders,
striped bike lanes, bike paths, or special alternate
bike routes, depending on the individual circumstances.
There needs to be a long-term commitment to maintaining
a stable inventory of appropriate bikeways in order to
allow people time to adapt their lifestyles to gresater
utilization of bicycles. There also needs to be a
commitment to maintaining bicycles' legal right to the
roadway notwithstanding the availability of exclusive/
preferential bikeways (per PR 9 and MS 169.222).

Tourism Resources: That bikeways be developed as an
integral part of the tourism infrastructure in areas
having high potential for tourism.

Discussion: Recreational bikeways can be valuable
components of tourism areas because bicycling is a
popular activity among pecple of all ages and can be an
enjoyable means of travel among a region's attractions.
The substitution of travel by bicycle and public
transportation for travel by private car can also
minimize the traffic congestion that can otherwise be
an undesireable consequence of tourism.

Design and Maintenance: That the detail design and
maintenance of bikeways, and roadways and shoulders
where bicycling is legal, be done in such a manner as
to result in bicycle-smooth surfaces.

Discussion: Because the bicycle is more vulnerable to
surface irregularities than are motor vehicles, special
care needs to be taken in the design and specification
of such appurtenances as expansion and .contraction
joints, drain grates, manhole coversf:@urb ramps, and
in the removal of debris from paved surfaces so that
their safety and suitability for bicycling is not
compromised.

‘Land Use Density and Transit Interface: That land use
development patterns which can be most viably served by
bicycles and by transit be encouraged.
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Discussion: Since the average bicycle trip is
approximately 2 miles in length, it can be a
transportation option for a variety of trips that are
of similar length. TIf the short-range flexibility of
the bicycle and the longer distance capabilities of
transit are combined, a high degree of personal
mobility over larger areas results. To the extent that
public policy results in a net decrease in automobile

travel, its benefits go far beyond benefits to
bicycling.
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA

January 10, 1989 89-54

DATE RESOLUTION NO.

Harris Loeding

Motion by Commissioner - Seconded by Commissioner

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Council is soliciting public comments
on a proposed regional trail corridor in Ramsey County, and

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Council is further soliciting public
comments on a revised Capital Improvement Program for Regional
Recreation Open Space for 1990 and beyond, and;

WHEREAS, Dakota County supports the concept of regional trails,
and;

WHEREAS, Dakota County believes that questions regarding a given
regional trail are best addressed by the involved Implementing
Agencies, and;

WHEREAS, Dakota County has need of continued additional funding
for the acquisition and development of the County’s regional
parks.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That Dakota County supports the
concept of regional trail corridors as an integral part of the
Regional Recreation Open Space System; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That Dakota County supports the FY 90-91

Capital Improvement Program for Regional Recreation Open Space:
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That staff be directed to attend the
January 24, 1989 Public Hearing, read this resolution into the
record and respo%sto questions and make comments §8 appropriate.

Harris

Maher

Chapdelaine
Loeding

State of Minnesota
County of Dakota

I, Norma B. Marsh, duly elected, qualified and acting County Auditor of the County of Dakota, State of Minnesota, do hersby
certify that [ have compared the foregoing copy of a resolution with the original minutes of the pru%isnof the Board of
Countﬁ a%ol?mli‘s;fio“"' é};kou County, Minnesota, at their session held on the day
of. 19 now on file in my office, and have found the same to be a trus and correct copy thersof.

W A | .
.Wltnou my hand and official seal at Hastings, Minnesota, this /'{" day of Aoyt I(LV /

';?9“t77&24'g€5614h11Lj

County Anditor
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Attachment

732 Margaret Street
Saint Paul, MN 55106
January 31, 1989

Arnie Stefferud
Metropolitan Council
Mears Park Center
230 East 5th Street
Saint Paul, MN 35101

Dear Mr. Stefferud,
For the record, I would like to let vou know that I am in

favor of using the Railroad corridor from the Kellogg bridge
to Beam Avenue as a bike trail.

Sincerely,

Susan Omoto
Davton's Bluff resident
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Februsry 2, 1989

Arne Stefferud
Metropolitan Counsel
Mears Park Center
230 E, Fifth St.

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Sir/Madam;

Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion on the usage of the
Burlington Northern Corridor. I have been involved with the Swede Hollow
Park since before its dedication prior to 1973. It is my view should
this section of the corridor be used as a Light Rail Transit Route, the
serenity of the park would be violated to such an extent that it's very
existense would be threatened.

The usage of the corridor as a walking recreational rail would be much
preferred. I have reservations as to added biking which has been also
suggested.

Picture if you will a hiking trail all the way down River, if a way is
found to get from Swede Hollow to Indian Mounds Park, along the River
flats to Battle Creek Park. Some how crossing the Mississippi and then
all the way back to Fort Snelling on the other side of the River. The
Bottle Neck is getting from Swede Hollow to the River to go south.

As to the I94 bridge aligmment. This proposal may have been drawn years
ago, but with the ongoing proposals of Burlington Northern's request to

abandon their Rail Bed and the actual abandonment before the bridge work
began it is reasonable to ask the state to pay for the necessary changes.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

s

Buzz A, Wilson

. BW/ jw




. "LICHT RAIL TRANSIT PLANNING/DESIGN  Attachment ]0-1
A 7. GRANT APPLICATION GUIDELINES:
s LRT Funds
ary 6, 1989

V. APPLICATION GUIDELINES

Applications for funds may be submitted in one of three categories:; the
categories are planning, preliminary engineering, and design and
construction. Applications shall include discussions of the analysis
processes to be used to perform the activities and produce the final
products required for the applicable funding category.

1. PLANNING APPLICATIONS

Applications in this category must address, but are not limited to, the
topics that follow:

* Discussion of the purpose, goals and objectives for LRT within the

county and region

Discussion cf the analysis process that will be used to address each
topic listed below
- planning process which ensures consideration of a regicnal .
transportation perspective _ =
local transportation needs TR emRmmIER R OW OSE Nl
identification of potential LRT corridors and right of way
availability
public benefit to be derived from each corridor selection
LRT ridership projections for each corridor
identification of linkage with other county LRT projects
LRT relationship to highway system for each corridor
LRT relationship to transit system for each corridor
LRT impact on local development for each corridor
estimated preliminary engineering costs
estimated construction costs
estimated operational costs and revenues

Discussion of public participation and special interest group
involvement in planning process

Discussion of the project management structure including
identification of all public jurisdiction, private sector and
consultant involvement

Discussion of the projected sources of estimated funds to pursue
preliminary engineering, design and construction

Work plan for comprehensive planning project that illustrates ':'.':e.
time frame for completion cof tasks

2
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LRT Funds
ary 6, 1989
5

Comprehensive plan project budget that at a minimum includes items
listed below

persconnel 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 '

The final product of a planning project shall be a comprehensive LRT plan
that at a minimum includes detailed analyses and discussions of all topics
in the planning application guidelines. The comprehensive LRT plan shall be
adopted by the regional railroad authority and reviewed and commented on by
the Metrcopolitan Council and Regional Transit Board.

The production of a comprehensive LRT plan may be accomplished in phases. A
final comprehensive LRT plan as discussed in the previous paragraph shall be
cregaired before a regional railroad authority can apply for funding for a

or minary engineering project. -

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING APPLICATIONS

\S a prerequisite to receiving preliminary engineering funds, an LRT
‘omprehensive plan must be reviewed by the Metropolitan Council and Regional
‘ransit Board, and adopted by the regional railroad authority and/or county
oard.

creliminary engineering applications shall include discussions of the
inalysis processes to be used to perform the activities and produce the
final products required for preliminary engineering.

?reliminary engineering projects shall generally follow the Minnesota
Jepartment of Transportation's (Mn/DOT) Highway Project Development Process
(HPDP). The HPDP is fully explained and discussed in a four volume set of
1andbooks. To obtain further information on the HPDP handbooks and HPDP
>rocess contact Paul Keranen, Project Liaison Engineer at 296-6750, or Herb
.egler, Project Liaison Engineer at 296-6722.
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pew-ce LRT funds
Fanuary 6, 1989
Page 6

Applications in this category must address, but are not limited to, the
following:

Tdentification and resolution of issues raised during review of
comprehensive LRT plan

Proposed LRT system

Specific corridor selection and routes advanced to preliminary
engineering

- corridor and route identificatiocon

- scoping process used to select corrider and routes

TIdentification of required environmental impact/assessment
statements

Establishment of appropriate government roles and responsibilities
(municipal, county, region, state, federal)

Discussion of the project management structure .

- identification of all public jurisdiction and private sector
involvement

- identification of all consultant involvement

- identification of system operator involvement

- estaplishment of fiscal and administrative processes

Identification of appropriate standards and specifications

Identification of system implementation strategy (e.g. traditional,
design build, turnkey)

Discussion of public participation and special interest group

involvement in preliminary engineering

- advisory committees or other types of involvement not stipulated
by law

- public hearing requirements for preliminary design plans as
provided in Minn. Stat. Sec. 473.169 or other applicable laws

Discussion of the projected sources of estimated funds to pursue

final design and construction ;

- including preparation of a financial plan sufficient to determine
stability of capital and operating fund sources
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re LRT Funds
J’ary 6, 1989

Pade 7

Discussion of the completion of prerequisites for further
implementation, such as to meet federal funding requirements, if
those funds are anticipated

Work plan for preliminary engineering 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 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

T final products of preliminary engineering shall include the documents

19¥.ed below.
* Scoping Document

- identifies but does not evaluate all alternative corriders and/or
routes

Scoping Decision Document

- identifies issues and alternatives to be evaluated in
environmental impact/assessment statement '

Draft Environmental Impact/Assessment Statement

Final Environmental Impact/Assessment Statement

Preliminary Geometric Layout

Final Geometric Layout

Conceptual and Final Relocation Plan

Study Report
- included identification of appropriate design standards
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3. FINAL DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION APPLICATIONS

As a prerequisite for final design and construction funds, applicants must
have the following:

* Final comprehensive LRT plan as discussed as final product of
planning application funding category

Completed documents listed as final products in pPreliminary

engineering, including all appropriate environmental and regulatory
approvals

Final design and construction applications shall include discussions of the
analysis, engineering and construction Processes to be used to perform final
design and construction activities.

Applications in this category must address, but are not limited to, the
following:

* Identification and resolution of issues raised during review of
preliminary engineering plans

Right of Way (acquisition and relocation) .

Civil englineering (e.gq. roadbed, tracks, etc.)

Systems (e.g. vehicles, electrification, communications and support
services, fare collections, etc.)

Stations (e.g. platform, parking, shelters, etc.)

Operation (development of operational rules, procedures and
Strategies)

Plan for capital requirements for maintenance and security

Discussion of public Participation and special interest group

involvement in final design and construction

- advisory committees or other types of involvement not stipulated
by law

- Public hearing requirements for final design and construction as
provided in Minn. Stat. Sec. 473.169 or other applicable laws

Discussion of the projected sources of estimated funds to pursue

final design and construction

- 1including preparation of a financial plan sufficient to determine
stability of capital and operating funds sources .

33
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B te LRT Funds
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Discussicn of the completion of prerequisites for further
implementation, such as to meet federal funding requirements, if
those funds are anticipated

Work plan for final design and construction project that illustrates
the time frame for completion of tasks

Final design and construction project budget that at a minimum
includes items listed below
personnel expenses
fringe benefit expenses
indirect charges (office, phone, mailings, etc.)
consultant/contractual expenses
printing/document production expenses
travel expenses
supply expenses
right of way acquisition and relocation expenses
construction expenses including personnel, fringe, indirect,
consultant/contractual, supplies, equipment expenses
other expenses
source and amount of local match
amount of state LRT funds
. total project costs

The final products of design and construction shall include the products
listed below.
* Final design plans sufficient to construct a light rail transit line

* An coperable light rail transit line
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Attachment 13

Dear Arne Stefferud, January 31.198%9
1 strongly support converting the abandoned Burlington Morthern

into a recreational trail. This is an excellent opportunity with
unlimited hiking/biking possitilities, As part of the regional trail
svystem tikere and hikers could start at Battle Creek Park, head on to
Mounds Park, on to Swede Hollow Park, then on to Phalen Park, .
what a wonderful way to tie these East Side Parks together.

And for those who would like to go yet further they could get on

the Uillard Munger State Trial in Phalen Park and go on to Stilluater
or Ee,ond. N

In the Ma, 1938 Mational Geographic, the President of
the Society, Giltert M. Grosvenor wrote abtout turning rails into
trails., The article said, property “alues near trails are often
increased. Mew bBusiness may ke generated by the trail users.

He continued, we have an opportunity to preserve a dwindling national
resource of close to home open space.

President Grosvenor wrote about the value of Recreational Trails
in urtan areas. The Phalen Creelk trail (BM corridor) will run through
older East Side neightorhoods that are currently working hard to
improve. This trail will complement their efforts and at the same
time give the people the opportunity to use a recreational trail
near their home. It wwould help instill a renewed pride in
the neightorhood. Recent improvements to the area include Metro
State University moving into the St. John Hospital site] the Seeger
Square development on the old VUhirlpool sitel] Swede Hollow Parikj (URAP)
Urkan Revitalization Action Programj to name some of the positive

changes. Any attraction of new business it would be welcomed in these
East St. Paul neightorhoods.

Rails to Trails Conserwvancy, an organization that advocates
turning abandon railways into trail gave this St. Paul line top .

priority for conversion. There is alot of support of the Phalen
Creelk trail.

The major change in the 194 reconstruction plan saving
MM DOT atout 2.8 million dollars in construction costs, should
not only, be to MM DOT'=s adv antage. They should pay for the bridge
span in quecstion.

Finally, Iam against the three caveats in the Board of Ramsey Co.
Regional Railroad Authority Resolution dated January 10, 1989.
e 40 not have enough information atout LRT to make a sensible choice
at this time. With the 20 year time line for East Side LRT, let’s
study, all the issues than make the changes "in the best interest of
the puktlic®” if necessary.
Thanl: vou

Konc L ol

Farin DuPaul

£58 Greenkrier
St. Paul MM 535104
775-0550
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Arne Stefferud
Metropolitan Council
Mears Parl Center
230 E. Sth 3t,

gt. Paul, MN SS5101

Charles Stander
633 York Ave,
8t. Paul, MN ©SS5106

February 2, 1986
Dear Arne Stefferud,

I am 23 resident of the near East Side of 3t. Pavl and live on York Ave.
betveen Payne Avenue and Greenbrier. As Block Club captain, I have discussed
the designation of the Burlington Northern Railroad corridor from Kellogg
Blvd to Beam Ave. as a regional recreational trail wvith members of our block
club. The membership, with no excepticns, support this plan,

Dur neighborhood would benefit from this recreational trial. First, ve
represent an area vhere pecple have less economic resources., This means that
residents 1n our area do not own cottages or resort property. Some residents
riever leave town Lo go on vacation. This designated park would become a
valuable and necessary asset to the immediate residents who have limited
opportunitias wvhen compared to weather familias,

Secondly, our neighborhood has been 1n decline for a number of years.
Having this resource would add a positive 1mage not only to my neighbor, but
would also encourage people to purchase homes and invest in our
neirghborhood's future.

Thirdly, this park would not only benefit the neighborhood residents,
but also served as a regional trial for everyone to enjoy. This would serve
as a catalyst to one of the most historical parts of Ramsey County.

Finally, the Minnesota Department of Transportation should pay for the

[-34 Bridge Extension that 1s required for bhis trail.

Sincerely,

/w/ \/ZZ,L, é

Charles Stander /
York Avenue Black Club Captain.
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MAPLEWOOD ,

1830 E. COUNTY ROAD B MAPLEWOOD, MINNESOTA 55109

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 612-7704560

February 3, 1989

Arne Stefferud
Metropolitan Council
Mears Fark Centre
230 East Sth Street
St. Faul, MN 55101

FROFOSELD AMENDOMENT TO THE METROFOLITAN DEVELOFMENT GUILDE
RECREATION OPEN SPACE FOLICY FLAN

I am writing in regard to the public hearing on the above
amendment effecting the Burlington Railroad Corridor.

The Maplewood City Cou..o.] passed a resolution concerning the use .
of the BN Corridor on November 10, 1986 stating that, "Manlewoocd

favors acqguisition of the Corridor in such & way that as many

options as possible are kept open.

Regardless of the eventual use of the corridor, the City suoports
the following acquisitions:

T & Existing street crossings (City and County) .

New street crossings north of Beam Avenue, at Gervais Avenue
and at kKohlman Avenue (City).

Highway 36 interchange (MnIOT) .
Soo Line trail crossing.

A trail crossing between Clarence Street and Harvest Fark
(City).

6. The cross-over Corridor to the Soo Line for a new fire
station (City) ."

The City also needs storm-water easements over this Corridor.
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Arne Stefferud
Fage 2
February 3, 1989

In regard to the Highway 36 interchange, I have enclosed a copy
of the land use plan for this area from the City’s Comprehensive
F'1an showing this interchange. Also enclosed is a recent study
of this interchange showing alternative design concepts.

It should also be noted that Ramsey County is preparing a county-
wide, 1ight rail transit plan that is to be completed this
summer. I assume the BN Corridor will be studied as a potential
1ight rail transit line. Based on the City Council’s 19864
resolution, Maplewood would have to take the following position
on this issue:

The City supports the regional trail designation and acquisition
of the BN Carridor for trail use, provided that there are no
restrictions that would 1imit the future use of this Corridor for
other public uses, such as an interchange at Highway 36é or light
rail transit. The City opposes any acquisition that would
restrict the use of the Corridor to trails only. Maplewood
should be included in any planning or development for the use of
this Corridor in the City.

1
k: '
’
£, (wf,

OLSON, AIC - DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
mb
Attachments:
1. Land Use Plan
2. Interchange Study

cc: Chuck Wiger
City Manager
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Attachment [5-4

MN/DOT - DISTRICT 9 (4-27-88)

A Study for an Interchange at T.H. 36 and the B.N. Railroad
in the City of Maplewood

This study was conducted to explore ways to accommodate a highway interchange
at Trunk Highway 36 (T.H. 36) and the abandoned B.N. Raflroad just east of
English Street. The study shows two possible alternatives and discusses some
of the positive and negative aspects associated with each. Other alternatives
may also be possible depending upon traffic projections and local needs and
development considerations. An interchange in this vicinity will be studied in
more depth if T.H. 36 is upgraded to freeway status in the future.

ALTERNATE 1 - S1ip Ramp Interchange (See Exhibit 1)

This type of interchange was developed assuming that the B.N. Railroad property
will be used for a Light Rail, Transit System or some kind of development other
than a roadway. The interchange is comprised of slip ramps for traffic
entering and exiting T.H. 36. These ramps connect with Gervais and Cope
Avenues to provide local access.

Exhibit 1 shows a Light Rail Transit Bridge over T.H. 36 at the B.N. Railroad
property. A second bridge would be required to make the interchange function
and to provide traffic with a way to travel from one side of T.H. 36 to the
other side. This bridge is shown at English Street but it might be possible to
construct it elsewhere.

Positive Aspects

a. An interchange here should allow enough distance to the T.H. 61 and White
Bear Avenue interchanges for adequate traffic operatfons. This will need
further study when specific traffic projections are available.

Local access needs can be served well by this interchange with some minor
circuity for traffic now using English and Hazelwood Streets.

c. This alternate would require the least amount of new right of way (two
commercial buildings are needed).

Negative Aspects

a. A slip ramp interchange such as this, having the exit and returning
entrance points far removed from one another, can cause confusion for an
unfamiliar driver trying to find his or her way back to the freeway.
Special signing would be required to lessen this problem.

Since interchanges along principal arterial roads l1ike T.H. 36 usually

occur only at other arterial roads, obtaining the necessary approvals for a
s1ip ramp interchange might be difficult at the regional planning level.

Attachment 2




Attachment 11—5

EXHIBIT 1
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Attachment 15-7

ALTERNATE 2 - Diamond Interchange (See Exhibit 2)

This interchange configuration assumes that the B.N. Railroad property can be
used for a new roadway. A standard diamond type {nterchange 1s shown with the
T.H. 36 ramps connecting to a new four lane roadway. This new road would carry
traffic to Gervais and Cope Avenues and perhaps beyond. Only one bridge over

T.H. 36 is needed for interchange functions and to carry traffic from one side
of T.H., 36 to the other.

Positive Aspects

a. This interchange should provide adequate operational distances to the T.H.
61 and White Bear Avenue interchanges. This will need further study when
specific traffic projections are available.

In addition to providing localized access this alternative could serve
existing and future commercial development in the northern portion of the
Hazelwood Planning Area if the new road were projected northerly.

1f the new road were given continuity to the north and south, regional
planning approvals should be more easily obtained for this alternative.

Drivers are usually familfar with a diamond type interchange.

Negative Aspects

a. Currently there is no road at this location and no plans for one exist.
Several political and environmental issues would need to be addressed
before this alternate could become a reality.

Three existing commercial buildings would be needed for right of way. Also
required would be the proposed Mn/DOT storage building in the northeast
quadrant.
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John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

1 Duane W. McCarty
allroad District 1
Hal Norgard

Authority Dl 2

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere }%{é},
SUBJECT: Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan

DATE: February 16, 1989

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize progress on the comprehensive light rail
transit plan for Ramsey County and to solicit your suggestions for corridors to evaluate for
.their light rail transit potential.

PROGRESS

The initial tasks of the comprehensive light rail transit plan, being prepared with
assistance from Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch 1Inc., have been completed. Those tasks are the work
program for the plan which you received at your February 14 meeting and a review of reports
relevant to the comprehensive LRT plan. A copy of the Review of Previous Studies and Reports
is attached. Thirteen reports were reviewed, summarized and compared to Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority’s goals for light rail transit. This will be a good foundation
for preparation of the comprehensive LRT plan for Ramsey County.

Other elements of the plan preparation relate to community participation. Meetings of the
Intergovernmental Committee, Technical Committee, Citizens Advisory Committee and Northeast
Burlington Northern Corridor Task Force have occurred and will continue. The first series of
five forums on 1light rail transit occurred this month. A second series is being scheduled
for April. Attachment one is a summary of the February forums. The second issue of the
RCRRA newsletter is being prepared.

CORRIDOR EVALUATION

At each forum and committee suggestions are solicited for corridors to evaluate for light
rail transit potential. Data to evaluate the corridors is being collected by the consultant.

Recommendation:

At the February 28 RCRRA meeting, you will be asked for your suggestions for corridors to
.evaluate for light rail transit as part of the comprehensive light rail transit plan.

KD/clm
Attachment
000257




SUMMARY

Public

Forums =

Ramsey County Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan

Monday, February

Location -

Thursday, February

Location -

Monday, February

Location -

Thursday, February

Location -

Wednesday, February

6, 7:00P.M.
North End Multi-Service Center
1021 Marion Room 221

9, 7:00 P.M.

Merriam Park Community Center
2000 St. Anthony (south of -94)

13, 7:00 P.M.
Whife Bear Lake Old City Hall
4700 Miller, White Bear Lake Council Chambers

16, 7:00 P.M.
New Brighton City Hall
803 Fifth Avenue N.W., New Brighton (enter on lower level)

22, 7:00 P.M.

Location - Harding High School

1540 East Sixth Street, Chorus Room




BACKGROUND

As Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority began its
comprehensive 1light rail transit plan for Ramsey County, a
series of public forums was held. The purpose of the forums
was to provide general information about light rail transit,
ask for comments on what corridors should be considered for
light rail transit and to answer questions about light rail
transit. Forums were scheduled in geographically dispersed
areas of the County. An additional forum is planned in
cooperation with the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce for the
downtown St. Paul area.

Forums were moderated by Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority (RCRRA) Commissioners. RCRRA staff and consultants
were available to answer questions. Slides of light rail
transit and RCRRA's plans were shown. Representatives of the
Regional Transit Board and Metropolitan Transit Commission
were present with maps of existing transit service.

Before the forums were held, local newspapers received press
releases "~ about them. In addition, over 700 copies of a
newsletter containing information about the forums were
mailed.

The attendance list and a summary of questions asked at each
forum follow.

Another series of forums 1is planned for April, when
information has been gathered on potential corridors for
light rail transit.
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FORUM QUESTIONS

Location: North End Multi-Service Center

Questions asked at February 6, 1989, LRT forum were:

1)
2)

3)

4)

Has Ramsey County selected an alignment for the Midway Corridor?
How many jobs of bus drivers will be eliminated?

Would LRT in the Midway Corridor take ridership from the I-94 express
bus?

Many along the Midway corridor seem to be enchanted with development
prospects, but if you stop to serve businesses doesn’t it defeat the
fast mode of transportation approach?

Has work been done on safety, speed and stops along University
Avenue?

What other corridors are being considered for LRT than the Midway and
Northeast?

what about LRT to Stillwater and Hastings?

Many agencies are abdicating responsibility on LRT. This is a
regional problem. Mn/DOT is a highway department, Metro Council is
ineffective. Hennepin County is large and powerful. Who should do
LRT planning?

Could there be more than one corridor for LRT in the next 20 years in
Ramsey County?

How much support is there in the outlying areas for LRT?
Will there be additional forums?

why 1is Hennepin County ahead of Ramsey County? What is Ramsey
County’s relationship with Hennepin County on LRT?

Has Hennepin County levied for LRT? Has Ramsey County?




FORUM QUESTIONS .

Location: Merriam Park Community Center

Questions asked at February 9, 1989, LRT forum were:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

How does RCRRA interact with regional agencies -- Metropolitan
Council, Regional Transit Board, etc.?

Are we still deciding whether LRT is needed at all?

Is the forum purpose to discuss Midway Corridor alignments or
corridor identification in whole county?

Wwhat about traffic delays at major north/south roads if rail is down
the middle of University Avenue?

Has tunneling been considered?

Do tunneling costs consider geology of the Twin Cities?

How long will it take to get an LRT system built?

Wwhat are some of the reasons not to build LRT?

Why not run a diesel bus down the middle of University Avenue? .
What about a Shepard Road alignment/corridor for LRT?

One mile vs. 1/4 mile interval station positions -- will variables
between be considered (i.e., 3/4, etc.)?

Is Burlington Northern willing to allow right of way be used?

Is San Diego the only profitable LRT system?

Is Miami’'s system, put up on pillars, applicable to the University
Avenue alignment and would that avoid disruption of other traffic on
the ground?

What cities in North America have LRT systems?

Has it been decided that LRT should go on University Avenue?

what 1is basis of ridership -- does it consider the express bus
patronage on I-947?

What would be the impact on University Avenue if LRT is on another
alignment in the Midway Corridor?

Have you considered a combination of local and express trains on.
University Avenue?

1%




Wwhy not build an electric trolley bus on University Avenue? Also,
why not a circular route around the Twin Cities?

Can an enclosed waiting area, vital for use of LRT, fit on University
Avenue?

Do transit systems, where government promotes development, in turn
promote greater ridership?

In looking at charts of possible alignments -- what are Dakota and
Washington County doing in area of LRT?

Have they thought about putting LRT on Marshall Avenue?
Will sidewalks be eliminated on University Avenue?
How will left turn lanes be affected by LRT on University Avenue?

Wwhat about Hennepin County’s high platform concept? How will that
work?

How can they even consider University Avenue as a location for LRT
given the parking and businesses there?

How important is it to connect to U of M?

what are the cost advantages if LRT occurs in coordination with the
I1-94 rebuilding?

Are there significant increases in cost of the I-94 alignment over
University Avenue alignment?

How could elderly and handicapped bus-dependent riders be served:
a) 1if LRT goes down the middle of street?
b) if LRT stops every three or four blocks?

How could local residents, shoppers, employees, visitors be served if
transit doesn’t stop at each block?

How would shop owners and businesses cope with the removal of parking
and north/south traffic on lesser streets if LRT is on University
Avenue?

Isn’t this solution the wrong answer to the commuter question?

How could new riders be attracted to a slower ride?

Wouldn’t mixing the executives, suburban matrons and other bigwigs
with wurban youths, unkempt poor and some street people lead to
non-use of LRT?




FORUM QUESTIONS

Location: White Bear Lake City Hall

Questions asked at February 13, 1989, LRT forum were:

1) Has it been decided that LRT is necessary?

2) How were the forums publicized?

3) Why not build more freeways?

4) why pay for LRT with the gas tax?

5) Why not complete I-35E rather than build LRT?

6) What 1is the size of the area near stations that would attract LRT
riders?

7) How large would park/ride lots be?
8) How far apart would LRT stations be?

9) Why not consider something faster than 55 mph?

How is Ramsey County working with other counties? .

Is any LRT system in the U.S. privately run?
What kind of subsidies are needed for LRT?

Wouldn’t more than the Midway Corridor need LRT in Ramsey County if
the goal is to take people out of their cars?

Why not consider LRT to the airport?




. FORUM QUESTIONS

Location: New Brighton City Hall

Questions asked at February 16, 1989, LRT forum were:

1) which legislators are backing LRT?
2) Who will prepare cost estimates and when will they be available?

3) Will the <cost estimates be for the entire County or just for the
Midway Corridor?

4) Will east/west movement in Ramsey County be examined?
5) Is LRT being considered for the Olympic Stadium?

6) Who will ride it?

7) what will the fare be?

8) Would it need a subsidy?

9) Why can’t fares pay the entire cost?

Can land granted to the railroads return to the government at no cost
to government?

How can LRT serve dispersed trips?

Why are we trying to pull people into empty downtown
buildings?

Do we need LRT?

Why not electric trolley buses rather than LRT?

Why isn’t there a regional approach to LRT?

Is LRT the solution when we haven’t identified the problem?

Why not consider total transportation needs, not just LRT?




FORUM QUESTIONS

Location: Harding High School

Questions asked at February 22, 1989, LRT forum were:

1)
2)
3)

4)

5)
6)
1)
8)

9)

Is snow removal from tracks a problem?
Where were the slides taken and when?
Has Hennepin County selected the type of vehicle?

Did the Regional Railroad Authority first consider a corridor between
the two downtowns for LRT?

Will LRT extend to suburban areas and neighborhoods?
Will LRT get autos off the freeway?

Where will the source of power for LRT be?

Is BART (in San Francisco) LRT?

What would be the frequency of trains?

what is the travel time between the two downtowns driving and with .
LRT?

Has a bus lane been considered?

Is LRT needed?

Are two tracks needed?

Does LRT eliminate the use of that space for traffic?
How long are vehicles?

How many people does each vehicle hold?

I1f the consultant is given an opportunity to recommend a rail system
for the Twin Cities without regard to cost what system would it be?

Does LRT serve the commuter or the short trip?
Where will the riders come from?

Wwhat is considered in the ridership estimates?
Who will pay for LRT?

Has an elevated system been considered?




What is the difference between LRT and heavy rail?
Have electric buses been considered?

why are we considering LRT when we had streetcars that were
eliminated?

Who manufactures LRT vehicles and have you been lobbied by any of
them?

Are there statistics on anticipated air pollution for the year 20107

Will bicycle tires get caught on LRT rails?
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John T. Finley,
RAMSEY COUNTY ey Chzt:;:catx;
Diane Ahrens
District 4
Ruby Hunt
District 5
Duane W. McCarty
District 1

Authority et 7

4‘ 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: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere EZKLSL’

Subject: Systems Standards for Light Rail Transit

Date: February 17, 1989

For the past few months, the subject of system standards, in particular access options to

.1ight rail transit vehicles, has been discussed with you and with committees of Ramsey County

Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) .

Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, working with RCRRA staff, has developed information on various options
for light rail transit vehicle access. This information is attachment one to this memo.
Attachment two is the staff recommendation on access. Attachment three is an illustration of
the committees working on the comprehensive LRT plan. The following actions have been taken
by committees of RCRRA in the past two months:

Intergovernmental Committee:

On February 14, the Intergovernmental Committee, comprised of elected and appointed officials
of all municipalities in Ramsey County, adjacent counties and regional and state agencies
interested in LRT passed a motion recommending high platforms for light rail transit in
Ramsey County.

Technical Committee:

On January 26, the Technical Committee, comprised of staff of all municipalities in Ramsey
County, adjacent counties and regional and state agencies interested in LRT passed a motion
relating to light rail transit access options. The motion is that the Technical Committee is
sensitive and concerned about accessibility of light rail transit to all populations, but
nevertheless believes it is premature to make recommendations on light rail transit vehicles
and platforms at this time. The comprehensive light rail transit plan proposed by Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority to be completed in June, 1989, should include a
recommendation on platforms and alignments, including downtown St. Paul alignments. It is
important to understand the implications of the access decision and to obtain adequate public
review of the plan. A premature decision could mar the technical credibility of the plan.
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It is recommended that the Intergovernmental Committee recommend that Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority request that Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority be apprised of
this recommendation, be informed of the schedule of Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority’s comprehensive LRT plan and be requested to a accommodate that schedule in light
rail transit decisions.

Citizens Advisory Committee:

The Citizens Advisory Committee is composed of 14 citizen representatives, two from each
commissioner’s district. On January 11, 1989, the committee passed a motion to endorse the
high platform option for stations and vehicles for light rail transit. An additional motion
was to support the honor also known as proof of payment system of fare collection as a means
of significantly reducing dwell time, while expressing interest in how these questions will
be resolved:

o effectiveness of enforcement of violations; and
o how the transfer to buses from LRT will be resolved, in terms of fares and indicating
that a monthly fare pass is a desirable option for transit riders.

On February 14, the Citizens Advisory Committee passed an additional motion stating that the
committee favors level loading, regardless of the technology.

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority has requested recommendations from other regional
railroad authorities on access option to light rail transit vehicles. This information wi
be discussed at a meeting of the Metropolitan Council’s LRT Advisory Committee on March I
The chairmen of all seven county regional railroad authorities are members of this committee,
as are representatives of regional and state agencies.

The staff recommendations are:

Level boarding of 1light rail transit vehicles offers the most advantages for access to
ambulatory and disabled people. Because of its advantages, level boarding should be the
system of choice for LRT for the Twin Cities. At this time, high platforms offer the
most promise for level boarding in the Twin Cities.

As light rail transit plans progress in the Twin Cities, advances in vehicle technology
should be monitored for applicability to this region until the time when light rail
vehicles are ordered.

Discussions with businesses and residents of Ramsey County, particularly the downtown St.
Paul business community, should continue on the subject of access to vehicles as light
rail transit plans progress.

Coordination between regional railroad authorities on light rail transit issues should

continue.

KD/clm
Attachments

000262 .




p— Resolution

egional
S rad Board of

MLy RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
evaluated the options for access to 1light rail transit
vehicles; and

WHEREAS, level boarding offers the most advantages for
access to ambulatory and disabled people, saves time required
for light rail transit trips and has long-term cost savings
potential; and

WHEREAS, level boarding best accomplishes the goals for
light rail transit adopted by Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
supports level boarding of light rail transit vehicles, and
because high platforms are the most appropriate current
technology that provide level boarding, supports high
platforms for access to light rail transit vehicles; and Be It
Further

RESOLVED, That during the preparation of the
comprehensive LRT plan for Ramsey County and subsequent
planning and design efforts for light rail transit,
discussions with the community about the system and how it can
best be integrated into the areas through which it passes will
continue.

John T. Finley, Chairman By Aa
Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




RCRRA COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN

PLATFORM OPTIONS

Low Platform
Short/High Platform

High Platform

DISABLED ACCESS OPTIONS
Low Platform:
. On=vehicle lifts

. Off-vehicle lifts

Short/High Platform:

. Ramp

High Platform:

.  Ramp

COMPARISON OF PLATFORM OPTIONS

Ease of access

Length of time at station (dwell time)

Capital and operating cost
Safety
Space requirement

Reliability




Low Platform

EASE OF ACCESS

Short/High Platform

High Platform

Requires 1lift at station

Disabled patrons must access
vehicle at a specific door

Requires operator assistance
Access for general public

more difficult because of
steps

No lift required at station
Ramp required

Disabled patrons must access
vehicle at a specific door

Requires operator assistance
Access for general public

more difficult because of
steps

No lift required at station
Ramp required

Disabled patrons access
vehicle at any door

No operator assistance
required

Access for general public
easiest




LENGTH OF TIME AT STATION (DWELL TIME)

This is affected by how the general public and disabled patrons access the vehicles. Steps, lifts
or ramps require more time than direct access using high platforms. Length of time at stations
influence the time for the trip and the capital and operating costs.

Low Platform Short/High Platform High Platform

. Requires most time for Requires more time for disabled . Requires least time for
disabled access access than high platform disabled access

Requires more time than Requires more time than high Requires least time for
high platform for general platform for general public general public access
public access access _ at stations

Requires time for operator Requires time for operator Operator does not have
to accurately align front to accurately align front to align front door with
deor with disabled access door with disabled access disabled access point
point point




CAPITAL AND OPERATING COST

Both capital and operating costs are affected by platform-type decisions. These include the cost of

platforms, the number and cost of vehicles and system operating costs.

Low Platform

Short/High Platform

High Platform

Station cost is lower than
for high platform

Requires more vehicles
than for high platform

Requires more operating
hours than for high platform

Requires maintenance of 1lift

Low Platform

Station cost is lower than for
high platform

Requires more vehicles than for

high platform
Requires more operating hours
than for high platform

No lift maintenance required

SAFETY

Short/High Platform

Station cost is higher than
for low or short/high platform

Requires fewer vehicles
because of faster travel time

Requires fewer operating
hours because of faster
travel time

No lift maintenance required

High Platform

Perceived as less safe than
high platform because of
steps and 1lift for access
to vehicles

Perceived as less safe than
high platform because of steps
for access to vehicles

Perceived as safer because
of direct access to
vehicles




SPACE REQUIREMENT

While the platform options can be designed to be visually attractive, they vary in space
requirements. The width and length of platforms for the options may be the same, but they vary in
height requirements. Low platforms are zero to eight inches above the rail; handicap lifts and
ramps and high platforms are approximately 40 inches above the rail. Platform height is
particularly relevant in downtown areas where some businesses may consider height a problem.

Low Platform Short/High Platform High Platform

. Most adaptable to existing . Less adaptable to existing . Less adaptable to - existing
physical space physical space than low physical space than low or
platform short/high platforms

RELIABILITY

Low Platform Short/High Platform High Platform

. Lifts are mechanical devices . More reliable than low platform . More reliable than low
that require maintenance. because of absence of lifts platform because of
Their reliability is absence of lifts
uncertain, especially in a
climate such as that of
the Twin Cities.




RAMSEY COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN
OPERATION AND COST IMPLICATIONS OF HIGH VS. SHORT-HIGH PLATFORMS (a)

SRF, INC.
1/25/89

HIGH PLATFORM SHORT-HIGH PLATFORM

TRAIN TIME AT STATION
(IN SECONDS)

~AMBULATORY PATRONS

*DISABLED PATRONS

VEHICLE PASSENGER DESIGN CAPACITY

HEADWAY (TIME BETWEEN TRAINS) THAT IS
REQUIRED TO SATISFY DEMAND (IN MINUTES)

TRAINS PER HOUR REQUIRED TO SATISFY
DEMAND AND FREQUENCY

TOTAL CARS REQUIRED
INCLUDING SPARES

INITIAL CAPITAL COST OF CARS
(IN MILLIONS)

CAPITAL COST OF PLATFORMS
C(IN MILLIONS)

ADDITIONAL OPERATING COST PER YEAR
CIN MILLIONS)

ANNUALIZED COST OVER A 50-YEAR LIFE

(a) SEE ASSUMPTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE




ASSUMPTIONS USED:

BASED ON MIDWAY CORRIDOR 1-94 FRONTAGE ROAD AALIGNMENT AND 20 STATIONS
BETWEEN DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL AND DOWNTOWN HlﬂNéAPOLIS

PLATFORM COST

~HIGH $ 70,000 EACH

-SHORT-HIGH $ 15,000 EACH

LIGHT RAIL VEHICLE COST $1.1 MILLION PER CAR

PLATFORM LIFE 50 YEARS

LIGHT RAIL VEHICLE LIFE 30 YEARS

PASSENGERS AT MAXIMUM LOAD POINT 2430 ONE-WAY PASSENGERS PER HOUR

ASSUMES ONE DISABLED PATRON PER ONE WAY TRIP

ASSUMES 4 STANDING PASSENGERS PER SQUARE METER (10.75 SQUARE FEET)




John T. Finley, Chalrman
RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District &
Ruby Hunt
District 5

1 Duane W. McCa
ailroad ey
Hal Norgard
. District 7
Authority 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: Technical Committee of RCRRA

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere ;%ié}’

SUBJECT: Access Options for Light Rail Transit Vehicles

DATE: January 17, 1989

The method of access to light rail transit vehicles affects the
station design and the type of light rail vehicle. It affects how
disabled and ambulatory people enter and exit vehicles. It affects
initial and 1long-term 1light rail vehicle costs, both capital and
operating. It affects the amount of physical space required for
light rail stations and where stations may be located. The method
of access for a 1light rail transit system is, therefore, an
important decision to be made in a considerate manner.

There are two methods of access to light rail transit vehicles:
level boarding or steps.

Direct access, or level boarding, provides passengers, as the term
indicates, with the opportunity to walk directly onto a light rail
vehicle from the station platform without using steps on the
vehicle. Since the passenger area inside the vehicle is above
street level, level boarding requires a 40-inch high platform at
station areas for the 1length of the vehicles. Steps and ramps
provide access to the high platform.

If a 1low platform is used at station areas, steps are required on

light rail vehicles. The low platform is zero to 12 inches above

the top of the rail and requires the same length and width as a
high platform.

The method of access to light rail vehicles affects:

. o how disabled people access a vehicle;

o how ambulatory people access a vehicle;




=
The amount of time required for passengers to enter
exit vehicles;
the total travel time passengers will experience;
the number of venicles required;
the cost of operating a vehicle;
how many passengers a vehicle can hold;
o the cost of a station platform; and
o the height of a station platform,
Attachment one compares the access options.

In addition to high and low platfoim options for access, there
two other methods of access that require consideration.

Low floor vehicles have been developed for a few European cities.
There is direct access to low floor vehicles, 13 to 19 inches above
the rail, ' from 1low platform stations. The technology is new and
the vehicles cannot exceed 40 mile per hour speeds at this time.
This type of vehicle technology should be monitored for
improvements and for its applicability to the Twin Cities.

An additional type of vehicle (high/low combination) is capable of
providing the option of high or low platform access from a single

vehicle. This technology has been wused with success in some
European cities.

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority has indicated a need
for decisions on light rail transit access to be made in the next
few months. The alignment in downtown St. Paul for light rail
transit has not yvet been addressed in the Ramsey County
Comprehensive LRT Plan. While it would be premature to conclude
that a specific access and platform option could work on every
block in downtown St. Paul, it can be concluded that aesthetically

pleasing stations, 1low or high platform, could be designed for
downtown St. Paul streets.

The subject of a surface or underground alignment for LRT will be
considered for downtown St. Paul during the development of the
comprehensive LRT plan. The St. Paul downtown business community
will be involved in these discussions.




Recommendations:

1.

Level boarding of 1light rail transit vehicles offers the
most advantages for access to ambulatory and disabled
people. Because of its advantages, level boarding should
be the system of choice for LRT for the Twin Cities. At
this time, high platforms offer the most promise for level
boarding in the Twin Cities.

As 1light rail transit plans progress in the Twin Cities,
advances in vehicle technology should be monitored for
applicability to this region until the time when light rail
vehicles are ordered. '

Discussions with businesses and residents of Ramsey County,
particularly the downtown St. Paul business community,
should continue on the subject of access to vehicles as
light rail transit plans progress.

Coordination between regional railroad authorities on light
rail transit issues should continue.
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John T. Finley, Chairman
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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 :;?;f}’

SUBJECT: Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Impact Statement
for the Midway Corridor

DATE: February 16, 1989

Requests for qualifications were solicited from consulting firms interested in

performing preliminary engineering and environmental impact statement work for
the Midway Corridor. Seven responses wvere received. They are from:

o EnPro Assessment Corp.
St. Paul

BRW/Bechtel/LTK/Parsons Brinckerhoff/Comsis
Minneapolis

TKDA/Sverdrup/System G
St. Paul

Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch/DeLeuv Cather
Minneapolis

Vilbur Smith Associates/Martinez Corporation
Minneapolis

LS Transit Systems/Edwards and Kelcey/Braun Environmental Laboratories/Harry
Weese and Associates Architects
Bloomfield, New Jersey

Howard Needles Tammen & Bergendoff/Thomas K. Dyer
Minneapolis

Additional information on federal funding guidelines is being sought before
completion of the request for proposal. It is planned that proposals will be
solicited from five firms.

Recommendation: For your information.

D ¢






