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MEMORANDUM
TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere'}%ifg‘

SUBJECT: Meeting with Federal Staff
DATE: April 26, 1989

Oon April 21 Jim Tolaas and I met with staff of the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration (UMTA) to discuss the federal
grant process for light rail transit projects.

PROCESS

The process that Ramsey County is following for the Midway
Corridor, preparing an environmental impact statement,
conducting preliminary engineering and final design, is the
same process as required for the federal guidelines. It will
be necessary for us to stay in touch with UMTA as we proceed
with 1light rail transit to ensure that we meet the federal
requirements. For example, we received at our meeting a copy
of the guidelines to use for hiring consulting services.

GRANT AVAILABILITY

Funds for rail transit assistance are in short supply. There
are currently 69 cities in 1line for grants to finance
construction of rail systems. No federal funds have been
granted in recent years for rail projects without
congressional earmarking. It is probably too soon in the
process of LRT development in Ramsey County to apply for a
federal grant for LRT, but we should and will follow the
appropriate federal guidelines to ensure later eligibility.

OVERMATCH INITIATIVE

The new secretary of transportation, Samuel Skinner,
announced a program in March that streamlines the federal




process for rail planning and that rewards those who propose
to fund rail systems with a greater local match. Previously
federal funds supplied 75% of capital costs when a grant was
awarded. Now grants are more likely to be awarded based on a
larger percentage of local match. The new program is called
overmatch initiative. Previous requirements to complete an
Alternatives Analysis, a document comparing 1light rail
transit to busway, high occupancy vehicle lanes or other
alternatives, have been relaxed as of March, 1989.

HENNEPIN COUNTY’S GRANT REQUEST

The UMTA staff we met with were not certain when Hennepin
County’s request for $25.5 million in federal funds would be
granted or denied. Hennepin’s request was viewed favorably
for two reasons, we were told. The request includes a 75%
local match for federal funds and includes a privatization
aspect in a potential turnkey implementation method for light
rail transit. The federal grant will not be awarded unless
the local match is guaranteed.

RECOMMENDATION:

Now that we are certain of the federal process and
guidelines, we will proceed with preparation of a request for

proposal and a recommendation for consultant services for
preliminary engineering and an Environmental Impact Statement
for the Midway Corridor. It is anticipated that a contract
would be considered at your June 27 Regional Railroad
Authority meeting for consultant services to perform that
work.
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MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere}%ﬁ})
SUBJECT: Legislation Relating to Light Rail Transit

DATE: April 26, 1989

I have been requested to prepare information about S.F. 1202 (Novak bill)
and H.F. 1408 (Carruthers bill) that would assist you in determining
provisions of each that you prefer. Copies of the bills are attached.
This information will assist in conveying Ramsey County’s position to a
conference committee. As this memo is being written, the Carruthers bill
has passed the House and the Novak bill has been passed in three
committees.

Each of the bills restructures the Regional Transit Board and adds
elected officials to the Board. Each provides for regional oversight of
light rail transit. Each retains regional railroad authorities. Neither
of the bills provides funding for LRT work. There are, however, many
differences between the bills. Some provisions that are of interest to
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) are:

Structure of Planning Board

S.F. 1202 provides for regional H.F. 1408 provides for regional
coordination and oversight of LRT coordination and/or oversight of
by the Regional Transit Board. LRT by:

o joint planning board comprised
primarily of county railroad
authority members appointed by
their respective agencies




Membership of RTB

S.F. 1202, Page 6, establishes the
RTB with 11 members appointed by

the governor (three) and Metropolitan
Council (eight). The members
appointed by the governor are the
chair, a person 65 or older and a
person with a disability. The
remaining eight are to be appointed
by Metropolitan Council districts.
Four must be elected county officials
and four elected city officials.

Regional Transit Board (RTB)
(members appointed by
Metropolitan Council, includes.
11 members, six of which must
be elected officials)

Metropolitan Council
(appointed members).

H.F. 1408, Page 13, establishes
the RTB with 11 members appointed
by the Metropolitan Council.
Eight are to be appointed by
council districts and at least
six must be elected officials of
cities, towns or counties. At
least two must be County Board
members and must be from
different counties. Nominations
will be requested from
associations of local elected
officials. Three are to be
citizen appointments. A member
of the joint planning board is
not eligible. Members elect a

chair. .

Responsibility and content for LRT management plan

S.F. 1202, Page 6, requires the RTB
to develop a long-range plan for
light rail transit. It is to
include:

o corridors for LRT

standards for right of way,
tracks, vehicles, stations

coordination with bus systems
financing method that depends on
property tax revenues for no
more than 35 percent of the
operating cost.

No date is specified for the plan.

H.F. 1408, Page 3, requires the
joint planning board to prepare a
regional management plan for LRT.
The first part of the plan, to be
completed by January 1, 1990,
requires a system-wide capital
development and financial plan.
Page 4, line 15, specifies that
the financial plan include costs
for subsurface alignments. The
second part of the plan, to be
completed by July 1, 1990, is a
system-wide implementation plan
and would address system
standards, operating and
performance specifications. The
plan is to be submitted to the
RTB for approval, to Mn/DOT for
review, to the Metropolitan
Council for review, to a peer
review panel of LRT experts and
to a public hearing.




Exceptions to management plan

S.F. 1202, Page 4, indicates that,
"If a regional rail authority is an
eligible recipient of federal funds
and the secretary of transportation
preliminarily awards or indicates
an intent to award federal funds to
the regional rail authority for a
light rail transit system, then no
plans of the regional transit board
shall interfere with that award."

AEErovals

S.F. 1202 provides for local review
and for RTB approval of preliminary
and final design plans.

MTC as operator of LRT

H.F. 1408, Page 18, line 10,
specifies that "The location of

a light rail transit line,
stations, yards, and shops for
which a federal grant has been
applied by April 1, 1989, is not
subject to the management plan or
approval if the grant is
awarded 5

H.F. 1408 provides for review

and approval of preliminary and
final design plans by the joint
planning board, Metropolitan
Council (Page 8, line 28) and the
Regional Transit Board. Local
review is required.

Both S.F. 1202 and H.F. 1408 specify that the Metropolitan Transit

Commission will operate LRT.

Membership of joint planning board

Not applicable to S.F. 1202.

H.F. 1408 establishes a joint
planning board for LRT to
coordinate activities of regional
railroad authorities. Membership
would be:

o two members of regional
railroad authorities that
receive state funding for
preliminary engineering for
LRT

one additional member of
Hennepin County Regional
Railroad Authority (HCRRA)

one member of regional
railroad authorities that
receive funds from the State
for planning for LRT (unless
represented under preliminary
engineering provisions)




two members of the
Metropolitan Transit
Commission (MTC) .

a representative of the
Minnesota Department of
Transportation (Mn/DOT).

Appointments are made by the
respective agencies. Under these
provisions, there would be three
HCRRA members and two RCRRA
members. Anoka County would most
likely have two members and other
counties one member. A joint
planning board member is not
permitted to serve as an RTB
member.

Alignment selection

An amendment that was deleted from Not applicable to H.F. 1408.
S.F. 1202 was intended to specify an
alignment for LRT in Ramsey County.

Taxing authority

S.F. 1202 previously contained an Not applicable to H.F. 1408. .

amendment that would prohibit
regional railroad authorities from
levying a property tax until the
regional LRT plan was completed.
Since levies are made in October,
no planning funds would have been
available to RCRRA in 1990, had
this amendment been retained.

A new amendment to S.F. 1202 places
regional railroad authorities under
county property tax levy limits.
This severely constrains RCRRA’s
ability to levy.

Transit assistance fund

S.F. 1202, Pages 1 and 2, discusses Not applicable to H.F. 1408.
a transit assistance fund. Portions

of this could be available to

regional railroad authorities.

Distribution was previously made by

Mn/DOT, but is now proposed to be

made by the RTB. A restriction of

60 percent to a single county is

retained.




Joint powers

. Not applicable to S.F. 1202. H.F. 1408, Page 1, permits joint
powers agreements between
regional railroad authorities.

OPTIONS FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION:

Structure of Planning Board

o  Regional coordination/oversight by joint planning board
o Regional coordination/oversight by RTB

o Oversight by Metropolitan Council cn@t

o Two or three of the above options

o None of the options.

Membership of joint planning board

o Acceptable as proposed
o Add one RCRRA member

o Delete one HCRRA member

. o Approve or disapprove of provision that prohibits same member to
be on RTB and joint planning board.

Membership of RTB

o Eleven member RTB comprised primarily of elected officials is
acceptable

Specify which counties and/or cities shall have members on the
board

Appointment by Metropolitan Council Ouf
Appointment by governor

Specify the number of elected officials (six - H.F. 1408; eight -
S.F. 1202)

Selection of chair by governor
Selection of chair by members

Restriction on overlapping membership of RTB and joint planning
board should be removed.




Responsibility and content for LRT management plan

o Support management plan preparation
o Have RTB prepare management plan
Have joint planning board prepare plan
Do not support management plan preparation
Content of management plan should include more specificity than
S.F. 1202 to ensure that a capital improvement plan is developed
so that resources are not depleted for counties that may be at a
later stage of LRT development
Support review and/or approval of management plan by
counties
RTB
Metropolitan Council
Mn/DOT

Peer review panel

Suggest that the proposed dates for plan elements be specified in
a realistic manner

o Suggest that funds be allocated for preparation of the plan.

Exceptions to management plan .

o Specify that a federal grant award does not exempt an LRT plan
from the requirements of a management plan and/or the designated
review and approval process

o Accept the provisions as indicated in the bills.

Approvals

o Specify that it is important that both preliminary and final
design plans go 'through review/approval process

Local review
Joint planning board review and/or approval
Metropolitan Council review and/or approval

RTB review and/or approval.




Alignment selection

Support the LRT plan development process for alignment selection.
The decision on alignment should be retained as a regional
railroad authority responsibility and should not be prematurely
determined.

Taxing authority

Oppose restrictions on RCRRA’s property tax levy authority. The
current two mill cap is acceptable.

MTC as operator of LRT

Support the MTC as operator of LRT.

Transit assistance fund

RCRRA previously supported the 60 percent restriction and
distribution by Mn/DOT. 1Is distribution by Mn/DOT, rather than
RTB preferred?

Joint powers

RCRRA previously supported this provision and continues to do so.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

. As S.F. 1202 and H.F. 1408 have proceeded through the legislative
process, the bills have been substantially amended. You may want to
consider an overall perspective on LRT, in addition to focusing on the
details of the bills. Some general principles for your consideration
are:

Efforts to improve regional coordination of LRT are supported by
RCRRA. Some of the structural requirements of LRT bills are,
however, unwieldy. The review/approval process could be lengthy.
Simplification is needed if there is a desire to advance LRT
plans.

Timelines for management plans should be attainable.

Requirements for LRT planning should be balanced against funding
availability and restrictions. One bill requires completion of
substantive tasks by regional railroad authorities. Another
restricts the ability to raise funds to perform that work.

An LRT capital improvement plan should ensure that the County
that may be ready to construct LRT first does not deplete the
regional resources for LRT development.




Whatever legislation is adopted should be a long-term,
than intermediate measure.

Changing responsibilities is costly
in terms of staff development.

A well-thought approach to LRT
will not require frequent changes and will allow consistency.

rather

KD/clm
Attachments
000451
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338
State of Minnesota

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
erson  } H.F. No. 1408

PP

Introduced by Carruthers. Battaglia, Kalis, Onnen and McLaughlin,
Read First Time Mar. 25, 1989 and Referred to the Committee on Transportation.
Committee Recommendation and Adoption of Report:
To Pass as Amended and Re-referred to the Committee on
Local Government and Metropolitan Affairs Apr. 10, 1989,
To Pass as Amended Apr, 17, 1989,
Read Second Time Apr. 17, 1989,
Special Orvders, Continued Apr. 20, 1989,
Spectal Ovders, Amended and Read Thivd Time as Amended Apr. 21, 1989,
assed by the Honse s Amended Apr, 21, 1989,
Transmitted to the Senite Apr. 21, 19%9,

A bill for an act

relating to metropolitan transit; requiring joint
planning for light rail transit; establishing a joint
planning board; requiring approval of light rail
transit plans by the regional transit board;
specifying the composition of the regional transit
board and the metropolitan transit commission;
changing various provisions relating to metropolitan
transit programs and authorities; amending Minnesota
Statutes 1988, sections 398A.04, subdivision 9;
473.169, subdivisions 1, 3, 4, and 5;: 473.17: 473.373,
subdivisions la, 4, 5, and by adding a subdivision;
473.375, subdivisions 8 and 13; and 473.404,
subdivisions 2, 3, and 5; proposing coding for new law
in Minnesota Statutes, chapter 473; repealing
Minnesota Statutes 1988, sections 473.1691 and 473.398.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:
Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 398A.04,
subdivision 9, is amended to read:
Subd. 9. ([MUNIE€¥PAbP AGREEMENTS.] The authority may enter

into joint powers agreements under section 471.59 or other

agreements with the municipality or municipalities named in the
organization agreement, or with other municipalities situated in
the counties named in the resolution, respecting the matters

referred to in section 398A.06 or with another authority about

any matter subject to this chapter.

Sec. 2. [473.1685) [REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITIES;

PLANNING. ]
Subdivision 1. [JOINT PLANNING BOARD; CREATION;

PURPOSE.] There is established a joint planning board for light

rail transit, to:
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(1) coordinate the activities of individual county regional

railroad authorities in planning light rail transit facilities

in the metropolitan area; and

(2) ensure that the facilities are acquired, developed, and

capable of operation in (i) an efficient, cost-effective manner,

and (ii) a coordinated manner as an integrated and unified

system on a multicounty basis in coordination with buses and

other transportation modes and facilities.

Subd. 2. [MEMBERSHIP.] The joint planning board consists

(1) two members of the governing board of each regional

railroad authority that applies for and receives state funding

for preliminary engineering of light rail transit facilities:

(2) one member, in addition to those under clause (1), of

the governing board of the Hennepin county regional railroad

authority;

(3) one member of the governing board of each regional

railroad authority not represented under clause (1) that applies

for and receives state funding for planning of light rail

transit facilities;

(4) two members of the metropolitan transit commission; and

(5) the commissioner of transportation or an employee of

the department designated by the commissioner.

Appointments under clauses (1) to (3) are made by the

respective authorities, and appointments under clause (4) are

made by the commission. The regional transit board shall make

the appointment for any appointing authority that fails to make

the required appointments by August 1, 1989. Members serve at

the pleasure of the agency making the appointment.

Subd. 3. [CHAIR.] The joint planning board shall annually

elect a chair from among its members.

Subd. 4. [ADMINISTRATION.] Staff and administrative

services for the board must be provided by the organizations

represented. The board may apply for financial assistance from

the state or the regional transit board. The joint planning

board may create technical and staff advisory committees as it
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deems appropriate to assist the board in fulfilling its

responsibilities.

Sec. 3. [473.1686] [LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT; REGIONAL

MANAGEMENT PLAN. ]

Subdivision 1. [REQUIREMENT; PURPOSE.] (a) The joint

planning board established under section 2 shall prepare a

regional management plan for light rail transit.

(b) Nothing in this section should be interpreted to

require the elimination of regional railroad authorities or to

forbid one or more authorities to act independently, so long as

their activities are consistent with the regional management

plan.

{c) The plan must ensure that light rail transit facilities

in the metropolitan area will be acquired, developed, owned, and

capable of operation in (i) an efficient, cost-effective manner,

and (ii) a coordinated manner as an integrated and unified

system on a multicounty basis in coordination with buses and

other transportation modes and facilities.

(d) The joint board shall complete the first part of the

management plan by January 1, 1990. The first part consists of

a system-wide capital development and financial plan, which must

include the following elements:

(1) a statement of objectives for capital development for a

prospective ten-year period, describing priorities and needs

based on capacity requirements and ridership projections for the

various segments of the system, the total capital costs, and a

general plan and recommendations for long-term capital

financing;

(2) a five-year capital improvements plan, setting forth a

schedule of specific capital improvements and acquisitions for a

five-year period following the commencement of construction of

facilities;

(3) a five-year financial plan showing, for the

improvements and acquisitions scheduled in the capital

improvements plan: (i) the anticipated capital expenditures,

(ii) total annual debt service requirements, (iii) anticipated
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annual operating costs, (iv) anticipated annual operating

revenues based on ridership projections, both for total riders

and for new riders attributable to the light rail facilities,

(v) annual operating subsidy levels, and (vi) policies and

recommendations on the source of funds for capital expenditures,

debt service, and the operating subsidy, including the share of

the subsidy to be paid by regional railroad authorities; and

{4) a general plan for organizing and coordinating

acquisition, construction, ownership, and operation of the

system, including in particular, coordination of wvehicle

specifications, provisions for a single light rail transit

operator for the system, and the organization and coordination

method required if a turn-key approach to facility acquisition

is used by a regional railroad authority.

For any segments of rail line that may be constructed below

the surface elevation, the financial plan must estimate the

additional capital costs, debt service, and subsidy level that

are attributable to the below grade construction.

(e) The joint board shall complete the second part of the

management plan by July 1, 1990. The second part consists of a

system-wide implementation plan, which must include the

following elements:

(1) specifications and standards to ensure joint or

coordinated procurement of vehicles, electrification,

communications and ticketing facilities, yards and shops, and

other facilities that must be or should be operated on a

systemwide basis;

(2) systemwide operating and performance specifications and

standards;

(3) bus and park-and-ride coordination policies, standards,

and plans;

(4) a method for ensuring ongoing coordination of

development, design, and operational plans, including a

description of the requirements for joint board review of design

plans under subdivision 4; and

(5) other matters that the joint planning board deems
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prudent and necessary to ensure that light rail transit

facilities are acquired, developed, owned, and capable of

operation in (i) an efficient and cost-effective manner, and (ii)

a coordinated manner as an integrated and unified system on a

multicounty basis in coordination with buses and other

transportation modes and facilities.,

(£) The plan must provide for the operation of light rail

transit by the metropolitan transit commission.

(g) If two or more regional railroad authorities have

agreed on aspects of the regional management plan set forth in

clause (c), the board shall consider incorporating those aspects

into its regional management plan.

Subd. 2. [APPROVAL BY REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD.] The joint

planning board shall submit the management plan prepared under

subdivision 1 to the regional transit board for review. The

first part of the plan, under paragraph (d), must be submitted

by January 1, 1990. The second part of the plan, under

paragraph (e), must be submitted by July 1, 1990. The transit

board shall determine whether the plan satisfies the

requirements specified in subdivision 1. The transit board

shall either approve the plan or, if it determines that the plan

does not satisfy the requirements, disapprove the plan, in whole

or in part, and recommend modifications in the plan that are

necessary in order to secure approval. Before completing its

review, the transit board shall:

(1) submit the plan to the council and the commissioner of

transportation for review and comment;

(2) assemble a peer review panel of transit and light rail

transit experts of national stature to review and comment on the

plan; and

(3) hold a public hearing on the plan to receive the

comments and suggestions of the public.

The transit board may not include on the peer review panel any

person who is employed by, or under contract as a consultant or

for professional services to, regional railroad authorities, a

firm employed as a consultant to regional railroad authorities,
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the transit commission, or the transit commission's management

contractor. The transit board has 120 days from the date of

submission to complete its review of the plan, plan part, or

plan modifications required for approval. Failure to respond

within the time period is deemed to be approval, unless an

extension of time is agreed to by the transit board and the

joint planning board. The transit board shall report on the

results of its review to the legislature.

Subd. 3. [APPROVAL REQUIRED.] The regional management plan

must be prepared, reviewed, and approved as required by this

section before any regional railroad authority may begin

construction of light rail transit facilities and before any

authority is eligible for state financial assistance for

constructing light rail transit facilities.

Subd. 4. [IMPLEMENTATION; CONFORMITY WITH PLAN.] Following

approval of the regional management plan or part thereof, each

regional railroad authority or other developer of light rail

transit in the metropolitan area shall act in conformity with

the approved plan or plan part. To the extent and in the manner

prescribed in the regicnal management plan, each authority or

proposer shall prepare or amend its preliminary and final light

rail transit design plans as necessary to make the local plans

consistent with the approved regional management plan or plan

part. Each authority shall submit its preliminary and final

design plans to the joint planning board for review for

consistency with the regional management plan. The joint board

shall approve the local plans if it determines that they are

consistent with the management plan; otherwise the joint board

shall disapprove the plans, in whole or in part, and recommend

modifications in the plans that are necessary in order to secure

approval. The joint board has 60 days to complete its review.

Subd. 5. [PLAN AMENDMENT.] Amendments to the regional

management plan must be adopted and submitted for review and

approval or disapproval by the regional transit board.

Sec. 4. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,

subdivision 1, is amended to read:
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Subdivision 1. [REQYIREMEN? DEFINITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS. ]

Before-constructing-a-titght-raii-transit-facttttyr-the-poiitical
subdtvision-proposing-the-factitty-must-hotd-a-pubtic-hearing-on
the-pretiminary-design-ptans-as-provided-in-subdiviston-2;-and
submit-the-preliminary-and-£finat-desitqn-pitans-for-reviaw-as

provided-tn-subdivistons-3-te-5+ (a) "Preliminary design plan"

means a plan that identifies the following: 1location, length,

and termini of routes; general dimension, elevation, alignment,

and character of routes and crossings, including whether the

track is elevated, on the surface, or below ground; approximate

station locations; intermodal coordination, with bus operations

and routes and park and ride, parking, and other transportation

facilities; an implementation method; ridership; capital costs;

operating costs and revenues; and funding for final design,

construction, and operation.

(b) "Final design plan" means a plan that includes the

items in the preliminary design plan for the facilities proposed

for construction, but with greater detail and specificity. The

final design plan must include, at a minimum: the right-of-way

definition; civil engineering; standards and specifications for

facilities and equipment; environmental impacts and mitigation

measures; engineering plans for vehicles, track, stations,

parking, access, electrification, communication, and other

facilities; operational rules, procedures and strategies;

capital costs; operating costs and revenues; financing for

construction and operation; and other similar matters, all

stated with sufficient particularity and detail to allow the

proposer to begin the acquisition and construction of operable

facilities.

(c) The design plans must include a plan for handicapped

accessibility.

Sec. 5. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 3, is amended to read:

Subd. 3. [PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLANS; LOCAL APPROVAL.] At
least 30 days before the hearing under subdivision 2, the

proposer must shall submit the preliminary design plans to the
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governing body of each statutory and home rule charter city,
county, and town in which the route is proposed to be located.
The city, county, or town must¢ shall hold a public hearing,

except that a county board need not hold a hearing if the county

board membership is identical to the membership of the regiocnal

rail authority submitting the plan for review. Within 45 days

after the hearing under subdivision 2, the city, county, or town
must shall review and approve or disapprove the plans for the
route to be located in the city, county, or town. A local unit

of government that disapproves the plans shall describe specific

amendments to the plans that, if adopted, would cause the local

unit to withdraw its disapproval. Failure to approve or

disapprove the plans in writing within 45 days after the hearing
is deemed to be approval, unless an extension of time is agreed
to by the city, county, or town and the proposer. ff-the
pretiminary-design-pians-are-approved-by-each-cityr-countyr-and
town-in-which-the-route-is-proposed-to-be-tocatedy;-the-proposer
may-proceed-with-finat-destgn-pians-under-subdivisien-5+

Sec. 6. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 4, is amended to read:

Subd. 4. [PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLANS; MEYROPOLITAN-EOHUNEZD

REPERRAL REVIEW BY REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD.] #f-the-governing

bedy-of-one-or-more-cities;-counties;-or-towns-disapproves-the

pretiminary-design-pltans-within-the-pertod-attowed (a) After

review under subdivision 3, the proposer may-refer shall submit

the plans, along with any comments of local jurisdictions, to

the metropotitan-eounei: regional transit board.

(b) The board shall refer the plans to the metropolitan

council for review, comment, and approval or disapproval for

conformity with metropolitan transportation system plans. The

eouneii-must board shall hold a hearing on the plan, giving the
proposer and-the, any disapproving local governmental units, and

other persons an opportunity to present the-case-for-er-against

approvat-of their views on the plans. The couneci* board may

conduct independent study as it deems desirable and may mediate

and attempt to resolve disagreements about the plans. Within-98
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days-after-the-referrat;-the-councii-must-etther-approve-the
pians-as-subm:itted-by-the-proposer-or-recommend-amended-pians-te
accommodate-the-objections-presented-by-the-disapproving-local
governmentat-unttss

(c) The board shall review the preliminary design plans to

determine the compatibility of the plans with other light rail

transit plans and facilities in the metropolitan area, the

adequacy of the plans for handicapped accessibility, the

conformity of the plans with metropolitan transportation system

plans, and the conformity of the plans with the regional capital

development and financial plan prepared under section 3,

subdivision 1, paragraph (d). The board may comment on any

aspect of the plans. If the board determines that the plans do

not satisfy the standard stated in this paragraph, the board

shall recommend modifications in the plans that are necessary in

order to satisfy the board. The board may disapprove and

require modification in the plans for failure to conform to an

adopted and approved regional capital development and financial

plan. Board review and approval of preliminary design plans

before completion and approval of the regional capital

development and financial plan is conditional, and after

approving the regional development and financial plan, the board

shall again review any previously reviewed design plans to

ensure conformity with the regional plan.

(d) The board has 120 days from the date of submission to

complete its review of plans or plan modifications. Patiture-te

respond-within-the-time-period-ia-deemed-to-be-approvat;-uniess
an-extenston-of-time-is-agreed-to-by-the-councit-and-the

propesers

(e) Following approvai-or-recommendation completion of

preliminary design plans by-the-eouneii, the proposer may
proceed with final design plans under subdivision 5.

Sec. 7. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 5, is amended to read:

Subd. 5. [FINAL DESIGN PLANS.)] (a) After-the-approvai-of

pretiminary-destgn-pians-under-subdivision-3-or-review-by-the
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councti-following-referrai-to-the-counciri-under-subdiviaton-45
the-propeser-may-prepare-£finat-destgn-pianss

tby Before preceeding-with beginning construction, the
proposer must shall submit the final design plans to the
governing body of each statutory and home rule city, county, and
town in which the route is proposed to be located. Within 60
days after the submission of the plans, the city, county, or
town must shall review and approve or disapprove the plans for

the route located in the city, county, or town. A local unit of

government that disapproves the plan shall describe specific

amendments to the plan that, if adopted, would cause the local

unit to withdraw its disapproval. Failure to approve or

disapprove the plans in writing within the time period is deemed
to be approval, unless an extension is agreed to by the city,
county, or town and the proposer. ¥f-the-finai-design-pians-are
approved-by-each-cityy-countyr-and-town-in-which-the-route-is
proposed-teo-be-iscatedy-the-proposer-may-proceed-with
construction-on-that-routes
te}-if-the-governing-body-of-one-or-more-citiesy-countiessy
sr-towns-disappreves-the-finat-design-ptans-within-the-pertod

atteowed (b) After review under paragraph tb} (a), the

proposer may-refer shall submit the final design plans, along

with any comments of local jurisdictions, to the metropei:tan

eouneil regional transit board. The ceuncii-must board shall

review the final design plans under the same procedure and-with

the-same-effeer and according to the same standards as provided

in subdivision 4 for preliminary design plans, except that the

board shall also review the final design plans to determine

whether the plans conform to the approved regional management

plan required by section 3. The board shall either approve the

plans or, if it determines that the plans do not satisfy the

standards, disapprove the plans, in whole or in part, and

recommend modifications in the plans that are necessary in order

to secure approval.

(c) Following approval er-recommendation of final design

plans by the eounett board, the proposer may proceed with

10
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censtruction. A proposer may not proceed with construction

unless its design plans have been approved by the board.

Following approval of final design plans by the transit board,

if a regional railroad authority wishes to select a bid or a

response to a request for proposal that is more than ten percent

higher than the capital costs indicated in the final design

plans for the facility, the authority may not proceed with

construction until it has resubmitted the final design plans to

the transit board for further review and approval or disapproval.

Sec. 8. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.17, is

amended to read:

473.17 [COOPERATION AND COORDINATION IN LIGHT RAIL

TRANSIT. ]

Notwithstanding-section-473:-3987 Subdivision 1. [REGIONAL

AGENCIES.] The metropolitan council and the regional transit
board shall cooperate with regional rail authorities in the
study, planning, and design of regional rail authority light
rail transit systems, and the metropolitan transit commission
shall cooperate with regional rail authorities in the
operational planning and operation of regional rail authority
light rail transit systems.

Subd. 2. [COUNCIL REVIEW.] The council may review,

comment, and recommend changes with respect to any aspect of the

joint management plan and preliminary and final design plans and

may transmit its comments and recommendations to the transit

board, the joint board, regional rail authorities, and the

commissioner of transportation.

Subd. 3. [COORDINATION BY REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD.] The

transit board shall ensure coordination of the activities of

individual regional railroad authorities and shall ensure that

light rail transit facilities in the metropolitan area are

acquired, developed, owned, and operated in a coordinated manner

as an integrated and unified system on a multicounty basis in

coordination with buses and other transportation modes and

facilities.

Subd. 4. [LIMITATION.] Nothing in this section should be

11
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interpreted to require the elimination of regional rail
j<] g

authorities or to forbid one or more authorities to act

independently, so long as the activities are consistent

coordination required by this section.

Sec. 9. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473,373,
subdivision la, is amended to read:

Subd. la. [PURPOSE.] (a) The purposes of the board are:

(1) to foster effective delivery of existing transit
services and encourage innovation in transit service;

(2) to increase transit service in suburban areas;

(3) to prepare implementation and financial plans for the

metropolitan transit system;

t3% (4) to set policies and standards for implementing the
transit policies and programs of the state and the transit
policies of the metropolitan council in the metropolitan area;

(5) to advise and work cooperatively with local

governments, regional rail authorities, and other public

agencies, transit providers, developers, and other persons in

order to coordinate all modes of transit and to increase the

availability of transit services;

t4y (6) to conduct transit research and evaluation; and

5+ (7) to administer state and metropolitan transit
subsidies.

(b) The board shall 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.

(c) The board shall advise the council, the council's

transportation advisory board, the department of transportation,

local political subdivisions, and private developers on the

transit aspects and effects of proposed transportation plans and

development projects and on methods of improving the

coordination, availability, and use of transit services as part

of an efficient and effective overall transportation system.

Sec. 10. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.373, is

12
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amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 2a. [(MEMBERS.) (a) The board consists of 11 members

appointed by the council.

(b) Eight members are appointed from each of the following

agency districts:

(1) district A, consisting of council districts and 2;

(2) district B, consisting of council districts and 6;

(3) district C, consisting of council districts and 5;

(4) district D, consisting of council districts and 9;

(5) district E, consisting of council districts and 10;

(6) district F, consisting of council districts and 12;

(7) district G, consisting of council districts and 14,

excluding the cities of Lakeville and Burnsville;

(8) district H, consisting of council districts

including the cities of Lakeville and Burnsville.

The members must be residents of the districts for which

they are appointed and at least six must be elected officials of

statutory or home rule charter cities, towns, or counties. At

least two of the members must be county board members, each from

a different county. At least 30 days before the expiration of a

term, or upon the occurrence of a vacancy, the council shall

request nominations for the position from relevant organizations

of local elected officials, such as the association of

metropolitan municipalities, the metropolitan intercounty

association, the association of urban counties, and where

applicable the association of townships. Each relevant

organization shall nominate at least two persons for each

position. A local unit of government that is not a member of an

association of local elected officials may submit a nomination

independently. The council shall make the appointment from the

nominees submitted to it, to the extent possible consistent with

the other requirements of this paragraph and with a fair

representation of the diverse areas and constituencies affected

by transit.

(c) Three citizen members with governmental or management

experience are appointed to represent the interests of the

13
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metropolitan area at large. In making these appointments, the

council shall follow the procedures required by section 473.141,

subdivision 2.

(d) No single city or town may have more than three of its

residents on the board at once. A member of the joint planning

board established by section 2 is not eligible to serve as a

member of the regional transit board.

(e) Appointments are subject to the advice and consent of

the senate as provided in section 15.066.

Sec. 11. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.373,
subdivision 4, is amended to read:

Subd. 4. [TERMS.] The initial terms of members and-the
charr appointed under baws-1984;-chapter-6547-arttcte-3;-seckion
167 section 10 commence on the-first-day-after-July-1;-19845

that-the-chatr-and-at-lteast-seven-sther-members-have-heen

appointed-and-quatified-and July 1, 1989. The terms of members

and the chair serving on the effective date of this section

expire on the first day that the ehair-and-eight members
appointed under section 473-i4i-and-this-sectien 10 are

appointed and qualified under section 473.141, subdivision

4. By-August-i7;-19857-the-appointing-antherities-shati-appoint

a-chatr-and-eight-members-from-the-districts-definad-in-section
4737141---Fhe-inttiat-terms-of-members-and-the-chatr-appointed
tn-1985-are-as-fotiowas--members-representing-commission
disktricts-A;-By-€7-and-B-and-the-chatr-of-the-board;-far-tarms
ending-the-first-Monday-tn-danuvary-of-the-year-ending-in-the
numerai-43i:-members-representing-commission-districts-E;-P7-67
and-H-for-terma-ending-the-£irst-Monday-in-January-of-the-year
ending-in-the-numerat-U49;4--At-leask-one-of-the-members
appointed-by-the-councti-must-be-65-years-of-age-or-atder-at-the

time-of-the-appointments The council shall appoint half of the

members initially appointed under subdivision 2a, paragraph (b),

to terms of two years and half to terms of four years.

Thereafter the term of each member and-the-chair appointed under

subdivision 2a, paragraph (b), is four years, subject to the

provisions on apportionment, successor qualification, removal,

14
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and vacancy of section 473.141, subdivisions 4a, 5, and 6. The

council shall appoint two cf the members initially appointed

under subdivision 2a, paragraph (c), to a term of two years and

one to a term of four years. Thereafter the term of each member

appointed under subdivision 2a, paragraph (c), is four years,

subject to the provisions on successor qualification, removal,

and vacancy of section 473.141.

Sec. 1l2. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.373,

subdivision 5, is amended to read:

Subd. 5. [CHAIR.] (a) The board shall elect a member to

serve as the chair of the board for a term of two years.

(b) The chair is paid a per diem compensation for each

meeting and other services as authorized by the board and is

reimbursed for expenses as provided in section 473.141,

subdivision 7, except that the chair's per diem is 2 times the

per diem paid to members.

{c) The duties of the chair are:

tay (1) to preside over all board meetings attended;

tby (2) to serve as the-prineipal a transit spokesperson
within the metropolitan area before the legislature, other state
and regional agencies, local units of government, and the

general public;

tey (3) to present to the governor and the legislature,

after approval by the council, the board's financial plan for
public transit in the metropolitan area;

td¥ (4) to convene and preside at an annual regional
transit conference of transit providers, operators, and users;
and

te¥ (5) to perform other duties assigned by law or by the
board.

Sec. 13. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.375,
subdivision 8, is amended to read:

Subd. 8. [GIFTS; GRANTS.] The board may apply for, accept
and disburse gifts, grants, or loans from the United States, the
state, or from any person on behalf of itself or any of its

contract recipients, for any of its purposes. It may enter into

15
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an agreement required for the gifts, grants, or loans and may
hold, use, and dispose of money or property received therefrom
according to the terms of the gift, grant, or loan. The board
may not be a recipient of federal operating or capital
assistance distributed by formula or block grant. Fhe-board-may
not-be-a-recipient-of-federal-discrerionary-capitat-qrants-for
trght-rati-and-other-fixed-guideway-transtt-systema:

No political subdivision within the metropolitan area may
apply for federal transit assistance unless its application has
been submitted to and approved by the board.

Sec. 14. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.375,
subdivision 13, is amended to read:

Subd. 13, [FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.] The board may provide
financial assistance to the commission and other providers as
provided in sections 473.371 to 473.449 in furtherance of and in
conformance with the implementation plan of the board. The

board may not use the proceeds of bonds issued by the council

under section 473.39 to provide capital assistance to private,

for-profit operators of public transit.

Sec. 15. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.404,
subdivision 2, is amended to read:

Subd. 2. [MEMBERSHIP.)] The transit commission consists
of three five members appointed by the transit board. One
member must be a resident of the city of Minneapolis, one must
be a resident of the city of St. Paul, and-onme two must reside
in the service area of the commission outside of Minneapolis and

St. Paul, and one may reside anywhere in the metropolitan area.

At least one of the two members appointed as residents of the

service area outside of the two cities must reside in the

commission's full-peak and off-peak service area, as defined for

tax purposes in section 473.446. Appointments are nmet subject

to the advice and consent of the senate as provided in section

15.066. Appointments-are-net-subject-to-the-advice-and-consent

af-the-senate-
Sec. 16. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.404,

subdivision 3, is amended to read:

16
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Subd. 3. [TERMS.] (a) The term of each member of the
commission is three years and until a successor is appointed and
qualified.

(b) The initial terms of members authorized in 1984

commence on the first day after August 1, 1984, that all three
members have been appointed and qualified. One member must be
appointed to an initial term of one year, one to an initial term
of two years, and one to an initial term of three years. The
terms of members of the transit commission appointed and serving
on August 1, 1984, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 1982, section
473.141, expire on the day that the terms of members appointed
pursuant to this section commence.

(c) The initial terms of the two added members, first

appointed in 1989, commence August 1, 1989. One member must be

appointed to an initial term of two years and one to an initial

term of three years.

Sec. 17. Minnesota S:tatutes 1988, section 473,404,
subdivision 5, is amended to read:
Subd. 5. [QUALIFICATION.] Each member of the commission

must have transit, governmental, or management experience. A

member shall not during a term of office be a member of the
metropolitan council, the regional transit board, the
metropolitan waste control commission, the metropolitan airports
commission, the metropolitan sports facilities commission, or
any other independent regional commission, board, or agency, or
hold any judicial office. Each member shall qualify by taking
and subscribing to the ocath of office prescribed by the
Minnesota Constitution, article 5, section 5. The ocath, duly
certified by the official administering it, must be filed with
the metropolitan council.

Sec. 18. [TRANSIT COMMISSION; LIGHT RAIL.]

The transit commission shall be the operator of a light

rail transit system upon completion of construction of a light

rail transit shop, yard, and line segment by a regional rail

authority.
Sec. 19. [ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL FUNDS; PROTECTION OF

17
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GRANT AWARDS.] Nothing in sections 1 to 18 should be interpreted

to forbid, restrict, or delay an application for federal

financial assistance of any regional railroad authority acting

independently, or to impair, limit, or transfer to another

entity the authority of a regional railroad authority to receive

such assistance individually, independently, and directly, as

long as the facilities or activities for which the funds are

awarded conform to the requirements of sections 1 to 18. A

regional rail authority is specifically authorized to apply for

and receive, in its own name, federal financial assistance. The

location of a light rail transit line, stations, vards, and

shops for which a federal grant has been applied by April 1,

1989, is not subject to the management plan or approval under

sections 1 to 18, if the grant is awarded or a notice of intent

to award the grant is received.

Sec. 20. [APPLICATION.]

Sections 1 to 21 are effective the day following final

enactment. Sections 2 to 19 apply in the counties of Ancka,

Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington.

Sec. 21. [REPEALER.]

Minnesota Statutes 1988, sections 473.1691 and 473.398, are

repealed.




04/27/89 22:05 [RESDEPT ] KB/jb H1734A13

moves to amend H. F. No. 1734, as follows:

{ N ' ) (e ommibus duy »»M\
Page 73, /after line 22, insert:

"Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 275.50,
subdivision 2, is amended to read:

Subd. 2. [GOVERNMENTAL SUBDIVISION.] (a) "Governmental
subdivision" means a county, a home rule charter city, or a
statutory city, except a home rule charter or statutory city
that has a population of less than 2,500 according to the most
recent federal census.

(b) "Governmental subdivision” also includes any home rule
charter or statutory city or town that receives a distribution
from the taconite municipal aid account in the levy year.

(c) "Governmental subdivision" also includes a regional

rail authority."

Renumber remaining sections in article 6

Page 87, line 15, delete "13, 15, and 16" insert "14, 16,

and 17"
Page 87, line 17, delete "14" insert "15"

Amend the title accordingly
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275.47 [Repealed, 1984 ¢ 593 46)

275.48 ADDITIONAL TAX LEVIES IN CERTAIN MUNICIPALITIES.

When by virtue of chapter 278, sections 270.07, 375.192, or otherwise, the gross
lax capacity of a city, township or school district for a taxable year is reduced after the
taxes for the year have been spread by the county auditor, and when the tax capacity
rate determined by the county auditor based on the original gross tax capacity is applied
on the reduced gross tax capacity and does not produce the full amount of taxes actually
levied and certified for that taxable year on the original gross tax capacity, the city,
township or school district may include an additional amount in its tax levy made
following final determination and notice of the reduction in 8ross tax capacity. The
amount shall equal the difference between the total amount of taxes actually levied and
certified for that taxable year upon the original gross tax capacity, not exceeding the
maximum amount which could be raised on the gross tax capacity as reduced, within

existing tax capacity rate limitations, if any, and the amount of taxes collected for that
laxable year on the reduced gr i

school district by this section shall be reduced
adjustments received by the district nt to section 124.214, subdivision 2, in the
same calendar in whi rtified. As part of the certification required
by section 275.125, subdivision 10, the commissioner of education shall certify the
amount of the abatement levy limitation adjustment for each school district headquar-
tered in that county.

Except for school districts, the amount of taxes so included shall be levied separate-
ly and shall be levied in addition to all limitations imposed by law; and further shall
not result in any penalty in the nature of a reduction in state aid of any kind.

History: 1943 ¢ 523 5 1,2, 1973 c 123 art 5 5 7, 1975 ¢ 432 5 82 1978 c764s112:
1982 ¢ 548 art 6 5 23 1988 c719art 55 84

275.49 [Repealed, 1988 ¢ 719 art 5s81]

275.50 LEVY LIMITS; DEFINITIONS.

Subdivision 1. Asused in sections 275.50 to 275.56, the terms defined herein have
the meanings given to them.

Subd. 2.  Governmental subdivision. (a) “Governmental subdivision” means a
county, a home rule charter city, or a statutory city, except a home rule charter or
statutory city that has a population of less than 2,500 according to the most recent
federal census.

(b) “Governmental subdivision” also includes any home rule charter or statutory
city or town that receives a distribution from the taconite municipal aid account in the
levy year.

Subd. 3. [Repealed, 1988 ¢ 719 art 5s 81]

Subd. 4. “Special assessments” means assessments made against real property for
purposes of financing, wholly or in part, only those types of improvements enumerated

, subdivision whether imposed pursuant to such

considered special assessments,

Subd. 5. Notwithstanding any other law to the contrary for taxes levied in 1988
payable in 1989 and subsequent years, “special levies” means those portions of ad
valorem taxes levied by governmental subdivisions 10:

(a) pay the costs not reimbursed by the state or federal government, of payments
made 1o or on behalf of recipients of aid under any public assistance program autho-
rized by law, and the costs of purchase
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medical care under section 256D.03 and the costs of hospital care pursuant tc section
261.21, the aggregate amounts levied pursuant 1o this clausc are subject 10 a maximum
increase of 18 percent over the amount levied for these purposes in the previous year.
Effective with taxes levied in 1989, the portion of this special levy for income mainte-
nance programs identified in section 273.1398, subdivision 1, paragraph (i), is elimi-
nated,

(b) pay the costs of principal and interest on bonded indebtedness except on
bonded indebtedness issued under section 471.981, subdivisions 4 to 4c or to reim-
burse for the amount of liquor store revenues used to pay the principal and interest due
in the year preceding the year for which the levy limit is calculated on municipal liquor
store bonds;

(c) pay the costs of principal
lax anticipation or aid anticipatior

(d) fund the payments made 10 the Minnesota state armory building commission
pursuant to section 193,145, subdivision 2, 10 retire the principal and interest on
armory construction bonds;

(e) provide for the bonded indebtedness portion of payments made to another
political subdivision of the state of Minnesota;

(f) pay the amounts required, in accordance with section 275.075, to correct for
a county auditor’s error of omission but only to the extent that when added to the
preceding ycar’s levy it is not in excess of an applicable statutory, special law or charter
limitation, or the limitation imposed on the governmental subdivision by sections
275.50 to 275.56 in the preceding levy year:

(8) pay amounts required to correct for an error of omission in the levy certified
to the appropriate county auditor or auditors by the governing body of a city or town
with statutory city powers in a levy year, but only 1o the extent that when added to the
preceding year’s levy it is not in excoss of an applicable statutory, special law or charter
limitation, or the limitation imposed on the governmental subdivision by sections
275.50 10 275.56 in the preceding levy year:

(h) pay amounts required by law 10 be paid to pay the interest on and to reduce
the unfunded accrued liability of public pension funds in accordance with the actuarial
standards and guidelines specified in sections 356.215 and 356.216 reduced by 106
percent of the amount levied for that purpose in 1976, payable in 1977. For the purpose
of this special levy, the estimated receipts expected from the state of Minnesota
pursuant to sections 69.011 to 69.031 or any other state aid expressly intended for the
support of public pension funds shall be considered as a deduction in determining the
required levy for the normal costs of the public pension funds. No amount of these aids
shall be considered as a deduction in determining the governmental subdivision’s
required levy for the reduction of the unfunded accrued liability of public pension
funds;

(i) to compensate the state for the cost of a reassessment ordered by the commis-
sioner of revenue pursuant 1o section 270.16: and

() pay the debt service on tax increment financing revenue bonds to the extent that
Teévenue to pay the bonds or to maintain reserves for the bonds is insufficient as a result
of the provisions of Laws 1988, chapter 719, article 5.

Subd. 6. [Repealed, 1983 ¢ 342 art 35 9)

Subd. 7. [Repealed, 1988 ¢ 719 art 55 81]

Subd. 8. [Repealed, 1988 ¢ 719 art § s 81]

History: Ex1971 ¢ 31 art 2651, 1973 ¢ 123 art 5 s 7, 1973 ¢ 5825 3: 1973 ¢ 650 art
451-3:1973¢ 717 s 25, 1974 ¢ 198 5 1; 1974 ¢ 4285 5;1975¢ 271 5 6; 1975 ¢ 437 art
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451, 1977¢90s 11; 1977 c 423 art 55 1; 1978 ¢ 767 s 12; 1978 ¢ 773 5 5;: 1979 ¢ 253
§2;1979 ¢ 2575 3, 1979 ¢ 303 art 25 23; 1980 ¢ 607 art 2 s 19, 1981 ¢ 224 5 39: 1981
€261519;,1981¢36559; 1Sp1981clart5s3.4; 1Sp1981 c4 art 15 130,131; 3Sp1981
c2art 459 1982¢ 5075 20; 1982 ¢ 523 art 355 1; 1982 ¢ 641 art 2 5 1; 1983 ¢ 184 s
1; 1983 ¢ 342 art 35 1-3; 1984 ¢ 5225 5; 1Sp1985 ¢ 14 art 4 5 78: 1986 ¢ 425 s 29; 1986

44152, 1987 c 268 art 6 5 40; 1987 ¢ 289 s 2: 1987 ¢ 344 s 2, 1987 c 380 art 2 s 2; 1988
c71Yart 55 37,3884

275.51 LEVY LIMITS.

Subdivision 1. Notwithstanding any provisions of law or municipal charter to the
contrary which authorize ad valorem levics in excess of the limitations established by
sections 275.50 to 275.56, but subject 1o section 275.56, the provisions of this section
shall apply to the levies by governmental subdivisions for all purposes other than those
for which special levies and special assessments are made.

Subd. 2. MS 1978 [Expired]

Subd. 3. [Repealed, 1975 ¢ 437 art 4 s 10]

Subd. 3a. [Repealed, 1975c 437 art 4 s 10]

Subd. 3b. [Repealed, 1977 ¢ 423 art 5 s 7]

Subd. 3c. [Repealed, 1977 ¢ 423 art 5 7]

Subd. 3d. [Repcaled, 1Sp1981 c 1 art 5 s 13]

Subd. 3e. [Repealed, 1983 ¢ 342 art 3 s 9]

Subd. 3f. Levy limit base. (a) The property tax levy limit base for governmental
subdivisions for taxes levied in 1988 shall be equal to the total actual levy for taxes
payable in 1988 plus the amount of any payments the governmental subdivision was
certified to receive in 1988 under sections 477A.011 to 477A.014 and minus any special
levies claimed for taxes payable in 1988 pursuant to Laws 1987, chapter 268, article
5, section 12, subdivision 4, clauses (1), (2), (3), and (4). A county’s levy limit base will
be increased by the amount of any increase in its levy under section 134.07 over that
levied under section 134.07 for taxes payable in 1988 which is required under section
134.341. For governmental subdivisions located in the seven-county metropolitan
area, the total actual levy for taxes payable in 1988 shall include the fiscal disparities

distribution levy pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 1986, section 473F.08, subdivision
7a.

(b) For taxes levied in 1989 and subsequent years, a governmental subdivision’s
levy limit base is equal to its adjusted levy limit base for the preceding year not
including the adjustment made under subdivision 3h, paragraph (c), plus for taxes
levied in 1989 the administrative reimbursement aid received in 1988.

Subd. 3g. Base adjustments. Any governmental subdivision which reduced any
of its unreserved, undesignated fund balances because of spending for nonspecial levy
purposcs in calendar year 1981 may apply to the commissioner of revenue to have its

levy limit base increased for the taxes payable year 1984 by no more than the amount
of the reduction in the fund balances.

Applications shall be in the form and accompanied by the data required by the
commissioner. If approved by the commissioner, the subdivision may then pass a
resolution stating the amount by which the levy limit base is proposed to be increased.
Thereafier, the resolution shall be published for two successive weeks in the official
newspaper of the governmental subdivision or if there is no official newspaper, in a
newspaper of general circulation in the governmental subdivision, together with a
notice fixing a date for a public hearing on the proposed increase. The hearing shall
be held not less than two weeks nor more than four weceks after the first publication of
the resolution. Following the public hearing, the governing body may determine to take
no further action or, in the alternative, adopt a resolution authorizing the increase as
originally proposed or approving an increasce in the lesser amount it determines. The
resolution authorizing an increase shall be published in the official newspaper of the
governmental subdivision or if there is no official newspaper, in a newspaper of general
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circulation in the governmental subdivision. 1f within 30 days thereafter a petition
signed by voters cqual in number 1o five percent of the votes cast in the governmental
subdivision in the last general election or 2,000 voters, whichever is less, requesting a
referendum on the proposcd resolution is filed with the clerk or recorder of the
governmental subdivision if the governmental subdivision is a city or town, or with the
county auditor if the governmental subdivision is a county, the resolution shall not be
effective until it has been submitted to the voters at a general or special election and
a majority of votes cast on the question of approving the resolution are in the affirma-
tive. The commissioner of revenue shall prepare a suggested form of question to be
presented at the referendum. The referendum must be held at a special or general
election prior to October 1, 1983.

Subd. 3h. Adjusted levy limit base. For taxes levied in 1988 and thereafter, the

adjusted levy limit base is cqual to the levy limit base computed pursuant 10 subdivi-
sion 3f, increased by:

(a) a percentage equal to four percent for 1axes levied in 1988 and three percent
for taxes levied in 1989 and subsequent years; and

(b) a percentage equal to the greater of the percentage 1ncreases in population or
in number of houscholds, if any, for the most recent 12-month period for which data
is available, using figures derived pursuant 10 subdivision 6.

For taxes levied in 1989 and subsequent years, 10 the resulting product must be
added the cstimated reduction in a county’s income maintcnance aids as defined in
section 273.1398, subdivision 1, pursuant 1o section 273.1398, subdivision 2, para-
graph (d). The department of human services shall annually estimate the increase in
income maintenance aids referred 10 in section 273.1398, subdivision 2, paragraph (d),
and certify it by county to the department of revenue by July 15 of the levy year
preceding that in which the aids are payable. 1f the actual increase in a county’s income
maintenance aid referred to in section 273.1398, subdivision 2, paragraph (d), is less
than or greater than the amount added 10 a county’s adjusted levy limit base in the prior
year, its adjusted levy limit base for the subsequent year will be increased or decreased
by the appropriate amount.

Subd. 3i. Levy limitation. The levy limitation for a governmental subdivision
shall be equal to the adjusted levy limit base determined pursuant 10 subdivision 3h,
reduced by the local government aid that the governmental subdivision has been
certified 10 receive pursuant to sections 477A.011 to 477A.014. -

This amount is the amount of property 1axes which a governmental subdivision
may levy for all purposes other than those for which special Jevies and special assess-
ments are made.

Subd. 3j. Appeals. A governmental subdivision subject to the limitations in this
section may appeal to the commissioner of revenuc for an adjustment in its levy limit
base under this section. 1f the governmental subdivision can provide evidence satisfac-
tory to the commissioner that its levy for taxes payable in 1988 had been reduced
because it had made expenditures from rescrve funds, the commissioner may permit-
the governmental subdivision to increase its levy limit base under this section by the
amount determined by the commissioner. The commissioner’s decision is final.

Subd. 4. If the levy made by a governmental subdivision exceeds the limitation
provided in sections 275.50 1o 275.56, except when such excess levy is due to the
rounding of the tax capacity rates of the governmenial subdivision in accordance with
section 275.28, subsequent distributions required to be madc by the commissioner of
finance from any formula aids pursuant 10 sections 477A.011 1o 477A.014, shall be
reduced 33 cents for each full dollar the levy exceeds the limitation.

Subd. 5. [Repealed, 1983 ¢ 342 art 3s9]

Subd. 6. Population and household estimates. For the purpose of determining the
amount of tax that a governmental subdivision may levy in accordance with limitation
established by this chapter, the population or the number of households of the govern-
mental subdivision shall be that established by the last federal census, by a census taken
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pursuant to section 275.14, or by an estimate made by the metropolitan council, or by
the state demographer made pursuant to section 116K.04, subdivision 4, whichever is
the most recent as to the stated date of count or estimate, up to and including July 1
of the current levy year,

History: Ex1971 ¢ 31 art 26 5 2; 1973 c 123 art 55 7: 1973 ¢ 492 5 14; 1973 ¢ 582
§3;,1973c 650 art 4 54-8; 1974 ¢ 198 5 2; 1975 c 437 art 4 5 2-5: 1977 c 423 art 5 s 2
1978 ¢ 767 5 13; 1979 ¢ 303 art 25 24; art 85 5; 1980 ¢ 607 art 45 5; art 10 s 4; 1Sp1981
clart5s5-7;art 658 35p1981 c2art4s10,11; 1983 ¢ 289 s 115 subd 2: 1983 ¢ 342
art 354-8; 1984 ¢ 5225 6; 1984 ¢ 558 art 4 5 10; 1984 ¢ 593 s 35,36, 1Sp1985 ¢ 14 art
205 3; 1986 c 441 5 3,4, 1987 c 268 art 6 s 41: art 95 9 1988 ¢ 719 art 5 s 39-42,84

275.515 [Repealed, 3Sp1981 c 2 art 4 5 16)
275.52  [Repealed, 1Sp1981 c 1 art 55 13]
275.53 Subdivision 1. [Repealed, 1Sp1981 ¢ 1 art 5s 13]
Subd. 1a.  [Repealed, 1980 c 487 s 23; 1Sp1981 ¢ 1 art 55 13]
Subd. 2. [Repealed, 1Sp1981 ¢ 1 art 55 13)
Subd. 3. [Repealed, 1Sp1981 ¢ 1 art 55 13)
Subd. 4. [Repealed, 1Spl98l clart5s 13]

275.54 CONSOLIDATION OF GOVERNMENTAL SUBDIVISIONS.

Subdivision 1. If all or part of the area included within two or more governmental
subdivisions is consolidated, merged, or otherwise combined to constitute a single
governmental subdivision, and differing limitations upon the amount of tax levy per
capita apply to the governmental subdivisions from which the consolidated, merged,
or otherwise combined governmental subdivision was formed, the limitation applica-
ble to the surviving entity for purposes of sections 275.50 1o 275.56 shall be equal to
the highest limitation applicable to any one of the constituent subdivisions prior to the
consolidation, merger or other combination,

Subd. 2. If a function or service of one governmental subdivision is transferred
to another governmental subdivision, the levy limitations established by Extra Session
Laws 1971, chapter 31, shall be adjusted by the commissioner of revenue in such
manner so as to fairly and equitably reflect the reduced or increased property tax
burdens of such subdivisions resulting from such transfer. The aggregate of the

adjusted limitations shall not exceed the aggregate of such limitations prior to adjust-
ment.

History: Ex1971 ¢ 31 art 26 5 5; 1973 ¢ 582 5 3

275.55 STATE REVIEW AND REGULATION OF LEVIES.

The commissioner of revenue, or designees, shall establish procedures by which
levies of all governmental units shall be periodically reviewed. The commissioner shall
be empowered to order withholding of state aids where such penalties are authorized
by law, 10 issue, in accordance with chapter 14, rulings interpreting sections 275.50 to
275.56, and to take such other administrative actions as the commissioner deems
necessary in order to carry out the provisions of sections 275.50 10 275.56. If the
commissioner of revenue takes administrative action or any other action authorized
by this section to enforce the provisions of sections 275.50 to 275.56, the commissioner
shall give written notice of such action to the governmental subdivision affected. Such
notice shall specify the actual or impending violations by the governmental subdivision
of sections 275.50 to 275.56 or the rules of the department of revenue pertaining
thereto, describe the corrective action required, including, in the case of an excess levy,
reduction of the governmental subdivision’s levy in the next succeeding levy year in
an amount equal to the amount of the excess levy, set a reasonable period of time within
which the governmental subdivision shall correct the specified actual or impending
violations and caution the governmental subdivision that if the specified correction is
not made within the time allowed, the state aids to the governmental subdivision
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\\\ A bill for an act

relating to met opolitan government; restructuring the
regional transit“hoard and the metropolitan transit
commission; directing the board to plan and coordinate
light rail transit systems in the metropolitan area;
directing the commissign to operate any light rail
transit systems; transfecring responsibility for
distribution of the transit assistance fund and for
receipt of federal grants te_the board; requiring a
transit delivery study; amending Minnesota Statutes
1988, sections 174.32, subdivision 2; 473.169,
subdivisions 3, 4, 5, and by adding subdivisions;
473.373, by adding a subdivision; 473.375, subdivision
8, and by adding a subdivision; 473.404, subdivisions
2 and 3; and 473.4051; repealing Minnesota Statutes
1988, sections 473.1691; 473.17; 473.373¢ subdivision
4; and 473.398. \

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF.HINNESOTA:
Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 173532,

subdivision 2, is amended to read: :

Subd. 2. [TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUND; DISTRIBUTION. ] fa;‘\
A The transit assistance fund is-created-for-the-purpese-eof
receiving receives money distributed under section 297B.09.
Eighty percent of the receipts of the fund must be placea into a
metropolitan account for distribution to recipients located in
the metropolitan area and 20 percent into a separate account for
distribution to recipients located outside of the metropolitan
area. Except-as-otherwise-provided-in-this-subdivisieny The
regional transit board created by section 473.373 is responsible

for distributing assistance from the metropolitan account, and

the commissioner is responsible for distributing assistance from
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the other account. Money placed in the metropolitan account is
available for distribution to regional railroad authorities
established under chapter 398A in the metropolitan areay by the

commissioner-of-transportation regional transit board as

provided in paragraph (b).

(b) The commissiener board shall request applications from
all eligible regional railroad authorities. The commissioner
board shall establish a reasonable deadline for submittal of
applications. The eommissioner board may not distribute more
than 60 percent of the available funds to a single
recipient. Befere-distributing-money-to-any-regionai-ratiread
avthorityr-the-commissioner-shati-request-review-and-comment-on
the-appiications-£from-the-metropotitan-councii-and-the-regionat
transit-board---Fhe-councii-and-the-board-have-68-days-te
ecommentr--Fhe-commissioner-shati-consider-the-comments-of-the
councii-and-the-board-in-evaivating-appiications-and
distributing-fundsr Before distributing any funds for
construction, the cemmissioner board shall report to the
legislature on the use and planned distribution of construction
funds.

Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 3, is amended to read:

Subd. 3. [PRELIMINARY DESIQF PLANS; LOCAL APPROVAL.] At
least 30 days before the hearing under subdivision 2, the
proposer must shall submit the preliminary design plans to the
governing body of each statutory and home rule charter city,
county, and town in which the route is proposed to be located.
The city, county, or town must¢ shall hold a public hearing.
Within 45 days after the hearing under subdivision 2, the city,
county, or town must shall review and approve or disapprove the
plans for the route to be located in the city, county, or town.
Failure to approve or disapprove the plans in writing within 45
days after the hearing is deemed to be approval, unless an
extension of time is agreed to by the city, county, or town and
the proposer. If the preliminary design plans are approved by

each city, county, and town in which the route is proposed to be
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located, the proposer may-preceed-with-£fina® shall submit the

preliminary design plans to the regional transit board for

approval or disapproval under subdivision 5 4a.

Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 4, is amended to read:
Subd. 4. [PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLANS; MEPROPOLIFAN-EOHNEIE

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD REFERRAL.] If the governing body of one

or more cities, counties, or towns disapproves the preliminary
design plans within the period allowed under subdivision 3, the
proposer may refer the plans to the metrepeiitan-councii

regional transit board. The eeuneti-must board shall hold a

hearing, giving the proposer and the disapproving local
governmental units an opportunity to present the case for or
against approval of the plans. The eeunett board may conduct
independent study as it deems desirable and may mediate and
attempt to resolve disagreements about the plans. Within 90
days after the referral, the eounet: board must either approve
the plans as submitted by the proposer or recommend amended
plans to accommodate the objections presented by the
disapproving local governmental units. Failure to respond
within the time period is deemed to be approval, unless an
extension of time is agreed to by the ecounet: board and the
proposer. Following approval or recommendation of preliminary
design plans by the eeuneti board, the proposer may proceed with
final design plans under subdivision 5.

Sec. 4. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169, is
amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 4a. [PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLANS; REGIONAL TRANSIT

BOARD APPROVAL.] After the approval of preliminary design plans

under subdivision 3, the proposer shall submit them to the

regional transit board. The board shall hold a public hearing

and may conduct an independent study of the plans. Within 90

days after submission of the plans, the board shall approve,

disapprove, or order modification of the plans. If the board

disapproves plans, the proposer may modify the plans and

resubmit them to the board for approval or disapproval, but
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shall first submit them for local approval under subdivision 3.

If the board orders modification of the plans, the proposer

shall make the necessary modification and resubmit them to the

board within 90 days of the board's order. The proposer need

not submit the modified plans for local approval under

subdivision 3 before resubmitting them to the board.

Sec. 5. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169, is
amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 4b. [SPECIAL ELIGIBILITY PROVISION.] Notwithstanding

section 174.32, subdivision 2; this section; and section

473.375, a regional rail authority that has developed a

comprehensive plan and has expended funds for preliminary design

of a light rail transit system is eligible for state assistance

if those plans were consistent with the metropolitan long-range

transportation plans in existence on January 1, 1989. A

regional rail authority that had not developed a comprehensive

plan before January 1, 1989, is eligible for state assistance if

its light rail transit plans are consistent with the

metropolitan council's long-range transportation plans and

corridor recommendations developed before January 1, 1989.

Section 174.32, subdivision 2; this section; and section 473.375

may not be interpreted or relied on by any person, political

subdivision, or agency to delay the planning, engineering, or

construction of a regional rail authority's light rail system.

If a regional rail authority is an eligible recipient of federal

funds and the secretary of transportation preliminarily awards

or indicates an intent to award federal funds to the regional

rail authority for a light rail transit system, then no plans of

the regional transit board shall interfere with that award.

Sec. 6. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 5, is amended to read:

Subd. 5. [FINAL DESIGN PLANS.] (a) After the approval of
preliminary design plans under subdivision 3 4a or review by the
eouncii board following referral to the couneii board under
subdivision 4, the proposer may prepare final design plans.

(b) Before proceeding with construction, the proposer must

.
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shall submit the final design plans to the governing body of
each statutofy and home rule city, county, and town in which the
route is proposed to be located. Within 60 days after the
submission of the plans, the city, county, or town must shall
review and approve or disapprove the plans for the route located
in the city, county, or town. Failure to approve or disapprove
the plans in writing within the time period is deemed to be
approval, unless an extension is agreed to by the city, county,
or town and the proposer. If the final design plans are
approved by each city, county, and town in which the route is
proposed to be located, the proposer may-preceed-with

construction-on-that-reute shall submit the final design plans

to the regional transit board for approval or disapproval under

subdivision 5a.

(c) If the governing body of one or more cities, counties,
or towns disapproves the final design plans within the period
allowed under paragraph (b), the proposer may refer the plans to

the metropotitan-counet: regional transit board. The coune:i

must board shall review the final design plans under the same
procedure and with the same effect as provided in subdivision 4
for preliminary design plans. Following approval or
recommendation of final design plans by the eeune:i board, the
proposer may proceed with construction.

Sec. 7. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169, is
amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subc. 5a. [FINAL DESIGN PLANS; REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

APPROVAL.] After the approval of final design plans under

subdivision &, paragraph (b), the proposer shall submit them to

tne regional transit board. The board shall approve,

disapprove, or order modification of the plans under the same

schedule, and with the same effect, as provided for its review

of preliminary design plans under subdivision 4a. After

approval of final design plans by the board, county approval

under subdivision 6, and council review under subdivision 7, the

proposer may proceed with construction.

Sec. 8. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.373, is
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amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 4a. [MEMBERSHIP.] The board consists of 11 members,

appointed to four-year terms as follows:

(1) a chair appointed by the governor with the advice and

consent of the senate;

(2) a person who is age 65 or older at the time of

appointment, appointed by the governor;

(3) a person with a disability, appointed by the governor;

and

(4) eight persons appointed by the metropolitan council

from agency districts under section 473.141, subdivision 2, four

of whom must be elected members of the governing bodies of

cities in the metropolitan area and four of whom must be elected

members of the governing bodies of counties in the metropolitan

area.

Sec. 9. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.375,
subdivision 8, is amended to read:

Subd. 8. [GIFTS; GRANTS.] The board may apply for, accept
and disburse gifts, grants, or loans from the United States, the
state, or from any person on behalf of itself or any of its
contract recipients, for any of its purposes. It may enter into
an agreement required for the gifts, grants, or loans and may
hold, use, and dispose of money or property received therefrom
according to the terms of the gift, grant, or loan. The board
may not be a recipient of federal operating or capital
assistance distributed by formula or block grant. Fhe-beard-may
net-be-a-recipient-of-federat-discretionary-capitai-granta-for
iight-raii-and-other-fixed-guideway-transit-systemss

No political subdivision within the metropolitan area may
apply for federal transit assistance unless its application has
been submitted to and approved by the board.

Sec. 10. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.375, is
amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 1lla. [LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT.] (a) The board shall

develop a long-range plan for light rail transit consistent with

the council's development guide and a plan for staged
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implementation of the plan. The plan must include:

(1) the designation of light rail transit corridors;

(2) standards for rights-of-way, tracks, vehicles, and

stations;

(3) the coordination of light rail transit with bus systems

to assure maximum use of light rail lines and the widest

possible access to light rail lines in suburban areas;

(4) the coordination of systems constructed by individual

regional rail authorities or other political subdivisions; and

(5) a method of financing the operation of light rail

transit that depends on property tax revenues for no more than

35 percent of the operating cost.

The plan must provide for the operation of light rail

transit by the metropolitan transit commission. In developing

and implementing the plan, the board shall consult and cooperate

with the transit commission. Throughout the development and

implementation of the plan, the board shall contract for or

otherwise obtain the services of an engineer to assure that the

plan adequately addresses the technical aspects of light rail

transit. The board shall measure preliminary and final design

plans submitted to it under section 473.169 against its plan and

shall approve, disapprove, or order modifications of the

submitted plans accordingly. No proposer of light rail transit

plans may proceed with construction unless its plans have been

approved by the board.

(b) If the board's plan calls for construction and

operation of a light rail transit system in an area whose

governing body has chosen not to organize and proceed under

chapter 398F. the board may authorize an appropriate adjacent

political subdivision to implement the plan in that area. A

political subdivision operating under this paragraph must submit

its preliminary and final design plans in the affected area for

approval under section 473.169, in the same manner as it would

submit plans covering an area within its jurisdiction. A single

set of plans may include a design for a system covering an area

within the proposer's jurisdiction and an adjacent area.
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Sec. 1l1. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.404,
subdivision 2, is amended to read:

Subd. 2. [MEMBERSHIP.] The transit commission consists
of three five members appointed by the transit board. One
member must be a resident of the city of Minneapolis, one must
be a resident of the city of St. Paul, and eone at least two must
reside in the service area of the commission outside of
Minneapolis and St. Paul. Appointments are not subject to the
advice and consent of the senate.

Sec. 12. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.404,
subdivision 3, is amended to read:

Subd. 3. [TERMS.] The term of each member of the
commission is three years and until a successor is appointed and
qualified. ®he-initiai-terms-of-members-commence-cn-the-£first
day-after-Auguse-17-390847-that-ati-three-members-have-been
appeénted-and—quaiéféedr--ene-member—must-;e-appefnted-to-an
inteial-term-of-one-year;-one-to-an-initiat-term-of-two-yearssy
and-one-to-an-initiai-term-of-three-years---Fhe-terms-of-members
of-the-transit-commissien-appointed-and-serving-on-August-i7y
19847-pursuant-to-Minneseta-Statutes-19827-section-4737idiy
expire-on-the-day-that-the-terms-of-members-appointed-pursuant
te-this-section-commences

Sec. 13. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.4051, is
amended to read:

473.4051 [LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT OPERATION.)

The transit commission may-enter-inteo-an-agreement-to

provide-fer-the-operation-of shall operate a regional rail

authority light rail transit system upon completion of
construction of the system by the regional rail authority. #£-a

regionat-raii-authority-enters-into-an-agreement-with-the

transit-commission-for In assuming the operation of the system,

the transit commission must comply with the provisions of

section 473.41°% The commission shall coordinate operation of

the light rail transit system with bus service to avoid

duplication of service on a route served by light rail transit

and to ensure the widest possible access to light rail transit
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lines in suburban areas by means of a feeder bus system.

Sec. 14. [EXISTING TRANSIT BOARD, TRANSIT COMMISSION. ]

(a) Notwithstanding section 8, the terms of the initial

members of the regional transit board appointed under section 8

are as follows:

(1) three of the members appointed by the metropolitan

council who are elected members of the governing bodies of

cities, two years;

(2) two of the members appointed by the metropolitan

council who are elected members of the governing bodies of

counties, two years; and

(3) all others, four years.

The terms of members of the commission appointed and

serving on the effective date of this act expire on the day that

the terms of members appointed under this section and section 8

commence.

(b) Notwithstanding section 12, the initial term of one of

the members added to the commission by section 11 is two years.

The board shall designate the member appointed under section 11

to a two-year term and the member appointed to a three-year term.

Sec. 15. [TRANSIT DELIVERY STUDY.]

Subdivision 1. [STUDY REQUIRED.] The regional transit

board shall conduct a study of methods to improve the delivery

of transportation services for the elderly, handicapped, and

disabled, including persons with permanent sensory or mental

impairments, whose transit needs cannot b ully accommodated

through the use of existing public transit alternatives. The

board shall direct its staff to:

(1) evaluate the adequacy of service currently being

provided;

(2) document the levels of service currently being provided

for programs under the jurisdiction of the department of human

services;

(3) assess the adequacy of financial assistance being

provided bv the department of human services for the provision

of these transportation services;
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(4) evaluate the potential for inteqrating metro mobility

with other specialized transit;

(5) assess the role of nonprofits in providing

cost-effective service;

(6) identify transit issues for special populations in

suburban areas:

{7) identify and evaluate options for a formal appeals

process to challenge decisions by the board to eliminate or

reduce service to clients; and

(8) evaluate the efficiency and usefulness of the current

metro mobility administrative center computer system and

identify suggestions for improvement.

Subd. 2. [COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT.] The board shall actively

involve interested parties in this process, including but not

limited to:

(1) members of the transportation handicapped advisory

committee;

(2) representatives of the department of human services;

(3) members of the transit providers advisory committee;

(4) representatives of nonprofit transit and social service

providers;

(5) organizations representing the elderly, handicapped,

and disabled communities; and

(6) interested members of the general public.

Subd. 3. [REPORT.] The board shall report its findings and

recommendations, along with all supporting data and public

comment, to the chairs of the house of representatives and

senate transportation committees by December 1, 1989.

Sec. 16. [SUSPENSION OF TAXING AUTHORITY.]

Notwithstanding Minnesota Statutes, section 398A.04, a

regional rail authority may not levy taxes for purposes of

planning, acquisition of property, construction, or any other

purpose related to light rail transit until the regional transit

board has completed the plan required by section 10 and

submitted it to the legislature for review and comment. |

Sec. 17. [REPEALER.]
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Minnesota Statutes 1988, sections 473.1691; 473.17;

473.373, subdivision 4; and 473.398, are repealed.

Sec. 18. [EFFECTIVE DATE. ]

Sections 1 to 17 apply in the counties of Anoka, Carver,

Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington and are

effective July 1, 1989.




SENATE Tonro. 546

STATE OF MINNESOTA
SEVENTY-SIXTH LEGISLATURE SoE NO. 1202

Introduced by Novak, Purfeerst, Lantry, Langseth and McQuaid.

Read First Time Mar. 22, 1989, and Referred to the
Committee on Transportation.

Committee Recommendation. To Pass as Amended and Re-referred
to the Committee on Governmental Operations.

Committee Report Adopted Apr. 6, 1989.

Committee Recommendation. To Pass as Amended and Re-referred
to the Committee on Taxes and Tax Laws.

Committee Report Adopted Apr. 17, 1989.

Committee Recommendation. To Pass as Amended.

Committee Report Adopted Apr. 28, 1989.

Read Second Time Apr. 28, 1989.

A bill for an act

relating to metropolitan government; restructuring the
regional transit board and the metropolitan transit
commission; directing the board to plan and coordinate
light rail transit systems in the metropolitan area;
directing the commission to operate any light rail
transit systems; transferring responsibility for
distribution of the transit assistance fund and for
receipt of federal grants to the board; requiring a
transit delivery study; imposing levy limitations on
regional rail authorities; amending Minnesota Statutes
1988, sections 174.32, subdivision 2; 275.50,
subdivision 2; 275.51, subdivision 3f; 473.169,
subdivisions 3, 4, 5, and by adding subdivisions;
473.373, by adding a subdivision; 473.375, subdivision
8, and by adding a subdivision; 473.404, subdivisions
2 and 3; and 473.4051; repealing Minnesota Statutes
1988, sections 473.1691; 473.17; 473.373, subdivision
4; and 473.398.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:
Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 174.32,
subdivision 2, is amended to read:
Subd. 2. [TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUND; DISTRIBUTION.] t{a%
A The transit assistance fund ts-ereated-for-the-purpose-of
receiving receives money distributed under section 297B.09.
Eighty percent of the receipts of the fund must be placed into a
metropolitan account for distribution to recipients located in
the metropolitan area and 20 percent into a separate account for
distribution to recipients located outside of the metropolitan
area. BExcept-as-otherwise-provided-in-this-subdivisiony The
regional transit board created by section 473.373 is responsible

for distributing assistance from the metropolitan account, and
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the commissioner is responsible for distributing assistance from
the other account. Money placed in the metropolitan account is
available for distribution to regional railroad authorities
established under chapter 398A in the metropolitan areay by the

commissioner-of-transportation regional transit board as

provided in paragraph (b).
(b) The eommissiener board shall request applications from

all eligible regional railroad authorities. The eemmissioner

board shall establish a reasonable deadline for submittal of

applications. The ecommissiener board may not distribute more
than 60 percent of the available funds to a single

recipient. Before-distributing-money-te-any-regionai-ratiroad
autherityr-the-commissioner-shati-request-review-and-comment-on
the-appiications-from-the-metropolitan-councii-and-the-regionai
transit-board---Fhe-couneii-and-the-board-have-66-days-to
comment---Phe-commissioner-shati-consider-the-commenta-of-the
councit-and-the-board-in-evatuating-appiications-and
distribubting-fundsr Before distributing any funds for
construction, the eommissioner board shall report to the
legislature on the use and planned distribution of construction
funds.

Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 275.50,
subdivision 2, is amended to read:

Subd. 2. [GOVERNMENTAL SUBDIVISION.] (a) "Governmental
subdivision" means a county, a home rule charter city, or a
statutory city, except a home rule charter or statutory city
that has a population of less than 2,500 according to the most
recent federal census.

(b) "Governmental subdivision" also includes any home rule
charter or statutory city or town that receives a distribution
from the taconite municipal aid account in the levy year.

(c) “"Governmental subdivision" also includes a regional

rail authority.

Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 275.51,
subdivision 3f, is amended to read:

Subd. 3f. ([LEVY LIMIT BASE.] (a) The property tax levy
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limit base for governmental subdivisions for taxes levied in
1988 shall be equal to the total actual levy for taxes payable
in 1988 plus the amount of any payments the governmental
subdivision was certified to receive in 1988 under sections
477A.011 to 477A.014 and minus any special levies claimed for
taxes payable in 1988 pursuant to Laws 1987, chapter 268,
article 5, section 12, subdivision 4, clauses (1), (2), (3), and
(4). A county's levy limit base will be increased by the amount
of any increase in its levy under section 134.07 over that
levied under section 134.07 for taxes payable in 1988 which is
required under section 134.341. For governmental subdivisions
located in the seven-county metropolitan area, the total actual
levy for taxes payable in 1988 shall include the fiscal
disparities distribution levy pursuant to Minnesota Statutes
1986, section 473F.08, subdivision 7a.

(b) Except as provided in paragraph (c), for taxes levied

in 1989 and subsequent years, a governmental subdivision's levy
limit base is equal to its adjusted levy limit base for the
preceding year not including the adjustment made under
subdivision 3h, paragraph (c), plus for taxes levied in 1989 the
administrative reimbursement aid received in 1988.

(c) For taxes levied in 1989, the levy limit base of a

governmental subdivision defined in section 275.50, subdivision

2, paragraph (c), is its levy for taxes levied in 1988, payable

in 1989.

Sec. 4. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 3, is amended to read:

Subd. 3. [PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLANS; LOCAL APPROVAL.] At

least 30 days before the hearing under subdivision 2, the

proposer must shall submit the preliminary design plans to the

governing body of each statutory and home rule charter city,
county, and town in which the route is proposed to be located.
The city, county, or town must shall hold a public hearing.
Within 45 days after the hearing under subdivision 2, the city,
county, or town must shall review and approve or disapprove the

plans for the route to be located in the city, county, or town.
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Failure to approve or disapprove the plans in writing within 45
days after the hearing is deemed to be approval, unless an
extension of time is agreed to by the city, county, or town and
the proposer. If the preliminary design plans are approved by
each city, county, and town in which the route is proposed to be

located, the proposer may-proceed-with-£inat shall submit the

preliminary design plans to the regional transit board for

approval or disapproval under subdivision 5 4a.

Sec. 5. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 4, is amended to read:
Subd. 4. [PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLANS; MEFTROPOLIFAN-EOBNEED

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD REFERRAL.] If the governing body of one

or more cities, counties, or towns disapproves the preliminary
design plans within the period allowed under subdivision 3, the
proposer may refer the plans to the metrepoiitan-councii

regional transit board. The councii-must board shall hold a

hearing, giving the proposer and the disapproving local
governmental units an opportunity to present the case for or
against approval of the plans. The eeuneit board may conduct
independent study as it deems desirable and may mediate and
attempt to resolve disagreements about the plans. Within 90
days after the referral, the eounec:tl board must either approve
the plans as submitted by the proposer or recommend amended
plans to accommodate the objections presented by the
disapproving local governmental units. Failure to respond
within the time period is deemed to be approval, unless an
extension of time is agreed to by the eeuneii board and the
proposer. Following approval or recommendation of preliminary
design plans by the eeounci} board, the proposer may proceed with
final design plans under subdivision 5.

Sec. 6. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169, is
amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 4a. [PRELIMINARY DESIGN PLANS; REGIONAL TRANSIT

BOARD APPROVAL.] After the approval of preliminary design plans

under subdivision 3, the proposer shall submit them to the

regional transit board. The board shall hold a public hearing
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and may conduct an independent study of the plans. Within 90

days after submission of the plans, the board shall approve,

disapprove, or order modification of the plans. If the board

disapproves plans, the proposer may modify the plans and

resubmit them to the board for approval or disapproval, but

shall first submit them for local approval under subdivision 3.

If the board orders modification of the plans, the proposer

shall make the necessary modification and resubmit them to the

board within 90 days of the board's order. The proposer need

not submit the modified plans for local approval under

subdivision 3 before resubmitting them to the board.

Sec. 7. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169, is
amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 4b. [SPECIAL ELIGIBILITY PROVISION.] Notwithstanding

section 174.32, subdivision 2; this section; and section

473.375, a regional rail authority that has developed a

comprehensive plan and has expended funds for preliminary design

of a light rail transit system is eligible for state assistance

if those plans were consistent with the metropolitan long-range

transportation plans in existence on January 1, 1989. Section

174.32, subdivision 2; this section; and section 473.375 may not

be interpreted or relied on by any person, political

subdivision, or agency to delay the planning, engineering, or

construction of a regional rail authority's light rail system.

If a regional rail authority is an eligible recipient of federal

funds and the secretary of transportation preliminarily awards

or indicates an intent to award federal funds to the regional

rail authority for a light rail transit system, then no plans of

the regional transit board shall interfere with that award.

Sec. 8. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169,
subdivision 5, is amended to read:

Subd. 5. |[FINAL DESIGN PLANS.] (a) After the approval of
preliminary design plans under subdivision 3 4a or review by the
councit board following referral to the ecouneii board under
subdivision 4, the proposer may prepare final design plans.

(b) Before proceeding with construction, the proposer must
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shall submit the final design plans to the governing body of
each statutory and home rule city, county, and town in which the
route is proposed to be located. Within 60 days after the
submission of the plans, the city, county, or town must shall
review and approve or disapprove the plans for the route located
in the city, county, or town. Failure to approve or disapprove
the plans in writing within the time period is deemed to be
approval, unless an extension is agreed to by the city, county,
or town and the proposer. If the final design plans are
approved by each city, county, and town in which the route is
proposed to be located, the proposer may-proceed-with

construction-on-that-reute shall submit the final design plans

to the regional transit board for approval or disapproval under

subdivision 5a.

(c) If the governing body of one or more cities, counties,
or towns disapproves the final design plans within the period
allowed under paragraph (b), the proposer may refer the plans to

the metropotitan-ceunei: regional transit board. The eeuneii

must board shall review the final design plans under the same
procedure and with the same effect as provided in subdivision 4

for preliminary design plans. Following approval or

recommendation of final design plans by the eeunet: board, the

proposer may proceed with construction.

Sec. 9. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.169, is
amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 5a. [FINAL DESIGN PLANS; REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

APPROVAL.] After the approval of final design plans under

subdivision 5, paragraph (b), the proposer shall submit them to

the regional transit board. The board shall approve,

disapprove, or order modification of the plans under the same

schedule, and with the same effect, as provided for its review

of preliminary design plans under subdivision 4a. After

approval of final design plans by the board, county approval

under subdivision 6, and council review under subdivision 7, the

proposer may proceed with construction.

Sec. 10. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.373, is
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amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. 4a. [MEMBERSHIP.] The board consists of 11 members,

appointed to four-year terms as follows:

(1) a chair appointed by the governor with the advice and

consent of the senate;

(2) a person who is age 65 or older at the time of

appointment, appointed by the governor;

(3) a person with a disability, appointed by the governor;

(4) eight persons appointed by the metropolitan council

from agency districts under section 473.141, subdivision 2, four

of whom must be elected members of the governing bodies of

cities in the metropolitan area and four of whom must be elected

members of the governing bodies of counties in the metropolitan

area.

Sec. 11. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.375,
subdivision 8, is amended to read:

Subd. 8. [GIFTS; GRANTS.] The board may apply for, accept
and disburse gifts, grants, or loans from the United States, the
state, or from any person on behalf of itself or any of its
contract recipients, for any of its purposes. It may enter into
an agreement required for the gifts, grants, or loans and may
hold, use, and dispose of money or property received therefrom
according to the terms of the gift, grant, or loan. The board
may not be a recipient of federal operating or capital
assistance distributed by formula or block grant. Fhe-beard-may
net-be-a-recipient-of-federat-discretionary-capitat-grants-£for
tight-rati-and-other-£ixed-guideway-transit-systemss

No political subdivision within the metropolitan area may
apply for federal transit assistance unless its application has
been submitted to and approved by the board.

Sec. 12. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.375, is

amended by adding a subdivision to read:

Subd. lla. [LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT.] (a) The board shall

develop a long-range plan for light rail transit consistent with

the council's development guide and a plan for staged
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implementation of the plan. The plan must include:

(1) the designation of light rail transit corridors:;

(2) standards for rights-of-way, tracks, vehicles, and

stations;

(3) the coordination of light rail transit with bus systems

to assure maximum use of light rail lines and the widest

possible access to light rail lines in suburban areas:

(4) the coordination of systems constructed by individual

reqgional rail authorities or other political subdivisions; and

(5) a method of financing the operation of light rail

transit that depends on property tax revenues for no more than

35 percent of the operating cost.

The plan must provide for the operation of light rail

transit by the metropolitan transit commission. In developing

and implementing the plan, the board shall consult and cooperate

with the transit commission. Throughout the development and

implementation of the plan, the board shall contract for or

otherwise obtain the services of an engineer to assure that the

plan adequately addresses the technical aspects of light rail

transit. The board shall measure preliminary and final design

plans submitted to it under section 473.169 against its plan and

shall approve, disapprove, or order modifications of the

submitted plans accordingly. No proposer of light rail transit

plans may proceed with construction unless its plans have been

approved by the board.

(b) If the board's plan calls for construction and

operation of a light rail transit system in an area whose

governing body has chosen not to organize and proceed under

chapter 398A, the board may authorize an appropriate adjacent

political subdivision to implement the plan in that area. A

political subdivision operating under this paragraph must submit

its preliminary and final design plans in the affected area for

approval under section 473.169, in the same manner as it would

submit plans covering an area within its jurisdiction. A single

set of plans may include a design for a system covering an area

within the proposer's jurisdiction and an adjacent area.
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Sec. 13. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.404,
subdivision 2, is amended to read:

Subd. 2. [MEMBERSHIP.)]) The transit commission consists
of three five members appointed by the transit board. One
member must be a resident of the city of Minneapolis, one must
be a resident of the city of St. Paul, and ene at least two must
reside in the service area of the commission outside of
Minneapolis and St. Paul. Appointments are not subject to the
advice and consent of the senate.

Sec. 14. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.404,
subdivision 3, is amended to read:

Subd. 3. |[TERMS.] The term of each member of the
commission is three years and until a successor is appointed and
qualified. ®Phe-inttiai-terms-of-members-commence-on-the-£first
day-after-August-17;-19847-that-ati-three-members-have-been
appointed-and-quaiified---One-member-must-be-appointed-teo-an
inttiat-term-of-one-year;-one-to-an-inttiat-term-of-two-yearay
and-one-to-an-initiat-term-of-three-years---Fhe-terms-of-members
of-the-transit-commission-appointed-and-serving-on-August-i7
19847-pursuant-teo-Minnesota-Statutes-19827-section-473-3417
expire-on-the-day-that-the-terms-of-members-appointed-pursuant
to-this-section-commences

Sec. 15, Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 473.4051, is
amended to read:

473.4051 [LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT OPERATION.]

The transit commission may-enter-inteo-an-agreement-to

provide-for-the-operation-of shall operate a regional rail

authority light rail transit system upon completion of
construction of the system by the regional rail authority. %£-a

regionai-rati-authority-enters-into-an-agreement-with-the

transit-commisston-for In assuming the operation of the system,

the transit commission must comply with the provisions of

section 473.415. The commission shall coordinate operation of

the light rail transit system with bus service to avoid

duplication of service on a route served by light rail transit

and to ensure the widest possible access to light rail transit
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lines in suburban areas by means of a feeder bus system.

Sec. 16. [EXISTING TRANSIT BOARD, TRANSIT COMMISSION. ]

(a) Notwithstanding section 10, the terms of the initial

members of the regional transit board appointed under section 10

are as follows:

(1) three of the members appointed by the metropolitan

council who are elected members of the governing bodies of

cities, two years;

(2) two of the members appointed by the metropolitan

council who-are elected members of the governing bodies of

counties, two years; and

(3) all others, four years.

The terms of members of the commission appointed and

serving on the effective date of this act expire on the day that

the terms of members appointed under this section and section 10

commence.

(b) Notwithstanding section 14, the initial term of one of

the members added to the commission by section 13 is two years.

The board shall designate the member appointed under section 13

to a two-year term and the member appointed to a three-year term.

Sec. 17. [TRANSIT DELIVERY STUDY.]

Subdivision 1. [STUDY REQUIRED.] The regional transit

board shall conduct a study of methods to improve the delivery

of transportation services for the elderly, handicapped, and

disabled, including persons with permanent sensory or mental

impairments, whose transit needs cannot be fully accommodated

through the use of existing public transit alternatives. The

board shall direct its staff to:

(1) evaluate the adequacy of service currently being

provided;

(2) document the levels of service currently being provided

for programs under the jurisdiction of the department of human

services;

(3) assess the adequacy of financial assistance being

provided by the department of human services for the provision

of these transportation services;

10




SF1202 THIRD ENGROSSMENT [REVISOR ] NM 51202-3

(4) evaluate the potential for integrating metro mobility

with other specialized transit;

(5) assess the role of nonprofits in providing

cost-effective service;

(6) identify transit issues for special populations in

suburban areas;

(7) identify and evaluate options for a formal appeals

process to challenge decisions by the board to eliminate or

reduce service to clients; and

(8) evaluate the efficiency and usefulness of the current

metro mobility administrative center computer system and

identify suggestions for improvement.

Subd. 2. [COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT.] The board shall actively

involve interested parties in this process, including but not

limited to:

(1) members of the transportation handicapped advisory

committee;

(2) representatives of the department of human services;

(3) members of the transit providers advisory committee;

(4) representatives of nonprofit transit and social service

providers;
A
(5) organizations representing the elderly, handicapped,

and disabled communities; and

(6) interested members of the general public.

Subd. 3. [REPORT.] The board shall report its findings and

recommendations, along with all supporting data and public

comment, to the chairs of the house of representatives and

senate transportation committees by December 1, 1989.

Sec. 18. [REPEALER.]

Minnesota Statutes 1988, sections 473.1691; 473.17;

473.373, subdivision 4; and 473.398, are repealed.

Sec. 19. [EFFECTIVE DATE.]

Sections 1 and 4 to 18 apply in the counties of Anoka,

Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington and are

effective July 1, 1989. Sections 2 and 3 are effective for

taxes levied in 1989, payable in 1990, and thereafter.

11
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John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ailroad Duane . MeCary

= Hal Norgard

District 7

Authority Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
AGEN DA District 6

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

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 208-4145 Tuesday, May 9, 1989

** 11:00 A.M. - Large Conference Room - 316

**Please note change in time.

1. * Minutes of the April 25, 1989 Meeting.
v 4% Summary of second series of Public Forums on LRT.

Approve corridors to receive detailed and moderate levels of analysis
in Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Approve streets in downtown St. Paul to receive more detailed analysis
in Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Timeline for Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Ratify partial payment No. 4 to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. in amount
of $30,085.93.

Verbal report on Legislation.

Chairman's Comments.

*Action is required.




MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

April 25, 1989

The regular meeting of the Board of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was
held on Tuesday, April 25, 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 Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Commissioner Warren Schaber

ALSO PRESENT: James Van Houdt, Hugh Faville, Robert Clarkson, Byron
D. Olsen, Rich Hadley, Bruce Davis, Ferrol 0. Robinson.
James T. Tolaas, Jill Goski, Kathy DeSpiegelaere, Tim
Yantos, Karen Tero, Michele Timmons, Paul McCarron,
Kristi Wendorff represented the County Attorney's Office,
Frances Glendenning, Terry Schutten

Minutes - of the February 28, 1989 Meeting.

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the regular
meeting of the Board held on February 28, 1989, as written.

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

Report on Light Rail Transit Trip of March 28-31, 1989.

Chairman Finley said that Rich Hadley from the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce, and
Bruce Davis who is President of the Midway Civic Association, are here to give
us a report on their recent trip to Calgary.

Rich Hadley addressed the Board, it was a pleasure to be a participant on the
recent Light Rail Trip to Calgary, Portland, but he did not go to Sacramento.

It was great opportunity to meet some of the very dedicated staff members from

the RTB, Rail Authority, and the County who participated in this trip. He wished
to give a few observations, he would like to emphasize three points regarding the
Chamber's involvement in light rail, as it has been sometime since they wrote to
the Board in June of last year, at which time they said they support the develop-
ment of light rail in case there is any question about whether the St. Paul Chamber




Minutes
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
April 25, 1989

is in favor of light rail development for Ramsey County, and for the Metro
East area, there should not be any disagreement there. Secondly, they

do agree and still feel that the Midway Corridor is the first alignment and
corridor to be developed in the metropolitan system, and they have tried to
be both supportive to the Rail Authority and the legislative process for this
purpose, as difficult as this may be. Finally, they feel that light rail
should be looked at in the context of the entire Metro East area which means
in some cases, eventually outside the borders of Ramsey County, and they are
very pleased that in the Comprehensive Planning process that is under way
that you are looking at routes that go out to the Northeast, Northwest, East
and South, they favor those, agree with those, and will be working in the
planning process on those.

Mr. Hadley continued, with regard to the light rail trip itself, it was

apparent to him that light rail is done for many different reasons in

different communities. It is also clear in all of those communities light

rail can be a boost to redevelopment activity. He wished to emphasize re-
development rather than economic development as he thinks that we should be
planning Tight rail more around the way it affects existing uses than necessarily
betting on to-come future development uses. It does have that potential, it
should not be the primary and only planning purpose for light rail, but it

should be considered, and we shouldn't be afraid to say that that is a consider-
ation. The need for integration is very clear, integration is often said in the
context of integrating busses and roads with light rail, but it should include

in his mind governance, and fair systems, etc. inotherwords, planning should be
done in an integrated fashion as possible. When they talk about construction
phases, they Took at the examples of other communities, he wishes to urge this
Board to always keep an eye out for the need for a business liason officer when
you are doing construction activity in areas that are existing commercial, office
or industrial locations. Obviously, you should do the same in residential areas.
That dedicated, united staff is critical and he really does feel that since
basically the trip that he was on consisted of people from staff that it was a
very important and meaningful trip because some unity came out of that, he believes,
that if it did exist before, it perhaps is stronger today than it was. Lastly,
governance, he had gone on the trip thinking that the single regional approach to
Tight rail was really the only workable approach. He still feels that it is
probably the optimum, but it became clear that it can work both ways. In Portland
where many jurisdictions cooperated on 1ight rail development in both the planning
and governance system, he believed it worked, so he has much more faith now than
he probably did before the trip that where several governmental jurisdictions
working together can make this happen, and it can be effectively tied together

as long as we have a good, strong, involved operator throughout the entire process.
The alignment issues tend to be the issues of the future. Just yesterday, they
did put together a group of 25 people from the downtown area in representing other
organizations besides the Chamber to look at the downtown alignment portion of the
Comprehensive Planning process. Friday morning he will present to the Technical
Committee nine recommendations by the Chamber, or the Downtown Business Owners, of
what should be further considered in making a decision on alignment selection in
the downtown area. They will ask also for the addition of one street to those that
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the consultant has identified, this will be St. Peter Street. They will continue
to be involved in the planning process, Pat Donovan from their Office chairs their
Light Rail Task Force, which is 12 members. They are also working with the Downtown
Council, St.Paul 2000, Civic Center, Lowertown, BCDE on the downtown issue, and
they are trying to work very effectively with the Metro East Development Partner-
ship which they manage on the more Ramsey County and Metro East issues.

Lastly, Mr. Hadley wished to say they want to be Ramsey County's partner in
this, we think business has a lot at stake, they believe they can bring some
expertise to the discussions in planning, he knows Ramsey County is seeking that
input, and they are finally providing it, and they are glad that they are, and
hope that we can work together.

Chairman Finley wished to thank Mr. Hadley for taking the time to personally go

on the trip which was very beneficial to you, but also to us, with all your other
duties, he realizes it is quite difficult to find the time, we appreciate the fact
that the Chamber is taking a proactive position now, and really getting into this
and establishing things, as we really do need the input of the people who are
going to most realize the effect of the downtown alignment, as well as looking at
the effect on the downtown area which the Comprehensive Plan addresses and the
Metro East. We really appreciate the support the Chamber and its staff are giving
us.

Chairman Finley introduced Bruce Davis, President of the Midway Civic Association,
and he has been very directly involved in the activities in the Midway area, which
of course is the priority corridor. They have done a tremendous amount of work

in conjunction with other units and groups out there, regarding light rail and the
results on the Midway Corridor. Mr, Davis also was on this most recent lTight rail
trip.

Bruce Davis addressed the Board, it was a beautiful trip, three days, three
cities, and he was basically the only non-staff person on the trip. The position
of President of the Midway Civic and Commerce Association is a volunteer position.
He would Tike to talk about the commitment that Midway Civic has towards light
rail as an issue. He was able to make this trip through the efforts of some
private contributions from members as well as the contribution of his time from
Commercial State Bank, as well as the University Midway Development Company, he
was able to attend. They share everything that Mr. Hadley has said except that
they have not yet endorsed 1ight rail transit. They would like it to be more
formalized before that process is taken. They have adopted certain positions,
and the primary position is that they do not feel light rail transit at the
present time represents an economic spending priority for the community. This is
not to say that we should not be spending planning dollars towards developing
Tight rail transit, it is very important to realize that the gestation period for
these projects is about fifteen years. So, it is not uncommon to see you plan
something for five to seven years before you are able to dig your first shovel.
They do encourage and do support the spending of planning dollars so that when

it comes time to dig the shovel, we know what we want, we know where we want it,
and we know what it is going to serve.
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Mr. Davis continued, their position, therefore, is although we do not support
light rail transit at this time, they do support the spending of planning
dollars for its ultimate implementation. Initially, they did express a
preference for University Avenue as the primary alignment. That position

was obtained by polling some of their members and others to find out basically
where do we stand today, this was three months ago. The reason for doing that
was to find out where do we stand and where do we go forward. At the present
time following his presentation to the Board of Directors of Midway Civic

and Commerce Association, they have said our initial preference is for University
Avenue, but it is more important to make sure that whatever alignment occurs in
the corridor, it is consistent with the ultimate plan that we have established
for a Metro East Program, and even beyond that, a Metropolitan Program. They
want to be consistent, even if that means reconsidering on University Avenue
alignment. Their focus in Tooking back they believe that their organization
has spent too much time talking about the specific alignment, and not enough
time talking about the total system. Therefore, it is important for everyone
even the Legislature, and he has sent this message to the members of the Legis-
lature, that there is no rush for this program. In Calgary it was necessary

to implement 1light rail to protect the downtown, in Portland it was necessary
to redirect efforts to put a highway where the community clearly did not want

a highway, and therefore, they were able to put in the light rail which has
worked beautifully. In the metropolitan area Ramsey County is doing it to
catch up with Hennepin County, Hennepin County is doing it to catch up with

the rest of the world where there are light rail systems.

Mr. Davis said that at some point in the future we will need a light rail
transit system, that is why we should start planning now, it is not necessarily
six months from now, it may be five years from now, but the debate should be
focused on what the system should do, and what we want it to do, and where it
is to go. Following his trip to the three cities, he does return with some
serious concerns about putting it on University Avenue, and he has real
reservations that we need to explore. They appreciate the invitation to par-
ticipate in the Inter-governmental Committee, and they will certainly do that.

Chairman Finley expressed appreciation to Mr. Davis for going, not only giving
personal time and some personal expense, and also to the Midway Civic and
Commerce and other people. It was a real commitment on his part, and the part
of the association as well, and from the Board's standpoint, it is great to
know that your association and the affiliates have taken such an interest in

it because he believes this Board has very much of a commitment to the business
community in this County, and he does not feel that all governmental entities are
that way. He feels that we have tried to, and we really want to involve the
business community. Most of the Board members have been involved in business,
and we realize that without employers there are no employees, and the small
businesses are the ones who really provide the employees in the Twin City area.

Chairman Finley continued, for both Mr. Hadley and Mr. Davis to take the time,
for the trip, and now to continue your involvement not only with your associations,
it is really nice, and we appreciate it. We have asked Mr. Davis to come on the
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Intergovernmental Committee because of the priority line, it is very important
and we have asked Pat Donovan from the St. Paul Chamber to be on this, this
representation will be very good on a first Tine basis with the policy makers.

Commissioner Salverda wished to say from his perspective, he thinks that Ramsey
County is more in line with what you are asking for, to look at a total system,
to be delivered, including all the decisions, he does not think that the driving
force is to catch up with Hennepin County, so he feels the Associations should
be resting more assured that we are trying to Took at the overall picture and

be more prudent.

Mr. Davis agreed that after the trip, that co-lesson of leadership with the
existing efforts that come out, has really come into play, and he does agree,
it isn't just word on the street by the uninformed. It is also clear in all
the three cities the thing they found, there was some resistance to light rail,
initially during construction there was very vehement resistance, and after
construction, and it was in place, then everybody wanted it and they were using
it. They are also going to bring this message to the grass roots level for
their work with University United which is a coalition of businesses in the
Midway Corridor.

Chairman Finley moved Item 5 on the agenda for discussion at this time as
the representatives from Anoka County were here.

Anoka County Regional Railroad Authority Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Chairman Finley introduced Paul McCarron and Tim Yantos from Anoka County.

Mr. McCarron is Chairman of Anoka County's RRA. and Tim Yantos is the staff
person in Anoka County. They will present to us where they are going with
their Comprehensive Plan at this time in Anoka County, they are looking for
our input, as we continue to coordinate our activities with the other counties
in the metropolitan area.

Commissioner McCarron addressed the Committee, they have completed the first

step in Anoka in their portion of the regional plan for light rail. The strongest
participation with other regional rail authorities has been with Hennepin County
because as the plan developed it turned out the potential routes they showed
through the neighboring areas would not function. The rail route that was looked
at as a potential way to come down from that corridor turns out as it gets

closer to the core of the Twin Cities it is too narrow to accommodate any addi-
tional traffic, it has part of its use of space for NSP high power transmission
lines, and there is not just enough room. They settled on a routing that is
picture in the documentation, which shows the connecting into the Hennepin,
Minneapolis component, and into the Ramsey component if and when it comes along
that corridor which has been discussed this morning. At this point, as far as

an absolute final designated pathway, they have that in part, the solid 1ine runs
from Highway 10 down to Highway 694 is pretty well set, below that there are some
options on how to continue into the City of Minneapolis or Northeast Minneapolis,
and this is something that is going to be examined in the next phase of the process.
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Commissioner McCarron continued, they feel very strongly that it needs to be

a regional system in fact of operation, and in fact of cooperative efforts

for the design, but they also feel strongly that the neighborhoods and the

folks who Tive along the routes, and the folks that use it need to be

deeply involved in the planning process, and therefore, it is most appropriately
planned by as close a local unit of government as is possible, and in our parts
of our world that happens to be the regional rail authorities, and they hope that
that system continues to exist regardless of what is taking place. However, as
they have indicated to the Metropolitan Council and Legislature, that they will
obey the law whatever it happens to be, and if they change it, they hope it can
stay in place for two whole years.

Chairman Finley said the Board appreciates Commissioner McCarron's coming,

and he asked about Anoka County looking at two different alternatives on the
plan for one ultimate alignment on the Northeast Corridor coming into downtown
Minneapolis. Chairman Finley said people ask why Ramsey is looking at more than
one alternative in a corridor, and he is able to say that Ramsey is not the only
ones who do it. He will be sending a letter today to some of our Legislators who
are concerned about this same issue. Hennepin County's last news release showed
they are Tooking at three alignments in downtown Minneapolis. He thinks that
everyone has been looking at alternatives, and trying to involve the locals as
much as possible, and then come up environmentally with the most sound rail line
with the best ridership that you can possibly do.

Commissioner McCarron pointed out that on their map, some of the area shown is

in Hennepin's responsibility area, so they do operate in their intergovernmental
committee as a joint governmental committee, even though they do not have joint
powers law, they have done it through the use of a fairly complicated contractual
agreement with the other regional rail authorities, and it is one of the reasons
that we have sought and lobbied hard for joint powers authority so that these
things can be more easily put together.

Commissioner Ahrens asked about the Midway Corridor, and one of the possibilities
is I-94, and comments have been made that the Highway Department would not
cooperate with the bridge problems, etc., and yet she does notice that the two
major corridors go along major highways, and she is wondering how you get to that
in terms of working with Mn/DOT.

Commissioner McCarron responded, the first thing they did is put these people on
the intergovernmental committee, and all of the advisory committees have people
from DOT, from Metropolitan Council, MTC, RTB, from everywhere they could think
of, so they were part of the selection process and part of the dialogue that took
place on the local level. The two highways that they show, they would like to
give them the whole highway, and in some other environments, they do resist that,
but those are two of the highways that they have suggested in a plan that is less
than public that they might want to return. They have requested a copy of their
five year plan, but have not received it yet. They have been able by the process
of being part of the advisory committee to give them technical advice to help them
with the right of way situations that they need for the future. He also discussed
the bridge situation for their proposed corridor.
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Commissioner McCarron added, that he knows that Hennepin County has worked
with the Highway Department and on their own county roads, to make sure that
their river crossings have been built to the capacity that would allow for
light rail in the future.

Tim Yantos discussed the map showing their plan, looking at the NE Corridor
with having the potential for success. Anoka County developed the various
committees, there were 140 participants. In the committee for corridor and
technical they had people from Mounds View, New Brighton, St. Anthony, and
Roseville participate, and Ramsey County is well represented, as well as

on the inter-governmental. They Tooked at the patronage analysis, the
alignment studies, station Tocations, feeder busses, and parking they would
need, the cost, a roadway interface that went along with the study of light
rail, various funding sources and alternatives, with that the committees then
looked at all the potential routes, there are 110 miles of potential routes,
and one in Ramsey County was the Minnesota Commercial RR, but because of the
power lines, and some other problems, it was not one of the routes that was
selected. Their interest was to tie into the rest of the metropolitan system
and to Hennepin County with their various 20 year plans for their system.

Mr. Yantos continued, they looked at the various characteristics, the additional
right of way they would need, the frontage road, sidewalks, parking, right turn
lanes that would be eliminated, and the environmental impact.

Chairman Finley asked if they did a full EIS on the various routes. Mr. Yantos
said they are in the process of doing that right now with the Northeast Corridor.

Service was another thing they looked at, the urban service, or the commuter
service, urban service would stop more often, the commuter service would have
the least amount of stops, various station locations, average speed and travel
time from the Northtown area to downtown Minneapolis, possible locations, they
had Tooked at stops at 1/2 mile and 3/4 mile. The routes which showed the most
promise were looked at, the cost, the ridership. Actually selecting the routes
that they used as criteria, and these criteria were not as important to some
committees as they were to others. From that the routes were selected, these
are the University route from Northtown to 694, and the committees asked for
more information, they wanted them to go into the Preliminary Design, EIS,
Tooking at both University and Central, and both the Central and BN into downtown
Minneapolis with a crossover at 694.

Anoka County is now into the third phase, which is the preliminary design, EIS
portion of the work itself, items they will be studying in this are the economic
impact of the various stations, station siting, patronage forecasting, service
planning, operation and maintenance, vehicle engineering, railroad interface,
support system, civil design, station design, to determine the financial plan,
the communication and participation program and the EIS.

Mr. Yantos said they adopted their Comprehensive Plan in February, and at that
time they entered into an agreement with Hennepin County and BRW to begin the
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Preliminary Design and EIS. The calendar indicates that it will take approx-
imately one year to complete, after they go through all the details, after they
go through all the Public Hearings, for impact, so they are possibly looking at
March or April next year when they will be making a decision on Preliminary
Design phase and where they o from there.

In answer to Chairman Finley's question as to when they would select the one
alignment stage, Mr. Yantos said it would be March or April of next year.

Commissioner McCarron explained that the ex-urban portion of their line is
shown, and they will be examining that further during this next phase to make
sure that adequate planning takes place in the area north of where the current
MTC service takes them to. Currently both the tax levy and the service stops
at 242, part of that will be looking at feeder busses and the entire lashup of
the transportation system. They have another Committee called the 2010 which
is looking at the total transportation position including transit, highways,
etc. so they can have a coordinated plan including this portion of transit

and bus, automobile, and truck traffic all kind of worked together.

Commissioner Norgard asked how big a staff Anoka has, and Commissioner McCarron
replied that they have a part time person from the County Attorney's Office,

and have hired service from outside the County, in addition to his time and

Mr. Yantos time. Mr. Yantos added that they do not have anybody who is dedicated
to the project, they all have other duties but they provide their time to the rail
authority to do the work.

Commissioner McCarron, in response to Commissioner Hunt's question, said

their current budget this year was $500,000, part of that was to pay the County
back for some front money that they got from the general fund. The budget for
next year is only $300,000. The 2 mills for Anoka County would generate about
$4 million, but as a leverage for bonding in other bonding it meant $22 million.

Commissioner McCarron said if there is anything they can do to work with Ramsey
County, they will make every effort to coordinate this.

Chairman Finley thanked Commissioner McCarron and Mr. Yantos on behalf of the
Board for taking the time to come to the meeting today and provide us with the
information.

Quarterly report of payments for RCRRA January - March 1989.

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

WHEREAS, Payments have been made from the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Budget for the period of January through March, 1989, and a record of these dis-
bursements is on file, Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the report of payment is accepted by the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority.

Ro11 Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0

Motion adopted.
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Legislative Update

Kathy DeSpiegelaere gave an update on legislation, yesterday there was a
hearing on the Carruthers Amendment before the full house, the bill passed

but there were substantive amendments made to it, several were made by the
Ramsey County Delegation after the meeting this Board had with them in the
morning. One of the most significant is an amendment by Representative
Valento, it is rather complicated, and she has not had time to analyze,

but it will require that additions be made to the management plan, this

also requires that there be Metropolitan Council approval of the plan.

The concern that we had yesterday in looking at that was that it might

mandate that route be implemented in Tine with the current Metropolitan Council
Transportation Development Guide which has six routes for the next twenty years,
five of them in Hennepin County. It was a lively discussion yesterday, and
there was a lot that occurred. Today there is a hearing by the Tax Committee
on Steve Novak's bill which is different in many respects from the Carruthers
bill, and some of us will be there to see what happens today.

Chairman Finley mentioned that Valento did not have his bill at the meeting
yesterday morning, we got it when it was being introduced. The amendment
passed, and he expressed his concern to him by a note that we did not think
that we wanted that part of the bill in, and Valento said they would remove
that in a Conference Committee which is the approval of the management plan
for the metropolitan area has to abide by the plans of the Met Council based
on their plan. There was an effort then to reconsider his amendment by some
of the Hennepin County legislators, and Valento told the floor of the house
that he would be willing to make some modifications on the amendment that

had already passed at the appropriate time. The efforts then to reconsider his
amendment failed, but he has assured us that he will deal with this as it was
a very important issue for us. Chairman Finley did speak to Sandy Pappas for
just a short time, and she said whatever Valento wants to do is fine.

Chairman Finley continued, we did have a copy of the other amendments which
were introduced by the delegation, except the most lengthy one, which was three
pages long, this was the only provision, the other provisions call for a very
tight time table for example, Legislature is getting out May 22nd, this calls
for a full management plan to go through the total process, appointment of all
the respective people, full management plan, first stage to be approved by
January 1, 1990, the second phase of the management plan calls for completion
by July 1, 1990. The appointments to the Management Board by the respective
units of government, then there will be an appointment to the RTB by the
Metropolitan Council, then will be a management plan which has to be approved
by the Management Board, the RTB and by Metropolitan Council - to be reviewed
and approved by January 1, 1990 and the second phase in the next six months.
The suggestion he tried to give them, it is impossible to do a good job in that
time frame, and it can be very expensive trying to squeeze all that in, if you
are going to hire it all out to try to get it done to comply with the mandate.
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Chairman Finley would like to get the gross bill that would incorprate
all these amendments. The amendment dealing with Hennepin County did not
pass. The Trimbleamendment passed.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained the Trimble Amendment - this took out that it
was not necessary that the first line constructed need be the priority line in
metropolitan area-need not be Midway Corridor.

Chairman Finley said the part that failed was the Federal grant process that
said on the Federal Grant that the use of funds for the Federal Grant did not
have to go through the Management Plan process. This was another provision
that failed.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said after the meeting, she had met with the representatives,
and they developed four alternatives for that section of the bill, then by the
time to go for them, they went with two of them, not all four of them. The
Trimble amendment deletes the entire sentence that says the Trainsit Board may
not require that the first priority of the Metroplitan Systems Plan be the first
route constructed. This did not do anything, it does not say that it can't be
the priority corridor.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said there is another amendment that was going to be proposed
by Representative Kelly that would say that the Transit Board shall require
that the first route constructed be a route connecting the central business
district of Minneapolis and St. Paul, but he did not propose this.

Chairman Finley said that Phyllis Kahn had one that said that the highest
ridership be the priority corridor, and if that had passed, we would probably
would have lost out, as that might have been 35W.

Commissioner Hunt asked if there is some other law which designates the Midway
Corridor as the high priority corridor. Chairman Finley said there is not a
law, but the Metropolitan Council Plan indicates this, and that is why this plan
is good and bad from our standpoint, the plan that calls for six alignments all
eminating from downtown Minneapolis, one of which will connect to St. Paul, that
is in that same plan, and it is good when we are talking about it if you are
talking about it from the standpoint of priority, but it is not good when you
are adopting the total plan as the system for the region from our standpoint,

as that is a limiting factor.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere briefly described the four amendments or alternatives which

had been proposed. She outlined the things which had to be accomplished by
January 1, 1990 if the plan is implemented. This plan which she outlined briefly,
would be the responsibility of the Regional Railroad Authority, we would prepare
it

Chairman Finley said it was necessary for the RRA Board to ratify two previous

resolutions which the Ramsey County Board had adopted on April 11 and 18, 1989
and asked for a motion at this time.
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Commissioner Hunt moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner McCarty.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
envisions light rail transit as an' additional mo
transportation which will be needed in the Twin
metropolitan area in order to avoid increasing traffic cong
and eventual gridlock; and

WHEREAS, Several Lills ave been introduced at the 1989
session of the legislature relating to the activities of Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority; Now, Therefore 3Be It

RESOLVED, That the folliowing general principles received
consensus ° from Ramsey Courty Regional Railroad Authority
relating 2o the issves presented in the bills:

o Joint powers legislation for regional railroad authorities
-has, by previous resolution, been endorsed by Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authcrity.

Elected officials should be the major representation on the
governing body for light rail transit activities and this
unit of government should be represented on that governing
body.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation, because
potential alignments impact state highways, should be
participant in the light rail transit process.

es of agencie related to light rail
la

The  responsibilit S
arly defined in legislation.

i
transit should be c

The major method of funding light rail transit should not
be property taxes.

The agerncy expected to cvperate a light rail
be integrated into the process of planni
construction of light rail transit.

' Roil Call: Ayes - 7,
Motion adopted
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Commissioner Hunt meved the following recommendation, saecended by Commissioner
McCarty.

WHEREAS, It appears that there has been a
misunderstanding and/or miscommunication of the schedule and
proceedings - that hawve taken place and will take place by the
Ramsey Ccounty Regional Railroad Authority regarding its process
for approving a comprehensive plan and specific alignment within
the Midway Corrideor: and

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional i ] . Authori
has attempted to maintain a consistent deliber approa«
making decisions on inportant issuves within a hsmprehsnslve
and specific alignments within the Midway Corridor by provi
maximum public input and proceeding on a timetable tha
consistent with its three (3) grant-applications to Ma/DOT
September 1988 which were reviewed and approved by ths Regiong
Transit Board, Metropolitan Council and, ultimately, the Minnesot
Department cof Transportation; and

) l’"
-! rr Q.-TTJ '3' '1
gl ot
S T

r O e e

WHEREAS,. It 1is in the best interest of Ramsey County
that 1its <citizens and representatives on the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority maintai a consistent schedule
providing for maximum public input during its process of making
multi-million dollar decisions; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESCLVED, That the Ramsey Count‘y Regional Railroad
Authcrity, which consists of the same membersalp as the Ramsey
County Board of Commissioners, reaffirms its scheduling for

completicn of the comprehensive plan and decision making process
lignment, which is

S
regarding the Midway Corridor and its specific a
asz follows:

Comprehensive Plan Commencement -- Januvary, 198¢

Preliminary Draft - June, 1989

Citizen Inveclvement —- January, 1989 - November, 198¢
Final Completion and Approvel -- Novenber, 1589

This comprehensive plan has been *Urded 50% by
property tay end 50% by the Stat of
grant from Mn/DOT.

Preliminary Engineering and EIS - Phase 1 --- L

May, 1990, which will provide preliminary engineserinc
the Burlington Northern alignment, T-94 and Univer
Avenue for the purpose of determining whether or
perceived problems such as parkinug, safety, ppdps“
access, handicapped access a1- 7 ase

interference with existir

coristruction, &CCess e statioi
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can be resolved in each of the alignments within the
Midway Corridor. This first phase has been funded 5C% by
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and 50% by the
State of Minnesota through a grant from Mn/DOT.

At the completion of the first phase of preliminary
engineering and prior tc the commencement of the Second
Phase of Preliminary Engineering, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority will select an alignment
within the Midway Corridor as its first priority for
conetruction within the overall comprehensive plan for
light rail transit within Ramsey County. Preliminary
Enginesring Phose 1IT is estimated to be $2 million, of
which grant funds of Sl million were requested from the
Minnestta Department of Transportation in 1988, but wore
not granted, a*uhcugh it is considered to be a nigh
priority if there is a reallocation of funds to Mn,/DOT
by the State Legislature for the process of continuing
preliminary engineering in a specific chosen alignment
in the Midway Corridor; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That the EIS process
alternatives, to a specific alignment, be studied, Je!
eliminated based on sound data and an EIS is recommendei fo
project of this scope and is consistent with the Mn/DOT guideli:
for allocation of State grant funds; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That this resolution be
interested persons including the other metro
State Legislature, RTB, MTC and Metropolitan Coun

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays
Moticn adopted.

Cha1“man's Comments

As the meeting was running iate, Chairman Finley did not have any additionail
comments at this time.

There being no further matters to ceme before this Roard, Chairmen Finley
declared the meeting 2ajournzd.
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John T. Finley, Chairman
RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens
District 4
Ruby Hunt
District 5

.
allroad Duane W. Pll)ri;sc;cr:ql;
. Hal Norgard
District 7
AUthorlty 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: J11l é;g%%, Ji?’%%%fﬁg and Kathryn DeSpiegelaere,?%ﬁZ}#

SUBJECT: April Forums

DATE: May 1, 1989

The second series of forums on light rail transit sponsored by
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, held in April, have
been summarized in the attached report. Written comments that
were received are included.

We appreciate having Commissioners Ahrens, Norgard, Salverda and
Schaber moderate the forums 1in their respective districts.
Another series of forums will be held in midsummer, when the
draft LRT plan has been completed.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD/cw




Public |
Forums

Ramsey County Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan

Thursday, April 13, 1989 7:00 P.M.

Location - Harding High School
1540 East Sixth Street, Chorus Room

Wednesday, April 19, 1989 7:00 P.M.
Location - New Brighton City Hall
803 Fifth Avenue N.W., New Brighton (enter on lower level)

Thursday,  April 20, 1989 7:00 P.M.

Location - Merriam Park Community Center
2000 St. Anthony (south of I-94)

Wednesday, April 26, 1989 7:00 P.M.
Location - Maplewood City Hall
1830 East County Road B, Maplewood




BACKGROUND

In February, 1989, as a comprehensive light rail transit plan
was begun for Ramsey County, a series of forums was held by
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority to provide general
information about 1light rail transit to the public. 1In
April, another series of forums was held at locations
throughout the County. The purpose of the second series of
forums was to discuss recommendations about which corridors
appeared to have greater potential to receive more detailed
analysis in the comprehensive LRT plan and the discuss
recommendations about streets in downtown St. Paul which
appear to have merit for additional study as LRT locations.
Questions and comments were solicited from the audience.

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 progress that has been made on the comprehensive
LRT plan were shown. Representatives of the Metropolitan
Transit Commission and Regional Transit Board were present at
each meeting to answer questions.

Announcement of meetings were sent to local newspapers,
libraries, district councils and each city in Ramsey County.
Cable access TV announced the forums. A newsletter prepared
by RCRRA which listed the dates and locations of the forums
was sent to a mailing 1list exceeding 800. Both the Star
Tribune and St. Paul Pioneer Press carried stories about the
forums before they were held.

The attendance 1list, a summary of questions asked at each
forum and written comments received follows.

A forum was held at the St. Paul Area Chamber of Commerce in
March, and the attendance list from that forum is included in
this document. A meeting was held on April 24 with
representatives of the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce, Midway
Civic and Commerce Association, Saint Paul 2000, Downtown
Council, Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board,
Downtown Community Development Council and City of St. Paul
staff to discuss downtown St. Paul issues relating to LRT.
The 1list of those who attended and a memorandum from the St.
Paul Area Chamber of Commerce’s Light Rail Task Force is
contained in this document.

Another series of forums is planned for summer of 1989, when
the draft of the comprehensive LRT plan is completed.
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FORUM QUESTIONS

. Location: Harding High School

Questions asked at April 13, 1989 LRT forum were:

1)

2)

Where do you expect the turnaround to be in downtown St. Paul?

John Derus appears to be a major impetus for LRT; Hennepin County
has completed their comprehensive plan and is substantially ahead of
Ramsey County. What coordination exists in this effort and how are
we assured of a regional approach to LRT?

MTC is like most public transportation systems and receives a
subsidy, how will LRT compare in terms of the subsidy needed and are
there State and Federal funds available for this subsidy?

The cost for LRT was specified at the last forum as roughly $10
million per mile. How does this compare to highway construction?
what does the $10 million per mile cover?

Have any other alternatives to LRT been considered?
What are your ridership expectations?
Have alternatives to LRT been considered on the Midway Corridor?

The corridor to Cottage Grove appears to be an ideal place for LRT.
The community is growing rapidly, bus service is woeful, there are
mainline tracks and electrical power already there, there are major
trip generators such as Chemolite, and there are a lot of transit
dependent students and elderly residents. The Southeast Corridor
should receive another 1look. Shouldn’t we be concerned about
locating LRT to attract business and growth to the East Metro area?
And wouldn’t the fact that the tracks are in and electrical power is
already there 1in the Southeast Corridor reduce the cost in that
particular area?

Is 510,000 per mile an average? What is the range of cost for LRT
at street level and underground?

Isn't LRT considered not only a method of moving people but also a
tool for development and isn’t land banking of rail lines critical?

Has tunneling been considered?

Curious as to where the impetus for LRT is coming from. The
laborers who construct this will benefit the most. Are the labor
unions influencing the politicians?

wWhat will the mall downtown be like?




Harding High School
Page 2

14)

19)

We need an alternative to internal combustion engines and our
overdependence on cars. Air is being polluted and there is no more

room for highways. It should be pointed out that construction of
I-694 cost $40,000 per mile.

How is LRT going to be financed?
Are Federal funds available?

In theory and practically, coordination is the way to do things.
The Met Council has done some studies but Hennepin County stepped in
because no one else was really moving on this. I think Mn/DOT is
the appropriate agency to do LRT but they think of themselves as the
‘highway’ department. It’s difficult to break down past orientation
of agencies. How has this been done in other cities that have LRT?

1f 66 cities are competing for federal funds, wouldn’t a joint
application from the Twin Cities be more likely to receive early
consideration?

Wwhat role do the Metro Council and RTB serve in this process?
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FORUM QUESTIONS

Location: New Brighton

Questions asked at April 19, 1989 LRT forum were:

1)

2)

3)

4)
5)

6)

7)

8)

How does Ramsey County’s work fit in with what Hennepin County is
doing?

Is there ever a payback on LRT development?

What type of service will be provided - for example, how early will
service begin and how late in the evening will it run?

What are the sources of revenue for construction and operation?
what is the schedule for development of LRT in the Midway Corridor?

what 1is the impact to highway congestion and scheduling of future
highway expansion?

Wwhy not look at I-35W and TH 280 for North/South transit movements -
both carry huge numbers of commuters?

According to the recent RTB survey - although 70% favor LRT, most do
not know what LRT really is. what is the comfort level in the
studies being made?

For what this "choo choo" will cost you could buy 5000 new buses -
people with expensive autos aren’t going to drive 3 blocks in -32
degree temperatures to park and wait for a train. Why are we
pursuing LRT when it is so expensive and why do we think it will
accomplish what the bus system has not?

What market are we serving - line haul or local - has the decision
been made? What type of station spacing is being considered?

How do these plans, which emphasize radial corridors, consider
growth in the suburbs?

How is RCRRA working on our (New Brighton’s) behalf?

When considering commuter traffic on 1I-35W, has there been any
consideration of the Minnesota Transfer Railway ROW?

I work in downtown St. Paul - it only takes 15-20 minutes to get
there. Do demographics warrant this type of system to downtown?

We have to fix our roadways anyway - why spend all this money on an
LRT system?

How are vyou going to get people out of their cars - our society is
in love with the auto?




New Brighton
Page 2

17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

Current planning seems to be a fragmented effort in LRT and other
transit/roadway improvements - is there a strategy?

The freeway has shaped demographics in the suburbs - will LRT?

There are only a few citizens here - the rest are agency
representatives. Where is your "citizen" input?

Who are the representatives in the suburban areas who participate in
the committee participation/advisory process?

wWwhat is the difference between the Comprehensive Plan and the Draft
Plan, Final Plan, Staging Plan, etc.?

What about alternatives to LRT - when are they looked at?
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FORUM QUESTIONS

Location: Merriam Park Community Center

Questions asked at April 20, 1989 LRT forum were:

1)

2)

3)

Has there been consideration of going underground with LRT in the
downtown area due to congestion?

Is the whole system oriented to link up between downtowns or is
there consideration of linking neighborhoods?

Has it definitely been decided that there will be LRT and if so how
will it be financed?

University 1is a shopping street - at first look it appears to be a
good alignment, however, three years of construction would disrupt
business. RTB should 1look more closely at other alignments than
University Avenue for the Midway Corridor. LRT would be better on
the RR line.

Rather than having LRT 1in the middle of the street couldn’t they
consider a system similar to Providence, R.I., with LRT on the side
of the road?

What are the assumptions on which your study is based? Who would
ride, subsidy, costs?

What type of trip are you trying to accommodate with LRT?

There is concern about the degradation of the streets on which LRT
will be located. Who will take care of the track area?

Why is the U of M transit way shown on the Midway Corridor map?

Wwhat is the time frame for your planning horizon? Do you believe
that more than the Midway Corridor will be built in the next twenty
years?

Has MTC had anything to say about where LRT will be located? Have
studies been directed to where stations will be located and where
parking would be provided?

What’s wrong with letting Hennepin County build the first line to
pilot LRT and see if it works?

What is the problem to which LRT has been identified as the
solution?

How will Midway Corridor with shared right of way affect congestion
differently than other alternatives? Will there be preemption of
traffic signals?




Merriam Park Community Center
Page 2

15)

16)

What else is involved in the community participation process?

Has it Dbeen considered to put buses on the corridors identified to
ijemonstrate whether they would be successful routes? There is no
publicity for our bus system in the Twin Cities. Chicago has an
extremely well publicized bus system and you can go anywhere with
ease without having a schedule ahead of time.

How does building an exclusive busway compare to building LRT?

People don’'t need to get between the two downtowns, they need to get
to the airport. Has this been addressed?

Has anyone talked to the railroads about the availability of the
railroad lines referred to in this plan?

Would using existing railroad right of way mean that LRT would
compete with freight trains?

Is the bus system approaching gridlock within the next twenty years?

The Ramsey County Board is doing a good job and the RRA staff also.
Mrs. Hunt said that she would try to move the Board to vote on the
Midway Corridor, what action has the Board taken?

We're ticked off at the process - some previous studies and task
forces have had preconceived ideas. Ramsey County is the only level
agency that has asked for the community input and actually listened
to us. I'm concerned that if the responsibility for LRT planning is
given to another agency that there will be no opportunity for the
community to be heard.

It’s important to answer ‘What purpose does LRT serve?’ Ramsey
County does not have the congestion that Hennepin County has. We
shouldn’t tear up neighborhoods to build freeways, but there is
concern about a decrease in service to transit users if LRT is
located on University Avenue. Has a comparison been made
between current levels of bus service and projected service with
LRT?

Are other forum participants as negative as this group?
what will attract more transit ridership to LRT than to buses?

Ramsey County should 1look very carefully at the selection of an
engineering firm for preliminary engineering. The selection should
preferably be a firm from outside of the area that has had no
experience working 1in this area on this issue, and they should be
allowed and encouraged to talk to everyone.




Merriam Park Community Center
Page 3

28) What 1is Hennepin County doing with the alignment toward St. Paul,
without a decision by Ramsey County on the Midway Corridor?

In conclusion, those 1in

attendance at this meeting should take a
straw vote to

forward back to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad

Authority as to how Ramsey County should proceed regarding LRT:

Should Ramsey

County follow a logical, deliberate planning process
for LRT,

regardless of extraneous factors which currently exist?

In favor: 12
Opposed: 3
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FORUM QUESTIONS

. Location: Maplewood City Hall

Questions asked at April 26, 1989 LRT forum were:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

i

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)
16)

17)

Why is the TH 36 Crosstown Corridor a second level priority rather
than a first level priority?

How much will it cost to build and operate LRT and how will it be
financed?

can you define LRT in more detail in terms of its size and noise?

How can we find out about right of way if our property backs up to
the BN railroad line?

How was this forum publicized?

what will happen if LRT is built on the BN railroad line in terms of
fences, overpasses or underpasses and noise?

The Northeast Corridor seems to be aligned along the BN railroad
line, has any consideration been given to TH 61 - TH 36+ 1-=35
combination for this corridor? '
When will preliminary engineering begin on the Midway Corridor?

Is the track size for LRT the same as for a regular railroad line?

In how many cases is it contemplated that businesses or homes would
have to be acquired to build LRT?

Is there any method to control the retail development that tends to
occur around LRT stations?

why is this being done county-by-county rather than a regional
approach?

Why isn’t more consideration being given to commutes between various
suburbs?

what is the actual likelihood something will happen with LRT? Are
there any other alternatives being considered, such as sane lanes?

How soon would we see LRT?
What happens to property if LRT ends up in your backyard?

what would be the frequency of service?

. 000466




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PUBLIC FORUM ATTENDANCE

oate __3/22/89

LOCATION i&_ﬁm&i%m

NAME (PLEASE PRINT) REPRESENTING ADDRESS ZIP
s1.7,

044/ HEALY Opptalbon, (Do tad L gk ' S3te/
J\LMM GaLepy BLpg 17 W Excmnge SS10>
D. L. WierkegineE () S wEST 7 =, 4% ST, SSlo2
f:?Quw Ei)CJJ(tRHL LT~ oA Co
Tobe  Lardes B comeay, L2
e ~
%lﬂO'L/ EO CSVIRLLY, vl -flo Sk -fRyst
Qi f/‘?q/ e NP
@M Jos% '
Dirr e Lle e hiin Mg 51 Sul
= S
..y_f ;

o o) A Dozraperce—

/2 C%Wb%ﬁc?

[

W CLlantbsr oy Compea

Jd
nnid erf'a., Ot we bl Pandih Qo0 2" flwc. S. /leis 5SV02

%MM L44PA Boske Gt Gutor Bl i
Toide K 269000 11l Mo ariiic M s S8 T 68752
0h Baakd .

& [ =R Sceac 3¢ Merxr (2L ST 8] Ssid

000 1674~




FORUM QUESTIONS

.Location: Downtown-Chamber of Commerce

Questions asked at March 22, 1989 forum were:

1)

2)

what has been the nature of Questions, concerns and comments at
February LRT forums throughout the community?

Would you comment on the bills before the legislature and how
they may affect the project and timeframes? What do you think will
happen and what do you think ought to happen?

Where will funding for LRT come from?

It seems like we’'re trying to catch up with Hennepin County,
wouldn’t a regional approach be more effective?

Couldn’t rapid transit be accomplished with adjustments to the bus
system by establishing high frequency commuter buses throughout the
area and equipping them with preemption equipment? Couldn’t this
serve as a pilot for whether the ridership interest is there?

Isn’t it important to set up north-south routes to feed transit
routes to give a better indication of ridership interest and
therefore the need for LRT?

Are we running two separate systems: one linking between downtowns
without considering 1links to suburbs and one comprised of lateral
legs from downtown St. Paul to suburban areas? Doesn’t the leg
between Minneapolis and St. Paul need those lateral legs to succeed?

How will system connect to downtown as an asset without being a
barrier to pedestrian traffic?

Have other systems 1in the country been done in segments or all at
once?
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NAME

Tim Rogers

Dan Dunford
Greg Boyle
Peggy Reichert
Gary Grefenberg
Ronnie Brooks
Dianne Arnold
Bob Angleson
Bill Fallon
Chuck Wiger
Jerry Thole
Norb Conzemius
Rich Hadley

Pat Donovan
Bruce Davis
David Bradshaw
Bruce G. Nimmer
David J. Block
Ossie Springsted
Rob Kost

Jill Goski
Ferrol Robinson
Jim Tolaas

4/28/89
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE MEETING

April 24, 1989

ORGANIZATION

Metro East Development Partnership

St. Paul Public Works

Green Tree - St. Paul 2000

St. Paul Planning & Economic Development
CAAPB

Downtown Council

First Banks - St. Paul 2000

BCED

American National Bank

Chamber (St. Paul Area)

First Bank/Midway Civic & Commerce Association
First Bank/Midway Civic & Commerce Association
Chamber of Commerce

Norwest

Midway Civic & Commerce Association
Gallery Building DCDC

Hamm Building

St. Paul Companies

Briggs and Morgan, P.A.

The Palmer Group - First Trust Center
RCRRA

SRF

RCRRA




Saint Paul
Area Chamber

of Commerce
. April 25, 1989

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
Ramsey County Regional Ral | Author | ty

Light Rall Task Force
Saint Paul Area Chamber of Cammerce

LRT ALIGNMENTS IN DOWNTOWN SAINT PALL

On April 24 the Saint Paul Chamber convened a group of people fram
business to review Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch’s prel Iiminary report on
allgnment for |ight rall transit In downtown Salint Paul. Participants
In the meeting, In addition to the Chamber'’s Light Rall Task Force,
were Downtown Councl|, Saint Paul 2000, DCOC, Midway Clvic and Cammerce
Asscclation and the City of Saint Paul.

Within this abbreviated planning time Iine It Is Impossible for us to
provide careful ly considered, substant|ve Input. We feel that there
are many |[ssues related to downtown al Igmrments which must be conslidered
In addition to those Included In the prel Iminary report. The

consultants should tell us what same of those are. We do expect to
address such Issues as station location, frequency of service and
platform height at future meet ings.

It Is our opinlon that there are additional planning considerations or
evaluations upon which downtown al Igrment decislons should be made. We
feel that an LRT system within the downtown area should:

= serve people who travel downtown to work, custamers of
downtown businesses, and visltors/event participants;

Include an al igmment which wil| provide maximumn beneflt to
the State Caplitol area (not Just the Capitol) and the Rice
Park/Civic Center entertalrment area;

service key destinations In a manner to maximize ridership
and minimize pressure on key core parking facillitles;

coordinate stops and routes with skyway access to provide
maximum circulation;

maintain visibllity of street level shops to pedestrlans,
drivers and transit riders;

= Improve convenlent pedestrian access to street level retall;

600 North Central Life Tower
445 Minnesota Street

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/223-5000

Fax: 612/297-6879

Telex: 7401653 SPAC UC




minimize disruption to existing traffic and utilities by
considering utility location and avolding street closings;

avold aesthetically Intrusive or Inappropriate designs In
siting of statlons;

provide access and canfort for the elderly and disabled;

minimlze necessary construction expense and disruption of
business activity; and

maximlze opportunities for expansion of the system.

Specifically, we urge the Technical Camittee to add St. Peter Street
to those north-south streets that are considered for |ight rall service
In the downtown area. It would serve the Rice Park area Including
Clvic Center, Landmark Center, Ordway and Library. It would connect
with service to the west side of the Capitol area. St. Peter also more
closely serves the street-level retal| areas between Wabasha, St.
Peter, 7th Place and 4th Street.

The Light Rall Task Force Is prepared to work with the Ral | Author |ty

and Its consultants In more depth on this Issue. We belleve that Is
necessary for business to be a contributing partner.

RGH/sue
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION OF PLANNING
25 West Fourth Street, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102
612-228-3270
GEORGE LATIMER
MAYOR

MEMORANDUM

DATE:  April 26, 1989

TO: Kathy DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning, RCRRA

2

FROM:  Peggy Reicher mﬁ/’\: -
St. Paul Department of Planning and Economic Development

First level Evaluation of Downtown St. Paul Streets for Potential LRT
Alignment

Dan Dunford from the Department of Public Works and I have reviewed the SRF

material regarding first cut analysis of LRT alignments through Downtown St.

Paul. Because I have a Planning Commission meeting Friday morning and will be
. unable to attend your technical advisory committee, I am submitting our

comments to you via memo.

In general, Dan and I find the methodology used in the analysis quite
straightforward and logical; therefore the conclusions seem logical. We did
attend the meeting of the downtown business community on Monday and heard their
interest in evaluating the potential of St. Peter Street. The Chamber will
likely be asking that St. Peter be carried forward through further analysis as
an additional potential north-south alignment. We would support that suggestion
on several grounds. First, from a street capacity standpoint, St. Peter
carries no more daily traffic than do Fifth and Sixth Streets. Second, the
core of downtown in terms of employment densities is shifting moderately to the
west with the expansion/consolidation of St. Paul Companies and the growth at
West Publishing. The connections between the downtown alignments and the
various IRT corridors will likely require major revamping of streets and
bridges no matter which downtown alignments are selected. So it may be useful
to look at what might be involved in connecting St. Peter to any ultimate
midway corridor alignment, through or around the Capitol Area.

SRF said it has generally excluded the idea of a transit "mall” and is
considering using only parts of streets. Would St. Peter, therefore, need to
be paired with another north-south street? SRF stated that "loops” don't work
but he didn’'t really explain why at the meeting. Wabasha couldn’t be paired
with St. Peter but could Cedar or would it be too far away to constitute a
loop? Could you actually use St. Peter as a 2-way LRT street--with perhaps one
lane of traffic? Also, if you do decide to evaluate St. Peter, the location of
. stops would also need to be considered for impact on street level retail.




Kathy DeSpiegelaere
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Whether the platforms would be a negative or positive impact on street level

retail seems to be a fairly subjective judgment given what we’ve seen in other
cities.

We realize that the time and scope of study at this point are necessarily
limited but a general look at St. Peter could prove useful--and would add new

information beyond that which we have already gleaned from the previous
downtown alignment reviews.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

PAR:da

cc: Dan Dunford
Rich Hadley
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Mr. Ron Clark, Editor - Editorial Page
ST. PAUL PIONEER PRESS DISPATCH
345 Cedar Street

St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Ron,

This is not a “letter to the editor™. I read with interest -- and guarded
approval -- your paper's recent editorial favoring Senator Novak's and
Representative Kelly's proposals to ensure a total metropolitan approach to
light rail transit. I applaud this overall approach, particularly when those
making far-reaching decisions will be elected officials.

My reason for writing you about light rail is to ask you and your staff to
watch carefully all discussions and decisions regarding the so-called Midway
Corridor. Whereas a total metropolitan approach to planning will better serve
the entire area, a legislative oversight group comprised of people from around
the Twin Cities can make decisions negatively affecting St. Paul that couldn't be
as easily made by St. Paul and Ramsey County officials.

Mayor Latimer, some of his planning staff, Elliott Perovich of the RTB,
Doug Kelm (Op-Ed, PPD 12/15/88), Sen. Don Moe, LRT afficionado George Isaacs
and others are strongly urging that the eventual light rail connection between
the two downtowns be placed on University Avenue. Strangely enough, the
two local officials most closely identified with light rail -- Comrs. Finley and
Derus -- do not favor this route, for 7ery good reason. Still, there seems to be
an all-out push to force light rail onto the street. That flawed reasoning could
infect the oversight group, particularly given the way appointments are made.

[t's particularly galling that so-called experts, such as Doug Kelm, Peggy
Reichert of Planning and Economic Development, and Mr. Perovich, are such
fierce advocates of the University Avenue placement even before the objec-
tives of the project have been decided. I believe this rush for University Ave-
nue is an unprofessional combination of political expediency, competition with
Minneapolis, manipulation of rider statistics for additional public funds, and an
unrealistic approach to redevelopment. It's almost "build for build's sake.”

Although University Avenue is not the cheapest line to build, nor the
fastest route, nor the most convenient for park-ride customers, nor the route
with the least disruption to its neighbors, nor the most convenient for local,
transit-dependent users, its supporters remain adamant for it. We must ask
“Why?","Who is going to ride it?","Who is going to pay for it?","What if it fails?"

There is the danger that their unending pressure will intimidate necessary
thought, discussions, and alternative ideas. I'm not asking you folks necessar-
ily to agree with my views, but rather to monitor the process closely and
ensure that hard questions are asked... and thoroughly, thoughtfully answered.




Here are some good reasons for disagreement with placing the line on
University Avenue:

* Fuzzy Market Planning -- Since the main reason for adding light rail to
the total transportation mix is to make it faster, more convenient and pleasant
for commuters to forsake their autos, then we must design routes, stations and
parking facilities that fit their needs, not attempt to coerce them into an ill-
considered plan based on current ridership of transit-dependent users. If this
group forces their half-baked solution to an extremely complicated problem
onto University Avenue, we're assured of a colossal, expensive failure.

* Penalizing the Dependent Users -- LRT plans call for fast, medium and
slow service on University Avenue, depending upon the distance between
stops. But no matter which one is selected, the little guy gets hurt. MTC
studies show that lots of riders going east and west on the 16A route are not
traveling from one downtown to the other; downtown passengers often use the
exXpress route on [-94. Rather, many trips on this most heavily-travelled bus
route begin from the middle out, and these passengers don't always travel to
either downtown... instead, they go to destinations on University Avenue itself.
Currently they may stop at every block -- not at stations 1/4, 1/2 or 1 mile
apart. Also, they are let out at the curb -- not at a platform in the middle of
the street.

Who are of these riders? Often they are public transit dependent.: elderly,
poor, handicapped, young. Who among those screaming for light rail on Uni-
versity Avenue currently uses public transportation and/or specifically rides
the 16A line? If they did, they might show more heart for these people. Why
cripple a successful line with inferior service, just for a wild bet on the future?

* Sabotaging existing business -- Perhaps the greatest distortion by the
pro-University Avenue clique is how a streetcar (excuse me, light rail) line will
speed redevelopment on the street. First, redevelopment comes here from
natural market forces. A quick look at Westgate Industrial Center, Court
International, Twin City Testing, Spruce Tree Center, proposed Midway Shop-
ping Center improvements, the new Ward /Trammel Crow development, Target,
U. S. Sports & Fitness, and so on already demonstrates the willingness of
private parties to invest in this area. More will happen as the Port Authority
further sets its sights on the Midway. And it will happen without LRT.

But what about existing shops, offices, institutions and nearby homes? For
customers, employees and residents trying to get to these locations between
stations, light rail will provide nothing but an outrageous, unnecessary incon-
venience. And parking? Already a serious problem, particularly between
Snelling and Lexington, parking difficulties will be acerbated around each
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station, as commuters vie for spots currently used by customers, employees,
tenants, and residents. Adding to the chaos, valuable parking will be elimin-
ated to make way for light rail facilities. It's a miserable vision that is too
casually dismissed by University Avenue line proponents.

* Acerbating traffic congestion -- Already, between 280 and Lexington,
University Avenue is handling traffic it was never designed to carry. Pro-
ponents of light rail blithely suggest that the removal of many left turn lanes
and narrowing of the roadway will not significantly hinder vehicular traffic.
It's just not true, especially during a snowy winter. In fact, in the years to
come, we'll see even more cars and trucks using University Avenue and ad-
jacent streets as redevelopment continues.

On top of the vehicular traffic, how about the pedestrian traffic to the
stations in the middle of the street? Picture the elderly and infirm (transit-
dependent users all) attempting to cross before the light changes, all the while
walking through slush or ice (if they are able to get to the street at all through
the snow mounds at each corner). At least buses wait for these riders: will a
streetcar sit at a station through a green light waiting for the signal to change
for an elderly passenger? Not likely... we'll have to get the “important people”
downtown quickly!

* Creating an aesthetic monster -- Agreed, University Avenue isn't much
to look at now. Signs screaming for attention, billboards, traffic lights, tacky
decors, deteriorating buildings, ugly car lots... it's all pretty demoralizing. But
running two sets of tracks down the middle of the street in their own lanes?
With wires supporting more wires overhead? With either two 100 foot plat-
forms or a 4 foot deep trench at each station? And two rider shelters popping
up in the middle of the street at each stop? Come on! We can eventually

spruce up the businesses, but -- once it's in place -- we'll 2/ways have the
streetcars and their paraphernalia.

Some Reasonable Alternatives

* If our goal is to lessen pollution, it would be far better and cheaper to legis-
late fuel changes and financially assist Twin City citizens and commercial
operators retrofit more stringent pollution control devices on their 7ehicles --
and/or to pay part of car poolers’ and van drivers' parking fees.

* If our goal is to lessen freeway congsstion, it has to be cheaper to greatly
subsidize fares for existing public transportation. Try giving express bus rides
away for free or practically so. Tens of millions of rides could be given out
annually for the initial and ongoing maintenance costs of a light rail system.
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e If further study mandates the use of light rail to reduce congestion and move
people speedily from one terminus to another, then the Midway Corridor
should be placed on the BN right-of-way adjacent to Pierce Butler Road (with
stations at the Capitol, Dale Street, Energy Park, Hwy 280 -- with a bus shuttle
to the St. Paul campus, and two stops at the Minneapolis campus). Park and
ride facilities can be more readily developed up there. That's the fastest, least
expensive route... and easiest to repair if LRT is a failure.

* If redevelopment and prozimity to University Avenue remain major goals,
then reason dictates a line running along the north side of 1-94, with possible
stops at Dale, Lexzington, Snelling, and the Cretin-Vandalia/280 area within St.
Paul. It would make great sense to build park-ride lots over the freeway.
University Avenue is only a short walk away, too; many commuters walk far-
ther in both downtowns to reach their offices. Once on University, passengers
could transfer, as needed, to the 16A bus to reach their Midway destinations.

* Probably the best way to accomplish all these goals is to build giant park/
ride facilities at 694/94, 694/35E, 694/35W, 494/Hwy 3, 494/35E, and on the
near north and east sides of downtown St. Paul. Then give everybody free bus
rides for the price of parking. The Minneapolis side would have a comparable
system. We could even have express buses travel up and down University
Avenue as one route option, stopping at either 1/4, 1/2 or 1 mile intervals. Of
course, 16A would continue to serve its clientele, too. If LRT becomes part of

this system, riders could be bused from these lots to the closest station for
transfer.

In summary, not only is the intense lobbying for University Avenue pre-
mature, but it seems these people are just too willing to sacrifice both current
riders and existing businesses, simply in the hope of someday attracting new
LRT ridership. It's not good marketing it's not sound public policy, and it's not
just. Any LRT system must be planned and built for its users, not for the
planners, politicians and enthusiasts.

Ron, T hope you will give my concerns due consideration. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Bob Wicker
1538 Englewood Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55104




1795 Dayton Av,
St. Paul, Mn. 55104
April i7th, 19890

Chairman John T, Finley

Ramsey County Reginal Rail Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

St. Paul, Mn. 55102

Subj. Scope of Midway Corridor, "ShortLine"

Dear John:
Refr, Plate I, Enclosure

The first constitutive element is to reconstruct an old track
on its original base @ Union Sta. over Sibley & Jackson Sts. w/a
trestle, 2nd then, at grade (track visible), to Chestnut St., free-
ing LRT of tenure Ry. tracks. The next tactful venture is negotia=-
ting with Soo Line KR. for useage from Chestnut St. to Cleveland Av.,
where AMtrak switches to Midway Depot via controlled access.

With the present AMtrali schedule 2s, e.g.:

AMtrzk, EB. Lv, Mid.Dpo. @ 6330 AM & passes Chestnut € 6:50 AM,
when WB, LRT could enter the Shortline there (Electric switch).

AMtraXk, WB, Ar., Mid.Dpo. € 11:38 PM, having past Chestnut @ 11:18 PM,
when WB.LRT could enter Shortline, following block-signals,

Freight trains (2) use Shortline during the wee hrs. and sometimes
(152) during the afternoon, which supposedly, could be re-scheduled
atér mid-night, along with car switching (almost nil)., Freights

to the Ford Plant from Chestnut to Fordson Junction (3/4,Mi.) pose
an inbetween or night scheduling. Motorist complain of rush-hour

tie-uvs € Fairvies Av, Freights (inter-city) have empty tracks
in Hiswatha Yards and E. of Union Sta. StP.

Refr., Plate II, Enclosure

A head-on passing track could be installed gn W. side of Cleveland
Av, for LRTs leaving DT's simultaneously. The track N. to Washing-
ton Av, is for earestorage, which could be elsewhere =-- N.Minn. Com-
mercial Yard. %00 ft. S. of Washington to BN tracks is for sale,
30,000 sa.ft, @ 12/Sa.ft. (247-8254,

An afternoon freight from the river-bridge,. Shortline Junction,
prsses by Hwy.280 to Vandalia St. (3/4 Mi,), then switches-off thru
Midway Depot to BN, missing Cleveland Sta. & the passing track.
Spur-track switching to Waldorf is from Mn. Commercial Yard.

It must be noted that CNW, Mn.Tr. RR. & Milw. have cooperated
with MTM's steam train excursions; »nd since the courts awarded
Milw. RR. to (not CNW), but to SoolLine RR., it seems that the Soo
owes us one of cooperation or reciprocity.




Shortline (2) .

University Avenue

The superficial implication of LRT on Univ. Av. requires a costly
disruptive construction of 3 yrs., which is a populace objection,
The route demands frequent stops for take-on's & short trips. It
has a safety hazard for passengers to the center of street and
would create a traffic congestion, - especially if diesel buses
co-exist w/LRT. It does not,any park & ride lots, nor a defined
path to DT & to LowerTown. kéa/i

The present 16A bus service makes frequent stops with intervals
of 6 = 15 minutes to meet curb-side Midway people and deliver them
to a DT w/o risk or burden.

Elecfric Trolley Buses

Like New Orleans,lLa. street-cars, they emit Ozone and no pollution.
These buses are faster & smoother on acceleration, also cleame®-
motor maintenance over diesel engine. The false argument of costly
trolley-wires vs diesel is, in the long run,a pay-back of less
repair, longer life and no pollution -- a big factor to-day. The
garage @ Cleveland could easily be converted.

The local M¥C made a study of trolley-buses 6 yrs. ago per
Mr. J. C, Eaves, Jr., Dir. Engr. (349-7400). Seattle, Wa. has,
trolley-buses and is adding more for non-polluting sake.

Comments .

The RTB never mentions trolley-buses in the trangt-family of
Suburban Bus Co. Eontracts, MTC routes, & Cabs. They equate them
to LRT on tracks with more riders per operator, but not nesessarily
existing tracks for high speed. For 6 yrs. they have been riding
on the LRT successes in other citiesy- while,it appears, they have
shunned the progressive problem of approaching the RR's own tracks
and R=0=W, After allof RTB's studies to "make-fit" LRT on Univ. Av.

seemscondusive to make the'decision ona-pollitical basis for developers
or the legistlature (Menies for-repetition).

Respectfully submitted,
G of Lot

B. C. Sebesta

Encl, Plates I & II

cc,” John E. Jerus, Chm. HCRRA
Steve Keefe,Chm, Met. Concl,
Hal Norgard, Comr. RCRRA
Kathy DeSpiegelaere,RCRRA
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Rationale for Light Rail Transit (LRT) in the Twin Cities--and Rebuttal

LRT Improves transit service by acceleraling and deccelerating faster than buses. It
provides a laster smoother ride.

The ride on LRT will be quieter than on a bus. However, as with cars, buses vary in noise level. A maximum interior
noise level could be part of the specifications when purchasing new buses.

The ride on an MTC bus can be very smooth when the driver uses good technique--with an excellent driver it feels
like the bus is hardly moving.

As far as LRT going faster than buses, there is reason to question this. LRT going on University Avenue with
quarter mile stops would make the trip between downtown St. Paul and downtown Minneapolis in 41 minutes. The
existing 16A bus with stops on every block also makes the trip in 41 minutes at night after rush hour-- and this is
without the advantage given to LRT of having a lane of its own. Atthe most congested times, the 16A bus makes the
trip in 45 1o 47 minutes. Could this time be cut to 41 minutes if 1) buses were outfitted with devices to turn stoplights
green and 2) limited stop buses which stop every quarter mile were added at rush hour?

The LRT is planned to stop less often than buses do. If walking time is increased, waiting time and riding time must
be decreased considerably to compensate. With LRT, wailing time will be increased (due to less frequent service)
and riding time will be decreased only slightly.

LRT reduces tratfic congestion. With LRT, the number of buses on streets can be reduced.
On Marquette Avenue, there are 130 buses. You could replace those with 6 LRT trains.

Buses are not a prime source of traffic congestion. Cars are. Only buses run on Nicollet Mall and it is not
congested. On Rice Street one block north of University Avenue, the 5, 7, 12, 34, and North Suburban Lines buses
run south and the 12 and North Suburban Lines buses run north. The major source of noise at that intersection is
from cars, then trucks.

Reduction in the number of buses is contradictory to item #1--improvement in service. Service frequency is a major
factor in how convenient mass transit is. The proposed University Avenue route for LRT includes discontinuing all
existing 94B and 94D buses and replacing them with LRT trains running every 30 minutes Monday-Friday during
non-peak times. The 94B runs every 20 minutes, making it is posible to go from downtown St. Paul to downlown
Minneapolis and back during a lunch hour, This was not possible previously when the 94B ran every 30 minutes.

As for reduction of buses on Marquette specifically, 18 different routes run on Marquette so obviously they can't be
reduced o a mere 6 trains.

LRT can reduce transit operating costs by reducing the number of operators since It can hold
four times the number of passengers.

Has it reduced operating costs in the cities where it operates now?  Were actual construction costs the same as
estimated? Operating costs need to be weighed against capital costs. At an estimated cost of $200 million to build
LRT between Minneapolis and St. Paul you are either paying interest to borrow that money or losing the interest that
chunk of money could be accuing. Bus capital costs are more flexible than LRT costs. A bus can be taken off a
route which has been shut down for the day and used on another route. With LRT, the tracks are there all the time,
including when they are not used, with the capital tied up in them. Bus operating costs and routing are very flexible.
Bus routes can be planned, implemented, tested, modified, added, and dropped to customize them to ridership
demand and distribution and to changes in that demand and distribution. It would be very costly to re-route LRT.

If the cost benelits of LRT are so substantial, why are no examples provided?

There are social costs to reducing the number of operators. A problem with today's job market is a decline in the
number of jobs which don't require extensive and/or expensive training and which still pay a living wage. It is not
totally desirable to lay off bus drivers.

LRT can Improve alr quallity.
Air quality problems are caused primarily by cars, not buses.

LRT can reduce downtown parking.
Buses can also reduce downtown parking.

People will ride light rail who would never ride buses.

There is truth in this. However the solution may be less costly than building light rail, which is throwing a
technological solution at a non-technical problem. Buses are no more obsolete than cars are. Those "guys in suils”
will be traveling at peak times. The composition of riders on existing express buses differs markedly from that on
local buses at non-peak times. For example, the 94M and 94W buses running from downtown St. Paul to Woodbury
are filled with office workers. Why not just put deluxe buses on those routes at peak times--with designer decors and
high quality suspension systems? Newaer existing buses have padded seats in the front rows and
hard--non-slashable-- bul still comfortable seats in the back rows, realistically discriminating against tha higher
percentage of vandals sitting in the back. Those who would vandalize buses do not ride the express commuter
routes. Those buses could be higher class for the higher class rider. Buses are not inherently undesirable. The
ones used to bring passengers from the Dallas-Fort Worth airport to Dallas had high ridership. People who dislike
buses want o avoid certain classes of people and unpleasant riding conditions. They can be accommodated.

03/05/89




% Metropolitan State University

Office of the President

April 25, 1989

Katheryn Despiegelaere
316 Ramsey County Court House
St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Katheryn:

In order to assist you and the county in your planning related to light rail
transit, we thought it would be helpful for you to know that there may be some
advantages to the public In having a LRT line and stop/pick=-up point near the
old St. John's Hospital site on Seventh and Mounds Blvd.

As you may know, Metropolitan State University is working to develop that site
Into a full service higher education campus by 1992. Because 98% of our
students rely on private automobiles, a LRT system connection to this area
would be a pcpuiar iransportation alternative provided it is conveniently
located. For your information, by 1992, we plan to offer classes and student
services that will serve 3,500 - 4,000 students per quarter. (Currently we are
serving approximately 1,200 students per quarter.) Also, we will have moved

approximately 175 staff from our administrative headquarters in the Metro
Square building to a new building on the site. Consequently, a significant
daily demand would |ikely occur at/to this location.

Also, other development planned for the area will create even more demand.
There is a proposal to develop an olympic class multi-purpose sports facility
+o be located across the street from our campus. The currant plans for this
project call for a maximum capacity of 2,000 people for some special events.

| hope that *his information Is helpful to you. If | can be of further
zssistance, please contact me at 296-4452,

Sincerely,

,--ﬁ“““E:;;EBL.‘__g:Z_‘\.::E;;;;;:ia
Daniel Kirk

Executive Assistant
to the President

Suite 121, Metro Square, 121 Seventh Place E., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2189, 612/296-4445
An equal opportunity educator




April 20, 1989

Ms, Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Director, Light Rail Transit Planning
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Kathy:

After attending the two Forums at the New Brighton city hall,
my concern is that the plans for the Midway Corridor (Univer-
sity Avenue) are too light weight. This proposed line will
connect:

Two ma jor downtowns (incl. the Metrodome)

The State Capitol with its legislative and admin-
istrative activities

The Minneapolis Campus of the U of M with its traffic
and parking problems

Heavily-developed commercial/industrial neighborhoods

As such the speeds and transit times need to be somewhat
faster than the proposals I saw. As long as we are going to
spend signifigant amounts of money, let's not build a 20th
Century transit line for the 21lst Century.

This means more $$3% is needed for exclusive right-of-way,
whether it is an elevated structure, grade separations at

ma jor cross streets ( Rice, Dale, Lexington, Snelling, etc.)
or some other plan. I remember what it was like with street-
car tracks on University Avenue and we must have a signifigant
upgrade from. this.,

Sincerely yours,

. e

Thomas 8. Reader (Former employee: Soo Line RR,
1443 Arden View Dr, Minneapolis, Northfield & Southern
Arden Hills, MN 55112-1941 Ry, Metro. Transit Commission)




Minnesota Pollution Control Agency L%

520 Lafayette Road, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155 e — .

\00} Telephone (612) 296-6300 :
MINNESOTA 1990

April 6, 1989

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

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Commissioner Finley:

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) staff has submitted comments
regarding the draft report, Light Rail Transit Planning Analysis for the Midway
Corridor: Alignment Information and Public Comments dated October 1988. The
MPCA staff comments were published as part of the Appendix of the final report
in October of 1988. Since that date, the MPCA staff has met with Kathryn
DeSpiegelaire and others of your staff to discuss, in part, our concern that the
MPCA staff comments were not used in the main body of the final report. The '
specific portions of the text of councern on pp. 86-7 are:

1. “"LRT is nonpolluting.”

2. "The impact on air quality is expected to be minimal."”

3. "There are potential air quality violations at other intersections in
it's [Snelling and University's] vicinity."”

4. "+« « . the areas of air quality problems may extend in a one-mile band.

« to Larpenteur Avenue."

5 "« « . fencing, landscape and/or buffering materials should

significantly minimize any additional noise."

As indicated in the staff's previous comment letter, we request that statement I
be changed to note that Light Rail Transit (LRT) may contribute to area-wide

long-range transport of pollutants from coal-fired power plants. 1If powered by
electricity from these plants, LRT would raise the overall levels of a number of

air pollutants emitted at higher elevations. These pollutants contribute to
acid rain. '

LRT may also adversely affect air quality in localized arcas. The staff's
concern is that the greater the congestion, the greater the levels of carbon
monoxide (CO). As indicated in the final report, capacity problems noted for
several intersections will be exacerbated by LRT (p. 51), leading to, or
increasing, unacceptable levels of congestion. It is likely that LRT may
reduce existing capacity on streets on which it operates at-grade, since it uses
up lane-width. It may cguse longer queues due to lane length used by the LRT
and eliminated left-turn lanes. Although LRT would benefit air quality through
removal of some automobile trips, other trips made in cars, trucks, vans, or

buses which cannot or will not divert to LRT will still compete with LRT for .
Street capacity.

Regional Offices: Duluth « Brainerd « Detroit Lakes « Marshall - Rochester

Equal Opponunity Employer Printed on Recycled Paper




Commissioner .John T. Finley
April 6, 1989
Page Two

The MPCA staff believes that the extent of any adverse impact on air quality at
localized areas can only be determined by modeling/monitoring analysis of
designs for particular streets and intersections. Designs have not advanced to
the point where modeling can be undertaken to determine the extent of the
hotspot problem. Therefore, we request that statements 1l and 2 be changed to
reflect that LRT does have the potential to contribute to elevated pollution

levels until modeling/monitoring at individual intersections demonstrates there
is not a problem.

With regard to statement 3, Ramsey County staff should be aware through its
rmonthly involvement in the Metropolitan Council's Transportation Technical
Advisory Committee, that air quality violations are actual, and not "potential”
at other University Avenue intersections and other locations in St. Paul. A
monitor at Lexington and University recorded 7 incidents (6 violations, 1
exceedance) in which CO was greater than the 8-hour standard in 1987, and 2
incidents in 1988. Exceedances have also been recorded at Rice and University,
Snelling and Larpenteur, and at 333 Sibley Street in downtown St. Paul.
Therefore, we request that statement 3 be changed to reflect that the CO problem
is actual, not "potential”, is widespread in Ramsey County, and must be
addressed in any alignment chosen.

The information in statement 4 implies that the CO problem is a localized one.
As evidenced by the 12 violations (plus 1 exceedance) at Hennepin Avenue and
Lake Street in Minneapolis, and a high modeled value for Ferry Street in Anoka,
CO is a region-wide problem. This was recognized in mid-1988, when the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued a Draft State Implementation Plan
(SIP) Call officially enlarging the CO nonattainment designation to the entire
Twin Cities metropolitan area. Therefore, statement 4 should be changed to
reflect EPA's current position and the region-wide extent of the problem.

Statement 5 indicates that fencing and landscaping should minimize additional
noise. Mitigation due to buffering and fencing depends on the height,
absorptive and or reflective properties of the materials, as well as the height,
placement, angle, etc. Please note that landscaping would rarely mitigate
noise, unless a dense hedge several hundred feet thick were installed.
Therefore, we request that statement 5 be changed to reflect these facts.

The MPCA wishes to draw your attention to the fact that if LRT in Ramsey County
would reduce capacity on major streets in a manner that adversely impacts
capacity assumptions in the 1979 original SIP and 1981 and 1986 SIP revisions,
then a new SIP revision would have to be prepared. A SIP revision would be
required to satisfy federal requirements.

The MPCA is currently in the process of developing a SIP revision to address CO
violations in the Twin Cities. A vehicle emissions testing program will be the
cornerstone of the SIP revision. This SIP revision will not consider LRT.
Before a LRT corridor is selected, the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authoricty
must make a detailed modeling assessment to determine if alternative corridors
can accommodate existing and future development, traffic, and LRT without
adversely impacting air quality or the assumptions of the SIP.




Commissioner John T, Finley
April 6, 1989
Page Three

The MPCA requests that the comments in the Appendix and additional ones provided
in this letter be addressed in any future environmental or planning documents
for the project. We request that both sets of comments be incorporated as part
of any record of the recently completed series of public meetings held by the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority on LRT. We also request that MPCA

staff be included in any meetings whose outcomes would likely impact SIP
compliance.

We look forward to continued cooperation with you and your staff in planning for
LRT in Ramsey County. Should you have any questions, or if you have dates

scheduled for future meetings, please contact Susanne P. Spitzer, AICP,
Transportation Team Leader, at (612) 296-7723.

Sincerely,

)$1 )0

Gerald L.Willet
Commissioner

GLW:rml

cc: Elliot Perovich, RTB
Kathryn DeSpiegelaire, RCRRA
Ken Stevens, HCRRA
Vern Genzlinger, Hennepin County
Fred Tanzer, Mn/DOT
Ken Weltzin, Ramsey County
Natalio Diaz, Met Council
Peggy Reichert, St. Paul
Dan Dunford, St. Paul
Charles Lenthe, TAC
Alan Lovejoy, St. Paul
Randall Halvorson, Mn/DOT




John D. Healy Jr.

(612) 2232553 First Bank Building

Suite 1700
St. Paul, MN 55101

April 19, 1989

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Director of Light Rail Transit Planning
316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

Re: Transit/Bus Service on Route 16--University
Avenue

Dear Kathryn:

I apologize for not meeting with you as scheduled
on April 17. Please call when you can find a,
convenient time.

At the recent public meeting at the Chamber of
Commerce, I suggested interim deployment of express
buses on the prime corridor, both to maintain
existing ridership and to encourage new riders,
while light rail planning proceeds. Frequent and
rapid bus service would simulate light rail, without
delay, and without significant capital expense. The
use of "Opticom" traffic signal controls on the
buses would provide a right of way so travel times
could be competitive with auto travel.

Express buses were rejected by a consultant because
of additional costs for buses and drivers. The
rejection was too hasty. The No. 16 bus schedule
shows 27 departures between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.
on weekdays. The trip from Minneapolis to Saint
Paul takes one hour. With limited stops (each mile
or half mile) and with Opticom eliminating traffic
delays, the run from Minneapolis to Saint Paul
should take half an hour. This could be verified
by a test run with a police or fire department
vehicle from downtown to the Saint Paul city line.
Wwith half-hour runs, the same 27 buses and drivers
would offer 54 departures. There might be some
additional cost for fuel because of higher speeds,




Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
April 19, 1989
Page 2

but there would also be fuel savings because of
fewer stops.

Fifty four departures in 3 hours would provide
18 trips per hour, or one departure about every

3 minutes. This interval is short enough to
encourage ridership.

Now look at the 94BD bus schedule. There are
27 more trips (half-hour runs) or an additional
9 runs per hour. Thus, a total of 27 trips per hour
are available from existing 94BD and the Route 16
buses and drivers. The interval between runs would
be a few seconds more than 2 minutes. That amount
of service would give some flexibility for planning.
A few runs could stop every block. Some runs would,
stop only at the Capitol, Snelling and at the
University; others could stop every half mile. We
could do all this and still maintain service at
three-minute intervals at the major points.

The majority of the geographical area served will
be in Ramsey County.

After frequent runs are established on the basic
stem between the Minneapolis and Saint Paul central
business districts, interim East Metro Express
Commuter Service can be scheduled. Express buses
from Forest Lake/White Bear, Stillwater,
Hudson/Woodbury, Hastings/Cottage Grove, and from
South Robert Street would all stop at the Saint Paul
CBD and then continue on the University 1line.
Experimentation with routes and service intervals
would establish logical corridors for 1light rail
and avoid costly mistakes.

The 94BD buses will be off the freeway. The Opticom
system would enable them to keep to their schedule,

and also relieve rush-hour traffic congestion on
I-94.




Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
April 19, 1989
Page 3

I hope you will agree that this concept merits
further discussion. I would be happy to
participate.

Sincerely,

e () ety

John D. Healy, Jr.

JDH:rlg

cc: John Finley
Richard Hadley
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

3

— Board Action Requested

Originating Department

o '

|
|
: Approve corridors to receive detailed
| and moderate levels of analysis in
5/3/89 } Comprehensive LRT Plan
Authorized Signat Date |

: ACTION IS REQUESTED
|

Request Justification

See attached: . Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere
Map of corridors
Draft resolution

Budgeting and Accounting /'/"" ol 5‘7 5/ é&'/‘ég/ 5/f/‘f? Date / Time

County Attorney. /22~ tars> A I‘u - /,('A;_J) /2 y'\iL« }T\ 2N Received By

Risk Manager -
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

ya
Committee / Meeting Date _ Signature
__May 9, 1989 -7;{0

Board Date Signature




John T. Finley, Chairman

AMSEY NTY District 3
& e Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

ailroad Duane W. HD?ESH

Hal Norgard

1 District 7
AUthOl‘ lty Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber

District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere ;425;
SUBJECT: Comprehensive LRT Plan/Corridor Recommendations

DATE: May 3, 1989

On April 10, a work session was held with you to review

information on corridors proposed for more detailed analysis
as part of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s
comprehensive LRT plan. A map of the corridors is attached.

Corridors were classified as:

Level 1
o Contains corridors that show the most promise for
implementation within the planning timeframe of the
comprehensive plan.

Recommended for additional detailed analysis.

2
Contains corridors that show less promise for
implementation within the planning horizon of the

comprehensive LRT plan but could become more significant
beyond 2010.

Recommended for additional moderate analysis.

3
Contains corridors that are duplicative.
No additional analysis recommended.




The preliminary classification of corridors by the consultant
was:

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Midway Southeast North

Northwest Southwest East/Northeast

Northeast East/west crosstown

East

South

The recommendations were reviewed with the general public at
four forums, with the Technical Committee, the Intergovernmental
Committee and the Citizens Advisory Committee.

The Technical Committee recommended that the South/southwest
corridor, a variant of the Southwest corridor, be specified as a
Level 2 corridor and that the East/west crosstown be moved from
Level 2 to Level 3.

The Intergovernmental Committee recommended that the
South/southwest corridor be analyzed as a Level 1 corridor,
rather than a Level 2 corridor.

The Citizens Advisory Committee recommended that the preliminary
classification of corridors as identified by the consultant be

recommended and that the west terminus of the East/west
crosstown corridor be downtown Minneapolis.

Recommendation:
Action 1is requested at your May 9 meeting on the level of
analysis for these corridors.

KD\ cw




RAMSEY COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN
POTENTIAL CORRIDORS
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, as
part of its comprehensive LRT plan will conduct additional
analysis of <corridors to assess their potential for light rail
transit; and

WHEREAS, Recommendations for corridors to receive
additional analysis were solicited at public forums and from
committees of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority; Now,
Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the following corridors will receive
additional detailed analysis (Level 1):

and the following corridors will receive additional moderate
analysis (Level 2).




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

L

RCRRA : Board Action Requutﬁd N

Originating Department

|
|
|
_Z%%uﬂ 5/3/89 |
Authoriz i Date :
|
|

Approve streets in downtown St. Paul
to receive more detailed analysis in
Comprehensive LRT Plan

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached: . Memorandum from K.
Map of corridors

Memorandum from St.

Draft resolution

Budgeting and Accounti

DeSpiegelaere

Paul Area Chamber of Commerce

Date / Time

County Attorney.

Received By

Risk Manager

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified compiete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Signature Date

2z SRE—
Committee / Meeting Date _ Signature Date
May 9, 1989 t/y%,'w& ( 5/4/89
g

Board Date

Signature Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

ai]road Duane W. McCarty

District 1
Hal Norgard

Authority Dlectc

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 féff?‘
SUBJECT: Comprehensive LRT Plan/Downtown Recommendations

DATE: May 3, 1989

Oon April 10, a work session was held with you to review
information on downtown St. Paul streets that were recommended
for more detailed analysis as part of Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority’s comprehensive LRT plan. A map illustrating
the preliminary recommendations is attached. More detailed
analysis was proposed for Cedar, Minnesota, Fourth, Fifth and
Sixth.

The recommendations were reviewed with the general public at
four forums; at a meeting with the representatives of the St.
Paul Area Chamber of Commerce, the Downtown Council, St. Paul
2000, Midway Civic and Commerce Association, Capitol Area
Architectural and Planning Board, Downtown Community District
Council and City of St. Paul staff; an earlier meeting with the
St. Paul staff; the Technical Committee, Intergovernmental
Committee and Citizens Advisory Committee of Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority.

The meeting sponsored by the St. Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
resulted in a request to add St. Peter Street to the list of
streets to receive more detailed analysis. Additional planning
considerations were outlined in the April 25 memorandum from the
Light Rail Task Force of the St. Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
(attached).

The Technical Committee recommended that six streets in downtown
St. Paul receive more detailed analysis in the comprehensive LRT
plan: St. Peter, Cedar, Minnesota, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth.
The planning considerations specified by the St. Paul Area
Chamber of Commerce’s Light Rail Task Force were recommended for




consideration by Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.

The Intergovernmental Committee concurred with the
recommendations to add St. Peter Street to the list of streets
in downtown to receive more detailed analysis.

The Citizens Advisory Committee did not make a recommendation on
downtown St. Paul streets to receive more detailed analysis.

Recommendation:

Action is requested at your May 9 meeting on the streets in
downtown St. Paul to receive additional analysis in the
comprehensive LRT plan.

KD/cw
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Saint Paul
Area Chamber

of Commerce
April 25, 1989

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
Ramsey County Reglonal Rall Authority

Light Rall Task Force
Saint Paul Area Chamber of Camerce

LRT ALIGNMENTS IN DOAMNTOWMN SAINT PALL

On April 24 the Saint Paul Chamber convened a group of people fram
business to review Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch's preliminary report on
aligmment for light rall transit In downtown Saint Paul. Participants
In the meeting, In addition to the Chamber's Light Rall Task Force,
were Downtown Councl|, Saint Paul 2000, DCDC, Midway Clvic and Cormerce
Assocliation and the City of Saint Paul.

Within this abbreviated planning time line It Is Impossible for us to
provide careful ly considered, substantive Input. We feel that there
are many Issues related to downtown alligrments which must be cons ldered
In addition to those Included In the preliminary report. The
consultants should tell us what scme of those are. We do expect to
address such Issues as statlon location, frequency of service and
platform height at future meetings.

It Is our opinion that there are additional planning consliderations or
evaluations upon which downtown al Igmment declisions should be made. We
feel that an LRT system within the downtown area should:

- serve people who travel downtown to work, custamers of
downtown businesses, and visltors/event participants;

Include an aligmnment which will provide maximum beneflt to
the State Capitol area (not Just the Capitol) and the Rice
Park/Clvic Center entertalmment area;

service key destinations In a manner to maximlze ridership
and minimize pressure on key core parking facllities;

coordinate stops and routes with skyway access to provide
max imum clrculation;

maintain visiblility of street level shops to pedestrians,
drivers and transit riders;

= Improve convenlent pedestrian access to street level retall;

600 North Central Life Tower
445 Minnesota Street

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/223-5000

Fax: 612/297-6879

Telex: 7401653 SPAC UC




minimize disruption to existing traffic and utllities by
considering utility location and avoiding street closings;

avold aesthetically Intrusive or Inapproprlate designs In
slting of stations;

provide access and canfort for the elderly and disabled;

minimlze necessary construction expense and dlsruptlion of
business activity; and

max Imize opportunities for expansion of the system.

Speciflically, we urge the Technical Caomittee to add St. Peter Street
to those north-south streets that are considered for light rall service
In the downtown area. It would serve the Rice Park area Including
Civic Center, Landmark Center, Ordway and Llbrary. It would connect
with service to the west side of the Caplitol area. St. Peter also more
closely serves the street-level retal| areas between Wabasha, St.
Peter, 7th Place and 4th Street.

The Light Rall Task Force Is prepared to work with the Rall Authority

and |ts consultants In more depth on this Issue. We belleve that Is
necessary for business to be a contributing partner.

RGH/sue




PROPOSED RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, as
part of its coomprehensive LRT plan will conduct additional
analysis of streets in downtown St. Paul to assess their
potential for light rail transit; and

WHEREAS, Recommendations for streets in downtown St.
Paul to receive additional analysis were solicited at public
forums, from committees of Ramsey County Regional Railroad

Authority and from downtown St. Paul representatives;

Now,
Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the following streets in downtown St.
Paul will receive additional analysis for light rail trans:it.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

RCRRA

Board Action Requested

Originating Department

Authorizé Sﬁ' ture

Timeline for Comprehensive
LRT PLAN
5/3/89

Date
ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached memorandum

Budgeting and Accounting
County Attorney..l 2.~

from K. DeSpiegelaere

Date / Time
Received By

Risk Manager.

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
May 9, 1989

Board Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

5 District 5
ailroad R
Hal Norgard

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

¥ =
From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaerehg%z?’

Subject: Timeline for Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan
Date: May 3, 1989

The timeline you have previously approved scheduled
completion of the draft comprehensive LRT plan for Ramsey
County by June 30, 1989. The draft plan completion would be
followed by a public review period, and adoption of the final
plan would occur in November, 1989.

In recent weeks, the committees of the Regional Railroad
Authority and other groups have met to review the
consultants’ recommendations for what corridors and streets
in downtown St. Paul should receive more detailed analysis as
plan preparation proceeds. The Intergovernmental Committee
on May 2 recommended adding the South/southwest corridor to
the 1list of corridors to receive more detailed analysis.
Previously this was recommended as a corridor to receive a
moderate level of analysis. A meeting of downtown St. Paul
area interests on April 26 recommended adding St. Peter
Street to the list of five previously recommended streets to
receive more detailed analysis. That recommendation was
endorsed by the Technical Committee on April 28 and the
Intergovernmental Committee on May 2.

At your May 9 meeting you will be asked to approve a list of
corridors to receive detailed and moderate levels of
additional analysis and a list of downtown streets to receive
more detailed analysis for light rail transit.

Because of the additional work associated with the
recommendations that have been made through the committee
review process, and because of the extremely ambitious work
schedule for the plan, the consultant and staff have




discussed the effect of performing the additional analysis.
While the work is within the project budget, it would
necessitate additional time. We estimate that three
additional weeks would be required to complete the draft
plan. Its completion would be expected by July 21 and it
would be considered for approval at your July 25 Regional
Railroad Authority meeting. The November date for completion
of the final plan could remain intact. Forums and other
meetings for public review would occur in August, September
and October and the final plan would be completed in
November.

The previously scheduled May 24 work session with you would
need to be rescheduled to June 12 or 14.

Recommendations:

Consider extending the timeline for completion of the
comprehensive 1light rail transit draft plan to July 21 to
accommodate the additional analysis requested.

Consider rescheduling of the work session to review
information on the comprehensive LRT plan to June 12 or 14.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

I Board Action Requested

Ratify partial Payment No. 4 to Strgar-
Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. in amount of
$30,085.93.

RCRRA
Originating Department

Authoriz i Date

*Action is Required

I
|
|
5/4/89 |
I
|
|

Request Justification

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted the professional services
of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. for the purposes of developing a Comprehensive Light
Rail Transit Plan. Contract Agreement No. RCRRA-88-002 governs the performance of
services and terms of payment. Payment in the amount of $30,085.93, for the period
ending March 31, 1989, has been issued in accordance wiht contract provisions and
Rail Authority Resolution No. R89-16. Payment documentation is being submitted for
ratification in compliance with the latter.
Attachments: 1) Accounts payable form and Partial Payment No. 4

2) SRF Invoice No. 4 and attachments

3) P d R ' ifyi

Budgeting and Accounting ?W"f/ 44 5{ Date / Time

County Attorney. .t -t i Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

‘

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date <7] 04/ Signature
May 9, 1989
Board Date




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

CHARGE TO: Dept. REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY pate April 27, 1989

Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO,

Claim # Date Paid Ob ject Amount
020102 $30,085.93

pra—

15-17 18-20 21-25 32-41

$30,085.93
Total

First Name & Initial 9-22

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Last Name or Firm Name 23-52

53-76
One Carlson Parkway North
8 Address 9-32
Minneapolis MN 55447

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

(5) On Check Stub Put: [\ Invoice #4, File #1128-1134 & 1159
9-60
éi Agreement #RCRRA-88-002

last Name First Name

(6) SEND TO: Use only if Payee and/o
Address differs from
Address Item 4

(7) Attach to the back of this form: Original Invoices, Receipts, Certified Claims

or other documents, {
Preparer's Signature: ﬂAC/‘{_L /%LAA//L/
/] ]

I declare that the above materials and/or services havelbeen recefved, are
for Ramsey County, allowed by law, and approved for payment.

- 4
. Authorized Signature: Bl s ol % Uiy g A g

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 1NSTRUCTIONS SEE ACCOUNTING SYSTEM PROCEDURES MANUAL




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY

PART(AL PAYMENT NO. 4 PREPARED BY: .

PROJECT: COMPREHENSIVE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PLAN ENTERED BY: Sk
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA-88-002 -

PROJECT COST CENTER: 59102 AGREEMENT NO:

DATE: 27 APRIL 89

RAMSEY COUNTY REGICNAL : STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC
RAILROAD AUTHORITY ONE CARLSON PARKWAY N., SUITE 150
316 COURTHOUSE MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447

ST.PAUL, MN 55102

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59102-020102 18.7%
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 31 MARCH 89 $81,637.37
LESS 10% RETAINAGE $8,163.74
AMOUNT DUE $73,473.63

LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $43,387.70

ALIONABLE PAYMENT FOR THIS PARTIAL: $30,085..

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I HAVE EXAMINED THE WORK AND DETAIL OF THE INVOICE, AND FIND THE
TASKS LISTED HAVE BEEN COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH AGREEMENT REQUIREMENTS.

o o 2 : ) PREVIOUS PARTIAL PAYMENTS:

P s /‘..5/'7-.-_”L L égiladc
DATE DIRECTOR, ; RC REGICNAL RAILROAD PLANNING PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 1 $6,806.63
— PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 2 $11,096.78
- | f{ £ / o PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 3 $25,484.29
P — TN LA M rad T - PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 4 $30,085.93
CONTRACTOR PARTIAL PAYMENT NO $0.00
PARTIAL PAYMENT TOTAL: $73,473.63

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT: $437,700.00
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS (INCLUDING THIS PAYMENT) $73,473.63

AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT $364,226.37

ARG




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

Minneapolis, MN 55447

Telephone: (612) 475-0010

Refer to File: 0881127-1134

Ms. Kathryn DeSﬁie elaere ) ,
Director of Light Rail Transit Plannin Invoice Date: 3/31/89
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY )

Room 316 Courthouse Invoice No. 4
15 West Ke1]0985§$§d'

St. Paul, MN Period Ending: 3/31/89

re: COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN
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TOTAL FEE EARNED 33,192.81 70,650.00 103,842,
LESS 10% RETAINAGE - PHASE II 3,319.28 5,056.86 8,376.

TOTAL 29,873.53 65,593.14 95,466,

o =
e N S

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE 29,873,53

TASK 8

Community/Agency Particiﬁation
Newsletter/Presentation Materials
Special Meetings/Preparation

TOTAL
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Fausch
Robinson
Loetterle

COMMISSION # 881128

LRT PLAN - STANDARDS & POLICIES

PERIOD ENDING MARCH

TLASSTFICATION

Frincipal
Principal
Trans. Plannet

TOTALS
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COMMISSION # 881129
LRT PLAN - CORRIDOR IDENTIFICATION
PERIOD ENDING MARCH 21. 1989

FMFLOYEE CLAESTFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT
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Straar
Fausch
Robinson
Krranig
KREI T
Hensrud
Loetterle
Patzoldt
Asmus
Weoolcott
Martinez
Grothe
Eersie-Ashfeld
Luberda

Principal
Principal
Principal

Sr. Endgineer
Trans. Flanner
Trans. Planner
Trans. Planner
Tech Supervisor
Tech Supervisor
Technician
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Technician

Word Processor
Word Frocessor
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COMMISSION # 881130
LRT FLAN - DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL ALIGNMENT
FERIOD ENDING MARCH 31. 1989

EMPLOYEE CLASSTIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

Straar Principal 85.00 i 340.00
Fausch Principal 80.00 2 640.00
Robinson Principal 75.00 24 . 1800.00C
Loetterle Trans. Planner 35.91 i 259.10
Iisakka Sr. Technician 40,59 y 40.59
Luberda Word Processor 34 .97 . 17.4%

TOTALS . 3197.18




COMMISSION # 891157
LRT PLAN - NEWSLETTER/PRESENTATION
PERIOD ENDING MARCH 2Z21. 1989

FMI™ DOVFE CLACSSTIFICATTION RATE/HR AMOUNT

Fausch Principal 80.00
Zimmer Principal 75.00
Hensrud Trans. FPlanner &0.00
Loetterle Trans. Planner F5.91
Patzoldt Tech Superwvisor 44 .65
Asmus Tech Supervisor 44 .02
lisakka Sr. Technician 40.5%9
Paulu Sr. Technician 33.24
Hoffman Technician 32.9¢6
Ruff - Technician 32.7°7
Martine:z Technician Z1.03
Tassoni Technician Z0.85
VanderLinden Technician 29 .82
Ehrlichman Technician ZR.41
Eersie-Aashfeld Word Processol Z4a.97
Bartus Cleracal 30.R8E&
Euvrkastranag Clerical 24 .72

320.00
150.00
€90.00
1454 .36
89.30
220.10
40.59
2027 .64
23.07
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104 .37
156.2¢
&9.94
4¢ .

12.2¢6

I P < RUWDIIDT MU ™

OFNMWOJOOHKHIANORN A
NUONMUNIANONOOOOUMUNIOO

TOTALS

M
(]
m

0

848 . %




COMMISSION H B91158 !
LRT PLAN - SPECIAL MEETINGS/PREPARATION
PERIOD ENDING MARCH 321, 1989

FMPL OYEE CLAZSSIFICATION RATE/HR HOURS AMOUNT

FF. Fausch Principal 80.00 .0 .00
F. Robinson Principal 75.00 . 0 .00
F. Loetterle Trans. FPlanner 35.91 0] .64

TOTALS Es .64




891159

DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (SUMMARY)
PERIOD ENDING MARCH 31. 1989

LRT FLAN - PHASE 11 DIRECT COSTS
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LONG DISTANCE TELEPHONE
IN-HOUSE COPY DUPLICATION
BLUELINE PRINTS

MYLAR SEPIA PRINTS

PRINTING

CPPE.511 8.5¥11 B/W PAPER STAT
CPP1012 10X12 B/W PAPER STAT
CPF1218 12X18 B/W PAFER STAT
CPP2024 20X24 B/W PAPER STAT
CPPAB1012 10X12 ADH PAPER STAT
CPF1012 10X12 B/W FILM STAT
49732 12X18 B/W FILM STAT
CPFAELODL2 10X12 ADH FILM STAT
XEROX BOND PRINTS
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Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

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

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

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA-88-002, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R89-16) the
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments to
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. for work completed and invoiced in
accordance with the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Resolution R89-16 requires submittal of invoice
and payment documentation to the Rail Authority for
ratification at the next scheduled meeting following staff
approval of invoice documentation; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, Invoice and payment documentation for Partial
Payment No. 4 in the amount of $30,085.93, is in accordance
with governing contract provisions and payment in that amount
is hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary \0




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

RCRRA Board Action Requested

Originating Department

Verbal report on legislation

I
I
I
l
{/é : 5/3/89 } DISCUSSION ONLY
Authoriz i Date :

I

|

Request Justification

A verbal update on current developments on light rail transit
legislation will be provided.

Budgeting and Accounting /‘: pa A Date / Time
County Attorney <o Lale shan Q ST Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature Date

Committee / Meeting Date Signature Date
May 9, 1989 J/@Zﬁ :

ST S 5/4/89
Board Date Signature % Date




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

: Board Action Requested

Originating Department
John T. Finley 5/3/89
Authorized Signature Date

Chairman's Comments

Request Justification

Budgeting and Accounting de Loy Date / Time

County Attorney. o =S T-*--)_rl-u‘-*“- (A - Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature Date

Committee / Meeting Date 7 Signature * Date

Board Date Signature / Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY . District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

Duane W. McCarty

District 1

Hal Norgard

Authority i

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, May 23, 1989
Phone 298-4145

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

Minutes of the May 9, 1989 Meeting.
Legislation - Verbal Report - Discussion only.
Authorize RCRRA Staff to negotiate an agreement with the Hennepin

County Regional Railroad Authority to establish formal coordination
with PE/EIS studies in the Midway Corridor.

Discussion of Financing Options for Light Rail Transit.

Ratify partial payment No. 5 to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. in the
amount of $38,911.95.

Chairman's Comments.

*Action is required.




MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

May 9, 1989

The regular meeting of the Board of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
was held on Tuesday, May 9, 1989 at 11:10 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 Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Eommissjoner Warren SEhaber

ommissioner Duane McCarty

ALSO PRESENT: James Van Houdt, Ed Glaubitz, Karen Tero, Robert
Clarkson, Ben Sebesta, Jayne Rankin, Jim Bower, Patrick
O0'Malley, Don Ahern, Terry Lindeke, Don Chmiel, Jil1
Goski, Ferrol Robinson, James Tolaas, Kathryn
DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning, Terry Schutten

Minutes - of the April 25, 1989 Meeting.

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular Board Meeting held on April 25, 1989, as written.

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

Summary of second series of Public Forums on LRT

Chairman Finley called on Jill Goski to speak on this matter. Ms. Goski
said they had a good turnout on these forums, about 20 to 30 people per
session, and you can see by the questions, that there were many questions
on many different subjects, funding, coordination, and those issues which
were specific to the area like Merriam Park, Midway Corridor, and the
Northeast Corridor.

Approve corridors to receive detailed and moderate levels of analysis in
Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Chairman Finley said the Board had the Work Session regarding the Comprehensive
Plan where all the different corridors were looked at, and at that time some




Minutes
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
May 9, 1989

recommendations were made and suggested that we go through the process with = .
the different committees, and they have made some recommendations to us.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere addressed the Board, at the Work Session there were different
levels of analysis proposed for various corridors for light rail transit as

the study moves forward. Level 1 was corridors that were recommended for more
detailed analysis, Level 2 for moderate analysis. At the Work Session the
Board made recommendations that five corridors be recommended for more detailed
analysis, these were Midway, Northwest, Northeast, East and South (these were
pointed out on the map that was displayed). Level 2 moderate analysis was
recommended for Southeast, Southwest and East-West Crosstown. These recomnen-
dations were reviewed by the Technical Committee, who said that the South,
Southwest should be specified as the variant of the Southwest corridor, and
they requested that the East-West Crosstown be moved from Level 2, moderate
anaiysis to Level 3 no additional analysis.

The Inter-Governmental Committee met last week, reviewed the recommendations

of the Technical Committee, and they have a slightly different recommendation,
which was that the South-Southwest be moved to Level 1 so that it would receive
more detailed analysis, rather than remain a Level 2 corridor.

The Citizens Advisory Committee met last week also, and they recommended that
the West terminus of the East-West Crosstown Corridor be downtown Minneapolis.
These are the recommendations before the Board today, so action is required
today on these so that we can proceed for a more detaiied analysis in the
Comprehensive Plan on these corridors.

Chairman Finley said it is clear that some of our Committees feel we should
be extending outside of our boundaries, and coordinating with the respective
units of other counties, especially as we go East, South East and the South
Southwest, and the Southwest Corridors, that is the consensus. Ms.
DeSpiegelaere said that is true.

Chairman Finley has brought up the concerns made by Commissioner Ahrens which
were discussed at the Work Session regarding doing work outside of our County

and they felt very strongly that if you are going to have a coordinated approach
to the program, you are going to have to go beyond your border, and Vou are going
to have to get the data that is necessary. Dakota County people, both-the
Commissioner sitting on the Committee and the staff people on the Technical
Committee felt very strongly that an approach to this was qood because they

woula be coordinating on the 494, 55, bringing that into connecting on these as
they would be terminating in their Comprehensive Plan. They were bctn in
attendance at their respective Committees.
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Chaiman Finley continued, it seemed in the Technical Committee where Rich
Hadley, President of the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce and others and the
other people on the Inter-Governmental Committee, felt very strongly

that the South-Southwest Corridor be moved up, although at one time it was
not even considered.

Commissioner Salverda would like to know the rationale for that, and Chairman
Finley said this goes into Eagan and possible connection to the airport, and
it is a link to downtown St. Paul, and that is the biggest growth area that
would be accessing St. Paul, and they feel that if we don't look at it as it
relates to the Ramsey County, it will only be connected to the City of
Minneapolis and suburbs.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said these were the same concerns that the Technical Committee
had. The South Southwest was always considered a varient of the Southwest, but
it was not specifically stated that way in the information in the report

so it was proposed and talked about at the Work Session as Level 2 and the
Technical Committee concurred in that. Intergovernmental is saying it should
receive more consideration because of the potential for growth and be moved

to Level 1.

Commissioner Ahrens asked about on our corridors, it does seem to her when

you are going into another county, specifically Dakota and Washington, and

she does not know what major corridors they are planning, but if it does seem
if we are not coordinating with them for extension in the extension into those
counties, it does not make any sense in the long term, and maybe would would be
heipful for some of us in the long term to know what Dakota plans in terms of
the Southeast and South extension, are there to be connections, are there to
be ways to get their people into St. Paul, are they looking at anything. She
thinks particularly on the East Corridor and East-West Corridor in St. Paul
they should be looking at this in terms of getting their people into the
metropolitan area.

Ferrol Robinson addressed the Board, Dakota County has just initiated their
planning study, and the South Corridor, the South Southwest they see as their
primary orientation for corridors from Dakota County also. The South corridor
they see as feeding their next growth area which they consider Inver Grove Heights
and the South Southwest for the Eagan and Burnsville area. They are considering
both of these plus some option alignments within their county. Washington
County is going through the process right now, and they should have their con-
sultant on board within the month, and they are of course aware of the East
Corridor. He does not know if they have considered other alignments, but he

is sure they will be lTooking at other corridors, but once they do they will be
looking at 36,Northeast, the East Corridor. In both cases the work program they
originally developed talked very heavily about coordination with what is being
done in Ramsey County, this is one of the goals of their study.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere has a recommendation for this Board to consider, adding
South Southwest Corridor at Level 1 as recommended by the Intergovernmental
Committee can be supported.
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Commissioner Schaber would 1ike to know if we can do all of this under Level 1
and should we be looking at dropping another corridor off of Level 1.

Chairman Finley thinks there is a timeline for the Comprehensive Plan at No.
5 of today's agenda, if we adopt recommendations, it is being suggested that
the timeline would have to be changed three weeks for the draft plan, but it
does not affect the final plan.

Commissioner Hunt would 1ike some clarification on the East West Crosstown,
and where we have that, and where the Committees recommended.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said the Technical Committee recommended that it be moved
to Level 3, no additional analysis. It is now recommended at Level 2, so it
would receive a moderate level analysis. At the Work Session, it was deter-
mined that it would connect to Anoka's corridor, either Central or University
is what is being considered by Hennepin and Anoka for that alignment. This
would terminate there on the west. The differentiation really is between
should it receive a moderate level of analysis or should it receive no add-
itional analysis as recommended by the Technical Committee. We should point
out at the Forums there was a great deal of interest in this type of cross-
town service, and some people pointed out that it was not really a crosstown
if you connect to downtown Minneapolis, it is a radial corridor.

Commissioner Hunt thinks that we are attempting to be too ambitious, and
she would tend to go along with the recommendation that it be put in the
Level 3, as she thinks it is so far into the future, by the time all other
things are taken care of that the picture may change so much, it would be
outdated. It would be best to delay indefinitely until we have better
progress on some of the other priorities.

Chairman Finley would support this just from the technical data, but the
political realities if we want to get the support of the suburban people who
have an interest in this, both at the City level and at the Legislative level,
that we should be looking at the configuration where they have connections to
their job centers, and then it was emphasized by the Mayor of Shoreview and
White Bear Lake people and some of the Legislators in those respective areas
that they are very interested in seeing that the job centers in their areas
are connected to light rail transit as there is a lot of movement between
suburb to suburb for job centers, and although he does not think we should

be looking at Level 1, maybe it would be worth our while to leave it in

Level 2 for some further analysis rather than indepth analysis.

Commissioner Salverda would agree with the Chairman's comments, everything
is for the most part vertical, and if you take out the East West Crosstown,
you are left with just the one horizontal, and this balances the whole
program to keep it at second level.
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Commissioner Norgard moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Salverda.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, as part of its comprehensive
LRT Plan, will conduct additional analysis of corridors to assess their potential
for light rail transit; and

WHEREAS, Recommendations for corridors to receive additional analysis were
solicited as public forums and from committees of the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the following corridors will receive additional detailed analysis
(Level 1):

Midway, Northwest, Northeast, East, South, South/Southwest

and, the following corridors will receive additional moderate analysis
(Level 2):

Southeast, Southwest, East/West Crosstown.

Ro1l Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion Adopted.

Approve streets in downtown St. Paul to receive more detailed analysis in
Comprehensive LRT Plan.

Chairman Finley called on Ms. DeSpiegelaere to address this issue.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained that at the Work Session recommendations were made
that five streets should receive initial analysis in the downtown area, these
were Cedar, Minnesota, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth. This recommendation, in addition
to being reviewed by the Committees, has also been reviewed by a meeting that
was organized by the St. Paul Chamber of Commerce and included many of the down
town business groups and others interested in the downtown community.

The recommendations from that group were that these five streets should be
supported for additional analysis, but that one additional should be added

and that would be St. Peter Street. One of the reasons for that recommendation
was that there is street level retail on St. Peter Street, whereas Cedar and
Minnesota maybe oriented primarily towards the skyways. In addition, it was
discussed that there are special events at the Civic Center, which could be
accessed more easily by a St. Peter Street alignment, so the recommendation

was then reviewed by the Technical Committee, and the Intergovernmental
Committee, both of which concurred, and the Citizens Advisory Committee chose

to make no recommendation on this issue in the downtown area. The recommendation
is then to add St. Peter Street to the list of the other five streets to receive
more detailed analysis in the Comprehensive Plan.
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Commissioner Ahrens would like to know when the analysis of these streets
are done, are they going to analyze running dual trackage, or just one way
trackage.

Ferrol Robinson replied that they would be analyzing both, one is to eliminate
traffic and have a transit mall, one is to partially eliminate traffic, and
St. Peter would have one lane with single track, on Cedar and Minnesota most
of the traffic would be partial access to parking ramps and buildings. These
are all being looked at.

Commissioner Ahrens had another question, getting across the river, is that
going to be studied for the southern corridor, and if so, none of the proposals
are on a street where there is a bridge, so are we talking about building a
bridge.

Mr. Robinson said the third part of the study has narrowed the regional
corridors, and now narrow the downtown streets, and they are looking at how
they are going to interconnect the downtown with the non-downtown, and in
such case there are three ways, either build a bridge, barriers with freeway
on the other side, either tunnel or it is surface, so they are looking at
these three options. Ms. DeSpiegelaere has been talking to MnDOT about

some of the bridges being constructed right now across 194.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere informed the Board that she will be having a meeting
tomorrow with MnDOT and this issue will be discussed among other subjects.

Commissioner McCarty in regard to St. Peter Street asked if consideration was
given to a spur on Washington Street to penetrate the arts center, the Ordway,
Library, Landmark.

Mr. Robinson said there was one person at the Chamber of Commerce Meeting
who suggested penetrating that area, that area has so many special events
that take place, and someone else said that was not a very good idea, as
there would be a large vehicle in that esthetic area, so they really have
not given it any thought except that one of the reasons they suggested St.
Peter that it would be only 1 to 13 blocks away from that area.

Chairman Finley commented that maybe when they start connecting these together,
for example, if it is on 5th Street or 6th Street, going up to connect to 35
or whatever, as you go back west, you may be getting it closer to the Ordway
and Lanmark Center.

Commissioner Hunt feels there is a misconception of what LRT looks 1like, as

we talk to people who are concerned that it is going to be noisy, dirty, and
many of the cities we have visited, it is really a pleasant amenity to the
area, certainly not as intrusive as many cars. She pointed out that the logo
we have for the RRA connotes the old time, and the logo on the Public Forum
material connotes the new concept of LRT. At some point we should take a look
at whether or not this one better communicates the modern LRT versus what
people are familiar with when you Took at rails and ties. This new kind of
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logo communicates that there is a whole new style in Light Rail Transit and
that is one way of dealing with it. In discussing this with the people some
have negatives with regard to LRT, visions of Downtown People Mover. In fact,
she cannot understand the negative approach that it not go in the Capitol
approach area, she thinks it would be very effective, making a loop around
the Capitol, it could be a nice tourist attraction.

Chairman Finley agrees, Commissioner Hunt's points are well taken, if we
could loop around the Capitol, it would be excellent, but we have had a

lot of negative comments. In San Jose one of their problems that they are
dealing with is because they are down the middle of the street, and they have
had accidents with the left turn lane, the accidents are occurring because
the LRT is so quiet that the vehicles are turning in front of it, and they

do not notice it is coming. This is quieter than an automobile and causes
problems.

Commissioner Hunt asked if there is no copyright on this modern logo in
the Board material, would it be possible to change our logo, and Ms.
DeSpiegelaere said it would be possible.

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

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, as part of its Comprehensive
LRT plan, will conduct additional analysis of streets in downtown St. Paul to
assess their potential for light rail transit; and

WHEREAS, Recommendations for streets in downtown St. Paul to receive additional
analysis were solicited at public forums, from committees of Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority and from downtown St. Paul representatives; Now,
Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the following streets in downtown St. Paul will receive
additional analysis for light rail transit:

St. Peter, Cedar, Minnesota, Fourth Fifth and Sixth Streets.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere wished to add some further information, on the recent Light
Rail Transit Trip, Gary Grefenberg from the Capitol Area Board was present,
and in fact, in the early 80's he had viewed LRT as detrimental in the Capitol
area, however, on this trip, he was talking in the vein that it would be nice
for the people in the LRT vehicles to have a view of the Capitol, so it can
be attractive, it need not be a detriment to environment. In the terms of
this particular alignment for downtown, if you think about where most of

the people want to go most of the time, it is probably the Cedar, Minnesota
area. Although special events are important it would not attract the number
of riders that day to day business and retailing would, so St. Peter may be
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important, you may not want to deviate too far from that alignment.

Chairman Finley had agreed that the logo developed by Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch
was well done, maybe it could be revised a little bit to be more like a
vehicle.

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

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has a requirement
for a logo for stationery and for reports published by the Authority; Now,
Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the logo developed by Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, inc. for the news
letter of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority will be used as the

basis for developing a new logo for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
for stationery, reports and other materials.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Timeline for Comprehensive LRT Plan

Ms. DeSpiegelaere would Tike to change the May 24th Work Session to June
12 or 14 for the purpose of extending the timeline for completion of the
Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Draft Plan to July 21 to accommodate the
additional analysis requested.

The Board discussed Work Session, to be held on June 14th, at 8:30 A.M.
at the Radisson hotel, and this was agreeable to everyone.

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

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is preparing a comprehensive
light rail transit plan; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That a Work Session will be held with Commissioners of the Regional
Railroad Authority on Wednesday, June 14, 1989, at 8:30 A.M. to review
information on the Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.
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Ratify partial payment No. 4 to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. in amount of
$30,085.93.

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

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

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

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in accordance with
Agreement No. RCRRA-88-002, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
authorized (Resolution R89-16) the Director of Light Rail Transit Planning
to process payments to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. for work completed and
invoiced in accordance with the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Resolution R89-16 requires submittal of invoice and payment documentation
to the Rail Authority for ratification at the next scheduled meeting following
staff approval of invoice documentation; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, Invoice and payment documentation for Partial Payment No. 4 in the
amount of $30,085.93, is in accordance with governing contract provisions
and payment in that amount is hereby ratified.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0O
Motion adopted.

Verbal Report on Legislation

Chairman Finley asked if there were any more amendments to the bills, and

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said there was some discussion, but first of all, she would
like to have James Van Houdt report on the House Bills as regards our taxing
capabilities.

James Van Houdt addressed the Board, they received Friday, a new version on the
House Bill, what it does for the RRA, the first thing is C on Page 80, governmental
subsidivisions also include the Regional Rail Authority. We are fortunate enough
to have here this morning Jayne Rankin, from the House Research Department.

Mr. Van Houdt continued, what it really means is that they are going back to the
1987 levy when you levied $125,000, and that is the base for the RRA, if we are
understanding all this language. (He quoted from the House Bill.) If we are
reading this correct, this is what it is going to be.
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Jayne Rankin who is with the House Research Department commented on this,
what Mr. Van Houdt is relaying to you is information that we get from the
Revenue Department when the Research Department found out about this amend-
ment on to the Tax Bill. She asked Revenue how the RRA will be administered,
and the Revenue Department staff said that since the House language does not
specify otherwise that they would take the existing Statute and go back and
apply that language as best they could to the RRA. What is being referred to
is that existing language where the RRA's would get plugged in is with the
pay '88 amount, and that is the first point where you come under levy limits,
and then there would be adjustments for inflation, etc. to bring you up to

a pay 90 1Timit which would then be created. Revenue relayed to her that they
are not happy with having to administer it that way, and they would prefer
that the Legislature just come out and tell them where to start, rather than
leaving it to them to go dig through the Statutes and try and come up with a
way to put them in. She has relayed this information to the people in the
House.

Chairman Finley asked who put this amendment on, and Ms. Rankin said this
amendment to the House Tax Bill came from Representative Randy Kelley, this
went on in the Tax Committee last Friday.

Ms. Rankin said the Senate has a similar provision in the Novack Bill, also
putting the RRA under levy limits, although the Senate bill does specify where
to start which is the following year. Chairman Finley said this would then be
1988-89 which is this year's levy which is $1.7 million versus $125,000. Mr.
Van Houdt said that is correct, and they probably did not even know when they
put this language in that that is where they would start, they just made it a
subdivision, not knowing what this language meant.

Another thing which Ms. DeSpiegelaere reminded Ms. Rankin about was that in
talking with Revenue, problems with both the House and Senate language is that
as of current, the pay 89 levies, there are four metro counties who have not
levied anything, and if you put them under levy limits, strictly interpreted,
this means that they can't ever levy anything. Ms. Rankin feels that once this
becomes known that adjustments will be made. She has written a memo to Rep-
resentative Kelley, and also to Representative Carruthers because he is carrying
the Transit Bill, relaying what Revenue had told her about the problems they
would have in administering it.

Commissioner Ahrens feels this is another issue that MICA needs to discuss
tomorrow, if those other counties in MICA are not going to be able to levy
anything, this should be discussed.

Chairman Finley thanked Ms. Rankin for coming to the Board meeting today,
as this Board really appreciates this information.

Chairman's Comments
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Chairman Finley wished to inform the Board that a meeting was held with the
Burlington Northern people yesterday, Ed Doggett the person here who is head
of Operations for BN, who is taking over for Wayne Hatton (who will no Tonger
retain jurisdiction over LRT), Rosemary Wilson, Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, and
Mary Lou Grahek was invited as this issue had been raised essentially by
Commissioner Ahrens on the BN. He asked that Ms. DeSpiegelaere give a report
as to how we should proceed on their route on the Midway Corridor.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere addressed the Board, she pointed out that Ferrol Robinson

also attended this meeting. There has been a great deal of discussion as to
exactly what BN's position is, as to whether or not it is worthwhile studying
this alignment for LRT if the RR is unwilling to have us there, and unwilling

to consider eventual use of this area for LRT. The meeting was the clearest
discussion she has had to date on the subject. At the meeting the two people
from BN said that they are very willing to work with Ramsey County and other
counties on LRT. There are areas where LRT will work, and there are areas where
it will not work.

On this specific alignment in the Midway Corridor, they consider it is very
important for BN to operate there, they refer to this area as their bread and
butter, but they did indicate that there are areas along the corridor where

LRT probably could work, there are other areas, some of them considerable in
length where they have constraints, such as the piggy-back operation. They
indicated, however, that the way to assess the constraints is by conducting some
kind of engineering analysis to determine what those are, as to whether or not
that analysis should be conducted, they feel that is the County's decision, but
certainly they would be interested in working with us, and they did not say,
don't study it. Again, all of the alignments under consideration do have
constraints, this one is no exception. They said the way they work with Hennepin
County is to have Hennepin bring them the engineering plans, and then they respond
if this is a reasonable way to go, you may need to make some modifications.

Another interesting point at the meeting is that because of so many changes in

the structure of BN, the land outside where they operate is really not under

their jurisdiction any longer. So, if you ask them is there a right of way avail-
able next to the tracks, they are probably not certain, it has to do with their
management structure, Glacier Management Corporation owns some of property now.
So, it is important that we work not only with the RR, but also with whomever

owns the land, and sometimes the RR may not even know that. Ms. DeSpiegelaere
thought it was a very productive meeting, it really clarified the issues for

her.

Ferrol Robinson commented on the meeting, he feels the same way as Ms.
DeSpiegelaere does, except to say that he has been following the issue also

for several months, and this is the first time it became clear to him that,
one, they have not said "do not look at it", they are saying you look at it,
come back, they will react to it, as eventually they may come up with something
that is mutually agreeable.
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Commissioner Norgard said this is exactly what was said to Commissioner
Finley and himself when they made the trip to Chicago. This is exactly what
they told them in Chicago, there is only one little area off of Snelling,
the piggy back, this is the only place they are worried about. They did
mention that the Glacier, their real estate division, owns all that property
there.

Commissioner Hunt understands that this was a worthwhile meeting, and we
do not have to send any letter to BN as was discussed previously.

Chairman Finley stated we would need a resolution to rescind the previous
action which was in resolution form.

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

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad authority passed Resolution R89-21
requesting that a letter be sent to the Burlington Northern clarifying the
company's position regarding the Burlington Northern Southern Mainline being
considered as a location for Tight rail transit in the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, A meeting was held on May 8, 1989 with Burlington Northern staff
which clarified the position of Burlington Northern and obviates the need
for sending a letter to accomplish the clarification;Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED,THAT Resolution R89-21 of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority is hereby rescinded.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Chairman Finley wished to add that, as he had said to Rosemary Wilson who has
stated that it was not available, but Mr. Doggett made it very clear exactly
what the position of BN is, which he felt was identical to what Mr. Hatton had
been saying to us all along, and that is, we will work with you, we will have
points where it is not available, we will have points where it is available, and
it is only based on an engineering study that can determine what it is that can
or can not be available. The point he wishes to make as Commissioner Schaber has
suggested about looking at Pierce Butler Road, and he would like to have pointed
out before we issue this RFP that we do know we are going to have some problem
on the front end with the piggy back, we should let the people know that on the
front end, this area is just west of Snelling Avenue, but it may extend east

of Snelling as well as they told us. But, at least that area where we could
bend it over onto the Pierce Butler, because the RR is concerned about Northtown,
7th Street and the Piggy Back - these three areas. Northtown is far up north

in Blaine, Seventh Street has nothing to do with this.




Minutes
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
. May 9, 1989

Chairman Finley continued, regardless of which corridor, if we are going South

at Snelling over to Pierce Butler, or whether we continue up to 280, or thereabouts,
and start going south is something that the RFP engineering people would be aware
that we want to be looking at both, and get a sense of direction, as it may be that
it is best if we were to look at that to end up at University Avenue at Prior or
Cleveland Streets, as opposed to further west, if we were to look at that, and
connect it at that point, so that we can get a feel for that - what is publicly
owned, part is St. Paul owned, or Glacier owned.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere added that BN said in the vicinity of Dale and Rice it was
probably very workable to have LRT in that vicinity on this alignment, and this
was the first time she had heard BN specify that. She thinks, in doing the

RFP, we probably will want to leave ourselves open as there may be other options
for Tand available adjacent to the tracks or Energy Park Drive, or somewhere in
that vicinity that the consultant could explore, so rather than specify Pierce
Butler or BN, she thinks we should leave the option open.

Chairman Finley said on the easterly part of the tracks, that is where there are
new bridges at Dale and Rice Streets which would mean a tremendous cost savings,
where it would be workable.

Commissioner Ahrens is very glad that the meeting with BN took place, she feels
there has been a lot of confusion with the correspondence sent us and also by
the personal contacts that we have had with people where one thing was said to
one person, and another thing was said to someone else. It seems to her at this
point since they have said that there are sections that would not be usable but
you could tunnel or bridge, there are other sections which they would consider,
that it would be very helpful to some of us if they could have a map where those
areas are that are not accessible, but she thinks that we have this information,
it is good, it has clarified it for all us and that we should proceed with the
study on the three alignments.

Chairman Finley said the study itself is going to clearly identify those particular
areas, and that is what they want a response, so we do not hear "it is about
Lexington or Hamline", and that is why they are suggesting we do it, and they
respond to what is not workable, what is workable providing you do certain things.
He feels it would be very premature to start saying, we know the piggy back yard

is a "no-no". However, Commissioner Ahrens said some members do not know what

area this is.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said this discussion occurred yesterday as well, and the RR
uses different maps than we do, so they are not familiar with the streets, but in
answer to a specific question from Rich Hadley, asking Mr. Doggett if

this is an area where LRT would not work, Ed Doggett said no, that was not what
he was saying, you need to do an analysis really to determine that. So, while
there are constraints on the piggy back area, she does not think they are saying,
"no, don't consider LRT here, it is just you may need some creative options".
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Chairman Finley feels what they are saying, we should have the Preliminary
Engineering done, and then they can respond to it, but to try to guess what

is or is not workable is going to end up in same confusion that we have had

for the Tast six months. If the direction is to proceed as you were originally
outlining, and it appears that it is, then just do it,and we will work with

BN, and get their reactions to the Preliminary Engineering.

Commissioner Schaber feels a motion may be necessary on this matter as there

has been considerable discussion on this. He had suggested Pierce Butler, so
that we would not just confine ourselves to trackage and find it unworkable,

as he thinks there are some possible alternatives.

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

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has previously examined
alignment alternatives for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor connecting
downtown St. Paul and Minneapolis and will soon initiate environmental and
engineering studies of the Midway Corridor; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the areas to be examined for 1light rail transit in the
environmental and engineering studies will be in the vicinity of I1-94,

University Avenue and the Burlington Northern Southern Mainline. Combinations

of these areas may also be considered in the studies to assist in a determination
of where light rail transit is most appropriate in the Midway Corridor.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - 0 (Commissioner Hunt left during this discussion.)
Motion adopted.

Chairman Finley advised the Committee that we did not get on the Agenda for
this meeting the information for Financing Options for Light Rail Transit,
which has been sent to the Board Members for their comments. The financial
outline has been prepared by the consultant which brings to us what 1% sales
tax would bring, what payroll tax would bring, all the different variables on
sources of revenue to subsidize LRT.

Chairman Finley said this information will be compiled, and we will discuss
this at the next meeting.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere distributed additional copies of the May 5th memo.

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
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere jﬂ% F{" D
Director of Light Rail ' nsit Planning

SUBJECT: Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Impact Statement
Midway Corridor Study - RCRRA/HCRRA Coordination

DATE: May 17, 1989

As you are aware, the western terminus of the Midway Corridor is
in the City of Minneapolis. The precise point of connection to
proposed Hennepin County LRT facilities is at or near the
intersection of Oak Street and Washington Avenue, near the
University of Minnesota. The point of connection will not be
significantly different for any of the alinements included in
the PE/EIS study. The total length of the Midway Corridor is
approximately 8 miles. The portion within Hennepin County is
just over one mile, varying to a minor degree for each
alternate.

Obviously, any technical study must define and evaluate the
corridor between logical termini, irrespective to political
boundaries. On the other hand, current governance provisions
coupled with budget constraints and common sense, necessitate
inclusion of the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in
completion of the proposed Midway Corridor work. Preliminary
discussions with HCRRA staff indicates a willingness to
participate administratively and fiscally for work relating to
segments within Hennepin County. Similar coordination between
the HCRRA and the Anoka County Regional Railroad
Authority(ACRRA) has been successful in recent studies of the
Northeast Corridor by BRW, Inc..

In the case of the Midway Corridor, since the major portion of
work covers areas within Ramsey County, the RCRRA would be the
Responsible Governmental Unit(RGU). All work, including those




segments within Hennepin County, would be conducted by one
consultant (or consultant team) under one contract. We would
soley administrate the contract. Accounting provisions within
the contract would allow for allocation of costs between the
authorities for major tasks on segments within each respective
county. Hennepin County’s role and fiscal obligations would be
established through a separate agreement between the RCRRA and
the HCRRA. Language within that agreement would establish
review and approval rights sought by the HCRRA and set forth
procedures for reimbursing the RCRRA for completed work within
Hennepin County.

We believe formal establishment of coordination with the HCRRA
is essential to proposed Midway Corridor studies. It is our
request that the RCRRA authorize staff to negotiate an agreement
with the HCRRA, in accordance with the principals set forth
above. The agreement would be presented to the Authority
concurrent to the anticipated June 27, 1989 submittal of the
professional services agreement governing PE/EIS studies on the
Midway Corridor.

JT/cw




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, the Ramsey County Railroad Authority intends to contract
for the completion of Preliminary Engineering(PE) and Environmental
Impact Statement(EIS) studies for the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, technical studies must define and evaluate the Corridor
between logical termini irrespective of political boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the western terminus of the Midway Corridor has been
defined as at or near the intersection of Oak Street and Washington
Avenue, near the University of Minnesota, in Hennepin County; and

WHEREAS, the portion of the Corridor within the boundaries of
Hennepin County is approximately one mile in length and will
potentially connect to proposed Hennepin County Light Rail Transit
facilities; and

WHEREAS, it is essential to formally coordinate Midway Corridor
studies with ongoing Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority LRT
initiatives; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, that the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
authorizes staff to negotiate an agreement with the Hennepin County
Regional Railroad Authority for the purpose of establishing formal
coordination during the completion of PE/EIS studies in the Midway
Corridor; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, that the agreement adhere to the following'principals:

1) Ramsey County will be named the Responsible Governmental
Unit(RGU).

2) Ramsey County will soley administer the contract
governing completion of PE/EIS studies in the Midway
Corridor.

The Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority will
reimburse the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
for Corridor study work completed within Hennepin
County, as identified by cost allocations determined
under the agreement governing the PE/EIS studies.

The agreement shall establish review and approval rights

of the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority and
set forth reimbursement procedures.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary 53
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

On May

complete

transit

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere ;%{E}’

Financing Options for Light Rail Transit

May 11, 1989

5 you received a memo from me requesting that you
a survey ranking potential sources of light rail
funding on a scale of 1 to 14, 1 being the method of

most interest to you and 14 the least. The responses I have

received

from you are attached. The consultant for the

comprehensive LRT plan will now develop additional
information on the sources you have indicated are of most

interest
at your

to you. This information will be presented to you
work session on June 14, 1989. 1In addition to your

responses, a copy of the May 5 memo and attachments are
included with this documentation. The conclusion that can be
drawn from your rankings 1is that you are interested in
broad-based, rather than county-based, methods of financing.

Recommendation:

For your information.
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POTENTIAL REVENUR SOURCES FOR PREFERENCES FOR
CAPITAL COSTS FOR ADDITIONAL DATA
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT TO BE DEVELOPED

Rank in order:
1=0f most interest to you;
14=0f least interest to you

Property tax - County
Property tax - Metropolitan Transit Taxing District [
Income tax - Ramsey County
Income tax - Seven county
Income tax - Statewide
Sales tax - Ramsey County
Sales tax - Seven county
Sales tax - Statewvide
Motor vehicle taxes:
registration fee surtax
excise tax
gasoline tax
Payroll tax
Hotel/motel/liquor tax
Cigarette tax

Other (specify)

f

)
NAME Z_% bﬂ Hunt
DATE %
Please return to Kathy DeSpiegelaere by May 10. M /W
KD/clm W

5/89

1
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Diane Ahrens

District 4

. Ruby Hunt

i District 5

ailroad » Duane W. McCag
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

POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES FOR PREFERENCES FOR
CAPITAL COSTS FOR ADDITIONAL DATA
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT TO BE DEVELOPED

Rank in order:
1=0f most interest to you;
l4=0f least interest to you

Property tax - County

Property tax - Metropolitan Transit Taxing District
Income tax - Ramsey County

Income tax - Seven county

Income tax - Statewide

Sales tax - Seven county

Sales tax - Statewide

Motor vehicle taxes:
registration fee surtax
excise tax
gasoline tax

Payroll tax

Hotel/motel/liquor tax

Cigarette tax

. A
—ri
7
Sl A

Sales tax - Ramsey County [ 2
b
l?/
(/[
3
o2
5
20
_¥

Other (specify)

DATp/ /

Please return to Kathy DeSpiegelaere by May 10.

KD/clm
5/89




RAMSEY COUNTY

Dlane Ahrens
District 4

< - Ruby Hunt
District 3

ailroad : Duane W. McCarty

District 1

Authority - v

Donald E. Salverda
District 2
Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES FOR PREFERENCES FOR
CAPITAL COSTS FOR ADDITIONAL DATA
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT TO BE DEVELOPED

Rank in order:
1=0f most interest to you;
14=0f least interest to you

Property tax - County __"..i_

Property tax - Metropolitan Transit Taxing District >
12

Income tax - Ramsey County

Income tax - Seven county ____JJE;__

Income tax - Statewvide /

Sales tax - Ramsey County [/
Sales tax - Seven county /0
Sales tax - Statevide

Motor vehicle taxes:

registration fee surtax

)
N, " T

excise tax S

gasoline tax lf
Payroll tax %
Hotel/motel/liquor tax Z
Cigarette tax 7
Other (specify)

NAME 7’\//57 % )”W

DATE & — 7'5"46/

Please return to Kathy DeSpiegelaere by May 10.

KD/clm
5/89




John T. Finley, Chairman
RAMSEY COUNTY District 3

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ail road Duane W. McCa

District
Hal Norgard

Authority Disdic 7

Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse

15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102

Phone 298-4145 MEMORANDUM

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

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere/EZfE}”

Subject: Financing options for light rail transit
Date: May 5, 1989

The purpose of this memorandum is to request your assistance
in identifying what potential sources of revenue the
consultant for the comprehensive plan should address for
financing light rail transit. Chairman Finley suggested that
soliciting your comments by memorandum would be appropriate.
This will be discussed at your May 9 Regional Railroad
Authority meeting.

At the April 10 work session on the comprehensive light rail
transit plan, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch (SRF) presented
information on financing methods for light rail transit that
had been the subject of discussion in Anoka and Hennepin
Counties. A copy of the April 5 memo on that subject is
attached. You requested additional information about
potential sources of funding. Some potential sources are
described in the May 1 memorandum from SRF that is attached.

Before additional work 1is completed to quantify in detail
what the sources of funds would provide in revenue, it would
be helpful to narrow the number of alternatives to be
explored. Would you please rank on a scale of 1 to 14 on the
attached sheet, 1 being the method of most interest to you
and 14 the least, what funding sources you would like more
detailed information on? Although federal sources of funding
are not specified on the attached sheet, we have obtained
information on that source of funds that will be included in
a summary of potential funding sources.

Recommendation:

Would you please return the attached sheet to me by
Wednesday, May 107




John T. Finley, Chairman
RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens
District 4
Ruby Hunt
. District 5
ailroad | <
Hal Norgard

L]
District 7
AUthorlty Donald E. Salverda
District 2

Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES FOR PREFERENCES FOR
CAPITAL COSTS FOR ADDITIONAL DATA
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT TO BE DEVELOPED

Rank in order:
1=of most interest to you;
14=0f least interest to you
Property tax - County
Property tax - Metropolitan Transit Taxing District
Income tax - Ramsey County
Income tax - Seven county
Income tax - Statewide
Sales tax - Ramsey County
Sales tax - Seven county
Sales tax - Statewide

Motor vehicle taxes:

registration fee surtax

excise tax

gasoline tax
Payroll tax
Hotel/motel/liquor tax
Cigarette tax

Other (specify)

NAME

DATE

Please return to Kathy DeSpiegelaere by May 10.

KD/clm
5/89




STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS
TRANSPORTATION m CIVIL @ STRUCTURAL mPARKING @ LAND SURVEYORS

Commission No. 0881132

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning, RCRRA

FROM: Ferrol O. Robinson
DATE: May 1, 1989

SUBJECT: REVENUE SOURCES FOR LRT FINANCING

This memorandum complements our April 5 memorandum
"Potential Revenue Sources for LRT Financing in Ramsey
County", which is attached. Its purpose is to provide you
with an expanded 1list of potential revenue sources and
preliminary estimates of the level of funding that each
source may generate in Ramsey County. For comparison
purposes, the level of revenue generation is also shown for
Hennepin County.

Revenue 1levels were obtained from material prepared in
connection with the Hennepin and Anoka County LRT
Comprehensive Plans and the LRT Planning Analysis for the
Midway Corridor.

The funding levels shown are rough estimates and must be
refined further. However, we suggest that they be used to
eliminate certain sources from further consideration. For
example, it is estimated that a Driver License Fee of one
dollar would only generate $100,000 per year in Ramsey
County. Even if a five dollar fee was added to the average
of $70 currently charged, the revenue from this source would
only be $500,000, which is significantly lower than most of
the other revenue sources. 1In addition, and as described in
the April 5 memorandum, several revenue sources are
unattractive because they are difficult to administer, do
not provide adequate levels of funding, are unreliable
or are not equitable. These include:

. Tax Increment Financing
. Fiscal Disparities

. Special Assessments

. Transit Impact Fees

Suite 150, One Carlson Parkway North, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55447
612/475-0010 FAX 612/475-2429




Kathryn DeSpiegelaere May 1, 1989

Other sources may also fall under this category but have not
been analyzed in sufficient detail previously. These are
Head Tax, Square Footage Assessment and Toll Road Fee.

As we discussed, the plan is that you discuss these
financing options with the Commissioners in order to reduce
the list of funding options to the most promising. Once
this is accomplished, we will have a financing analyst
examine the remaining options in more detail.

FOR:bba




SRF, Inc.
5/1/89

POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES FOR LRT FINANCING

Revenue Source

Revenue Per Year (Million)

Ramsey County Hennepin County

Property Tax 1 Mill

Metro Transit Taxing District 1 Mill

Motor Veh. Registration Fee Surtax $1.00

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax 30% Metro
30% Mn/DOT

Parking Sales Tax
Gasoline Tax

Driver License Fee

General Sales Tax
Hotel/Motel/Liquor Tax

Cigarette Tax

Payroll Tax

3.4 9.2

25.5 (Metro) 25.5 (Metro)

0.3

4.2 (Metro) (Metro)

N.A. (Mpls.)
2.7

0.1

33.4
0.3

3.4 (State) (State)

63.0




OTHER SOURCES OF REVENUES
(TO BE QUANTIFIED)

Federal Funds
State Funds

Tax Increment Financing
Fiscal Disparities

Income Tax

Head Tax (employer)
Square Footage Assessment
Transit Impact Fee

Toll Road Fee




STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS
TRANSPORTATION m CIVIL @ STRUCTURAL m PARKING @ LAND SURVEYORS

Commission No. 0881132
MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning, RCRRA

FROM: Ferrol 0. Robinson
DATE: April 5, 1989

SUBJECT: POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES FOR
LRT FINANCING IN RAMSEY COUNTY

This memorandum has been prepared to initiate a discussion of the
range of revenue sources that may be available to finance the
capital cost of LRT construction in Ramsey County. The task of
quantifying the dollar amounts that may be raised from each of
the sources identified has been initiated and will be presented
for your review in a subsequent memorandum.

At this stage of the analysis, and to ensure a certain degree of
compatibility, we will report on the funding sources identified
by Hennepin County and Anoka County. The primary sources for the
information contained in this memorandum are the recommendations
of the Finance Advisory Committee to the Hennepin County Regional
Railroad Authority (RCRRA), and a letter/report to the Anoka
County Regional Railroad Authority (ACRRA) dated January 30,
1989, entitled "Revised Preliminary Report on Revenue Sources for
Railroad Authority capital Costs", prepared by Springsted
Incorporated.

POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES

Primary Sources

1. Property tax

2. Tax increment

3. Surtax on motor vehicle registration fees
4. Motor vehicle excise taxes

Suite 150, One Carlson Parkway North, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55447
612/475-0010 FAX 612/475-2429




Back-up Sources

1. A share of the county's contribution to fiscal disparities
2. A share of gasoline taxes

3. Assessment paid by property owners based on added benefits
4. A Transit Impact Fee for new development only

Other Sources

Federal funds

State funds

Metro Transit Taxing District
General sales tax
Parking sales tax
Income tax

Drivers license fee
Payroll tax

Head tax
Hotel/motel/liquor tax
Cigarette tax

Toll road fee

SELECTION OF REVENUE SOURCES

Consistency with Hennepin and Anoka County
Based on conditions specific to Ramsey County

Based on philosophy relative to the equity or reliability of
the revenue sources

REVENUE SOURCE SELECTION CRITERIA

Ease of administration

Significant enough resource to justify levying the tax or
implementing the tax program

Reliability of the revenue source (ease of quantification of
amount that will be produced by the revenue source)

Equity, and relationship of the tax to value added for LRT
construction




EVALUATION OF FUNDING SOURCES

Easy to Significant
Administer Source Reliable

Equitable

Property Tax Yes Yes Yes
Tax Increment No No No

Surtax on MVRF (2) Yes

mver (P) Yes

Fiscal Disparities Yes
Gasoline Tax Yes
Special Assessment No

Transit Impact Fees VYes

Sales Tax Yes Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

(a) MVRF: Motor Vehicle Registration Fee
(b) MVET: Motor Vehicle Excise Tax




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

: Board Action Requested

RCRRA

Orisinating Deneart t Ratify partial Payment No. 5 to
riginating ) - Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. in
K. DeSpiegelaere /s/ 5/17/89 amount of $38,911.95

Authorized Signature Date

*Action is Required

Request Justification

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted the professional services
of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. for the purposes of developing a Comprehensive Light
Rail Transit Plan. Contract Agreement No. RCRRA-88-002 governs the performance of
services and terms of payment. Payment in the amount of $38,911.95, for the period
ending April 30, 1989, has been issued in accordance with contract provisions and
Rail Authority Resolution No. R89-16., Payment documentation is being submitted for
ratification in compliance with the latter.
Attachments: 1). Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment No. 5

2) SRF Invoice No. 5 and attachments

3) Proposed Resolution ratifying payment

Budgeting and Accounting ' AA Date / Time
County Attomey..&laz:_—SdacﬂLiv‘ ‘K A : ‘&7 Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
May 23, 1989

Board Date




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

(1) CHARGE TO: Dept. Date

REGIONAL RATLROAD AUTHORITY May 17, 1989

.) Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO.

Amount

Claim # Date Paid Object
' 020102

$38,911.95

| U B — Agreement
No: PA 736

15-17 18-20 21-25

) PAY TO: /A
8 First Name & Initial 9-22
STRGAR-ROSCOE~-FAUSCH, INC.

32-41
$38,911.95

Last Name or Firm Name 23-52

. 53-76

A One Carlson Parkway North

8 Address 9-32
Minneapolis MN 55447

Total

City State 33-54 Zip Code 55-59

Fed Tax ID 60-71

(5) On Check Stub put: [\ Invoice #5, File #1128-1134 & 1159

A\ Agreement 4RCRRA-G6-002

Use only if Payee and/or

Address differs from

Address Item 4

or other documents,

(7) Attach to the back of this form: Original Invoii7s, Receipts, Certified Claims

Preparer's Signature: 194;/)

(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




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 5

PROJECT: COMPREHENSIVE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PLAN
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA-88-002

PROJECT COST CENTER: 59102 AGREEMENT NO:

DATE: 16 MAY 89

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC
RAILROAD AUTHORITY ONE CARLSON PARKWAY N., SUITE 150
316 COURTHOUSE MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447

ST.PAUL, MN 55102

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59102-020102 28.5%
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 30 APRIL 89 $124,872.87
LESS 10% RETAINAGE $12,487.29

AMOUNT DUE $112,385.58

LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $73,473.63

ALLONABLE PAYMENT FOR THIS PARTIAL: 538,911.5

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I HAVE EXAMINED THE WORK AND DETAIL OF THE INVOICE, AND FIND THE
TASKS LISTED HAVE BEEN OOMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH AGREEMENT REQUIREMENTS.

PREVIOUS PARTIAL PAYMENTS:

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 1 $6,806.63
PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 2 $11,096.78
PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 3 $25,484.29
PARTTAL PAYMENT NO. 4 $30,085.93
PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 5 $38,911.95
PARTTAL PAYMENT TOTAL: $112,385.58

b ———————————

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT: $437,700.00
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS (INCLUDING THIS PAYMENT) $112,385.58

AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT $325,314.42

L




TRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Consulting Engineers-Land Surveyors
One Carlson Parkwaﬁ North, Suite 150

Minneapolis, MN 55447

Telephone: (612) 475-0010

Refer to File: 0881127-1134

Ms. Kathryn De8ﬁ1e elaere .

Director of Light Rail Transit Plannin Invoice Date: 4/30/89
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY i

Room 316 Courthouse Invoice No. 5

15 West Ke11ogg Blvd. : :
St. Paul, MN 55102 Period Ending: 4/30/89

re: COMPREHENSIVE LRT PLAN
AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA-88-001 EPHASE I)
AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA-88-002 (PHASE II)

PP T s+ 23323+ 2332322232333 3322333323222 3323223222233 2223233333222 2222223222222 2 220

CURRENT PREVIOUSLY
NO. PERIOD BILLED TO DATE

-Phase I . L
-Standards/Policies
-Corridor Ident./Evaluation
-Downtown St.Paul Alignment
=-LRT Stag1nE.P1an.
-Operating/Financial Plan
-Draft & Final LRT Plans
-Community/Agency Particip. ¥

Task
Task
Task
Task
Task
Task
Task
Task

Total Labor and Overhead
Direct Non-Salary Costs - Phase I
Direct Non-Salary Costs - Phase II
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TOTAL FEE EARNED 43,235.50 103,842. 81 147,078.31
LESS 10% RETAINAGE - PHASE II 4,323.55 8,163.74 12,487.29
TOTAL 38,911.95 95,679.07 134,591,02

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE 38,911.95

¥ TASK 8
Community/Agency Participation
Newsletter/Presentation Materials
Special Meetings/Preparation

TOTAL




COMMISSION # 881128
LRT PLAN - STANDARDS & POLICIES
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR

P. Fausch Principal 80.00
F. Robinson Principal

TOTALS

AMOUNT

320.00
637.50

957 .50




COMMISSION # 881129
LRT PLAN - CORRIDOR IDENTIFICATION
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION

RATE/HR

AMOUNT

Stragar Principal 85.00 510.00

WIDPYUDDNMUGG DT

Fausch
Robinson
Kern

Hensrud
Loetterle
Patzoldt
AsmuUS
Woolcott
Tassoni
VanderLinden
Bersie-Ashfeld

Principal
Principal
Associate
Trans. Planner
Trans. Planner
Tech Supervisor
Tech Supervisor
Technician
Technician
Technician

Word Processor

TOTALS

80.
.00
i o

75

6l

37

00

o] 0]

.58
41.
49 .
47.
33.
33.
30.
i 95

25
50
02
83
49
29

VU0 oNOW0MO OO

~!

1400.

2475
4650

1508.
4620.

59.
.42
.39
20.
45.
.96

987
321

185

16783

00

.00
.00

7 3!
00
40

09
44

.41




COMMISSION # 881130
LRT PLAN - DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL ALIGNMENT
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

EMPLOYEE

UM< DOTMTMODT

Straar

Fausch
Robinson
Loetterle
Dusheck

ASMUS

Martinez
Bersie-Ashfeld

CLASSIFICATION

Principal
Principal
Principal
Trans. Planner
Land Surveyor
Tech Supervisor
Technician

Word Processor
Word Processor

TOTALS

RATE/HR

85.
80.
75.
+25
59
47.
.83
98
.23

41

33
37
37

00
00
00

40
02

Moo uLuno O OO

wn

AMOUNT

259
480.
2400.
660.
29.
1010.
405.
37.
18.

5298.

00
00
00
00
70
93
96
95
S8

52




. COMMISSION # 881131
LRT PLAN - LRT STAGING PLAN
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR HOURS AMOUNT

F. Robinson Principal 75.00 2.0 900.00

TOTALS 12.0 %00.00




COMMISSION # 881132
LRT PLAN - OPERATING & FINANCIAL PLAN
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

Straar

Fausch
Robinson
Bressler
Bersie-Ashfeld

Principal
Principal
Principal
Sr. Technician
Word Processor

TOTALS

85.00
80.00
75.00
&7..95
37.95

295.
480.
1050.
75:
163.

2024

00
00
00
S0
19

.09




LRT PLAN - COMMUNITY & AGENGY PART.
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

. COMMISSION # 881134

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

P. Fausch Principal 80.00 . 640.00
F. Robinson Principal 75.00 : 750.00
C. Zimmer Principal - 525.00

TOTALS 1915.00




COMMISSION # 891157
LRT PLAN - NEWSLETTER/PRESENTATION
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

EMPLOYEE

Zimmer
Hensrud
Iisakka
Paulu
Martinez
Tassoni
Ruff
Ehrlichman
Madison
Bersie-Ashfeld
Luberda
Eckblad

OUDUOXXD<OZXZOO

CLASSIFICATION

Principal
Trans. Planner
Sr. Technician
Sr. Technician
Technician
Technician
Technician
Technician
Technical Writer
Word Processor
Word Processor
Clerical

TOTALS

RATE/HR

75.00
61.58
46.20
36.30
33.83
33.49
33.33
30.53
42.90
37 .95
ST +95
26.40

CouuuunmooUnmUnmowm

W

AMOUNT

112,

800

7904 .

50

.54
716.
1833.
1759.
33.
1149.
198.
7195,
208.
220,
79

10
15
16
49
89
45
65
73
11
20

97




COMMISSION # 891158
LRT PLAN - SPECIAL MEETINGS/PREPARATION
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

EMPLOYEE

CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

Fausch
Robinson
Zimmer
Hoffman
Ehrlichman

Principal
Principal
Principal
Technician
Technician

TOTALS

80.
.00
79
.30
30.

75

36

00

00

53

960
2812

54
30

4157.

.00
.50
300.

00

.45
D3

48




B91159

DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (SUMMARY)
PERIOD ENDING APRIL 30, 1989

LRT PLAN - PHASE II DIRECT COSTS

3K 2 3 3k 2K 3K K 3K K 3K K 3K KK 3K K 3K K K K oK 5K 3k K 3K K 3K 3K 3k 3K 3k ok K K K K 3K K 3K KK 3K 3K K K K ok 3K 3k K 3k ok ok kK 3k 0k 3k oK 3K K K 3Kk ok 3k 3K K oK sk K KoK K K

CATEGORY

MILEAGE 422 .24
PARKING 86.25
SPECIAL DELIVERY 39.30
REPRODUCTION 151.85
IN-HOUSE COPY DUPLICATION 529.10
PRINTING 203.00
FILM & DEVELOPING 48.60
SUPPLIES 305.95
CPP8.511 8.5X11 B/W PAPER STAT 35.50
CPP1012 10X12 B/W PAPER STAT 321.75
CPP1218 12X18 B/W PAPER STAT 138.60
CPP2024 20X24 B/W PAPER STAT 25095
CPPAB1012 10X12 ADH PAPER STAT 102.90
CPF1012 10X12 B/W FILM STAT 841.5
CPFAB10O12 10X12 ADH FILM STAT B Lk
CPFAB1218 12X18 ADH FILM STAT 26.25
XEROX BOND PRINTS 3.60
XEROX VELLUM 1.80
FAX

TOTAL DIRECT EXPENSES 3294 .53




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, the Ramsey County Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. for the purposes of developing a
Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for Ramsey County; and

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

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA-88-002, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R89-16) the
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments to
Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. for work completed and invoiced in
accordance with the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Resolution R89-16 requires submittal of invoice
and payment documentation to the Rail Authority for
ratification at the next scheduled meeting following staff
approval of invoice documentation; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, 1Invoice and payment documentation for Partial
Payment No. 5 in the amount of $38,911.95, is in accordance
with governing contract provisions and payment in that amount
is hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary \E}




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

Board Action Requested
RCRRA

Originating Department

Chairman's Comments

|
|
|
|
|
John T. Finley 5/10/89 |
Authorized Signature Date :

|

1

Request Justification

_ 3 e S e
Budgeting and Accounting Z/ L Z / f’[{j Date / Time
County Anomeywwé} {]/ L= IR -2 Received By
Risk Manager.

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

Committee / Meeting Date - i Date

May 23, 1989

5/18/89
Board Date

Date






