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MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

July 24, 1990

The regular meeting of the Board of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
was called to order at 10;45 A.M. in the Large Conference Room of 316, Court House.
Chairman Finley presided.
Chairman John Finle
MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioner Diane Ahrens (entered during Item 3)
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Duane McCarty (entered during Item 3)
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Commissioner Warren Schaber

Also Present: James Van Houdt, Ed Glaubitz, Robert Clarkson, Hugh
Faville, Gary Simpson, Kathleen Peippo, Bill Crawford,
Don Flemming, Bob Winter, Toni Baker, Karen Tero, Terry
Schutten, Michele Timmons represented the County Attorney's
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning

Minutes - of the July 10, 1990 Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board meeting held on July
10, 1990, as written.

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

Chairman's Comments

Chairman Finley will defer any comments he may have until later, as the
representatives from Mn/DOT are here, and he would Tike to get right to the
information that they have been kind enough to bring us today.

Information on Cedar Street Bridge over I1-94

Chairman Finley acknowledged the presence of Bill Crawford, District Engineer
from Mn/DOT, Don Flemming, State Bridge Engineer and Bob Winter the I-94 Project
Engineer, they are here, and asked that Ms. DeSpiegelaere open this discussion.
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Ms. DeSpiegelaere addressed the Board, it came to our attention approximately

a month ago that the Department of Transportation was planning on replacing

the Cedar Street Bridge over 1-94, and this was going through the St. Paul
approval process. As you know, in continuing work on the Midway Corridor,

Cedar Street has been identified as the most probable alignment for LRT

for downtown St. Paul. It appears that the bridge would be able to accommodate
LRT, but because of past questions about coordination, she thought it was
important for the Board to hear this, also in the past few months at meetings
you have asked how we are working with Mn/DOT. She feels it would be very well
for the Board to hear about this personally, and as one of the alignments proposed
for Midway Corridor, [-94 is under Mn/DOT jurisdiction, and they are planning on
making improvements to that. For that reason, three people from Mn/DOT are here,
and she would Tike to turn the meeting over to them.

Bill Crawford said he is here primarily to introduce himself to this Board,

and Bob Winter and Don Flemming. Mr. Crawford gave a brief summary, for over
thirty years the Minnesota Department of Transportation, and its predecessor,

the Minnesota Highway Department have had twin districts for operations and
planning in the metropolitan seven county area. About 1956 there was one
Metropolitan District, and with the coming of the inter-state system, the work

load got such that one group could not handle it, so they split into two distrj ;
and now as the inter-state system is approaching completion, this will pose a
significant change in the way we operate, and proposes transportation challenges
in the Twin City area. In preparing to meet these challenges, they went through
a self-examination two years ago to see how better we could serve our clients one of
which is Ramsey County, and the Metro District was created in September 1989.

He was appointed District Engineer effective that date.

Mr. Crawford continued, their goals are to provide consistent metropolitan
philosophy, consistent client service level, consistent metro wide planning,
consistent metro wide freeway management effort integrated into these district
operations, and improved resource utilization, both money, people, and equipment,
as well as a more focused metropolitan leadership. They have consolidated the
Oakdale and the Golden Valley 0ffice last September, and as of today their
organization is staffed according to the chart which he distributed to the

Board. Their metro district office is in the Transportation Building, Room 120,
and there are five of us, four people who report directly to him, a public affairs
person, and staff support. They still maintain the Oakdale Office and the Golden
Valley Office, their assistant district engineers are still in those two offices.
He is in charge of both these offices, so there is no one authority at each
office, it is divided along more functional lines now.

Mr. Crawford had a few personal remarks, he has had over 40 years service,

he has had a good relationship, has been district engineer atGoldenValley since
1973, and prior to that, he was assistant district engineer. A good share of
his career has been on the Hennepin County side of the river. He thinks that
he has had over the years a very good relationship with Hennepin County staff,
City of Minneapolis staff, and he brings this cooperative effort to this Board,
he is here to help this Board meet their objectives, and he has a strong staff
to support him.
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Mr. Crawford hopes that the Board and Ken Weltzin will feel free to use

his staff. He has a commitment to people moving, not necessarily vehicle
moving, and he is interested in moving the most people in the safest and
most economical way. If that means LRT, that is fine, we will support your
efforts in LRT in any way you can. We do sit on some of your Committees,
and your staff sits on some of ours. Communication is really the name of
the game now.

Commissioner Hunt asked if Mr. Crawford reports directly to the Commissioner,
then. Mr. Crawford reports directly to the Assistant for Operations, and he
reports to the Deputy, who reports to the Commissioner, so he would be third
down.

Chairman Finley wants to say with his LRT hat that he has had on for the last
couple of years, and with the RTB since August, that from his reading and what
the staffs have told him at both levels, that they feel that the restructuring
and the coordination, and placing you specifically in the position for the
metro area, this has been a great aid both at the RTB and to us in trying to
coordinate LRT with the things that Mn/DOT has been doing, and would have

been on the planning board with Mn/DOT for quite some time, and it seems

Just like the whole attitude of people moving versus automobile moving is

really a welcome thing for those of us that are now into transportation planning
which is really a new area for many of us who have been with the County for a

Tong time. It is sort of a new area for us, and also breaking ground in a new
technical area for doing that. We appreciate your help and he would have to

say that Randy Halvorson who sits on some of our Committees has Jjust been terrific
in his attendance and his input in some of the Committees that he sits on as well.

Mr. Crawford appreciates Chairman's comments and turned the meeting over to
Bob Winter.

Mr. Winter said relative to I-94 project, he is what you call the Corridor

Manager. 1990 is the third year of the five year effort to rebuild I-94, and
connect with 35 in and around downtown St. Paul, right now we are right in

the middle of that efort, they have been very successful, things have moved

along well, one of the important things about this year is that they are starting
to see some of the benefits of the project. Construction has been going on in

a piece-meal basis and it has been difficult if not impossible for anyone to

start seeing how all this fits together. There is a master plan, and some of

the pieces are starting to fit together. This is an ongoing project, the next
phase of the project that will be going on after the completion in and around
downtown St. Paul will be essentially a pavement replacement project for 94
between St. Paul and Minneapolis including reconstruction of the University
interchange, and some modifications to the 280 interchange, arid few other geometric
type of improvements along the way to try and manage that project as best they can.
That is where they entered into the LRT discussions because they have a project
proceeding to reconstruct that piece of roadway, and you are also actively Tooking
at that as an alignment for LRT.




Minutes _
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority .
July 24, 1990

Mr. Winter spoke about Ramsey County's interest in Cedqr Street, @his Friday
they will be opening bids on the next phase of the project which is the recon-
struction of mainline 94 between Cedar Street and Lafayette as wgll as Cedar
Street and Lafayette, as well as Cedar Bridge, Jackson S?reet Br1dg¢, 9th-

10th Bridge, and a few other highway ramp bridges. We w11! bg opening ?hose
bids on Friday, it is about a $30 million dollar project, it 1s a big piece

of the project to come, this does include Cedar Street. The Cedar Street bridge
as they currently have it planned is four lanes of traffic, sidewalks and_ .
enclosed median, and some railings and other pedestrian accommodations, lighting
and other things similar to the other bridges that have been constructed on 94.

Mr. Winter than asked Don Flemming to speak in detail about what they have
planned for the Cedar Street Bridge and how they feel that LRT can be accommo-
dated in the Cedar Street Bridge.

Commission Ahrens had a question, as some Board members are involved in the
planning of a National Conference here in two years, we are interested to know
what the status of 94 will be, as some of the people who come for that will be
staying in St, Paul, and it would not be fair to encourage that if in fact 94
was all going to berippedup because they would be going to the Center in
Minneapolis. In 1992 what will it be.

Mr. Winter said the bulk of the construction in 1992 will be in downtown St.
Paul, this will be the bulk of it, if you are really interested

in getting between St. Paul and Minneapolis, there should not be a big problem
in that area. In 92 there will be some preparatory work, around some of the
bridges, the major construction between the two cities will be in the years

of 93 and 94.

Mr. Winter distributed to the Board members Information Brochures which they
have been handing out, to keep the motorists and residents of the area
informed, this is the latest version that covers the second half of this year.
[f any Board members have questions, please feel free to give him a call at
any time, his number is on the brochure.

Don Flemming brought with him some visuals, to help us understand better

the Cedar Street Bridge. This has two sidewalks, two 15 or 14 foot six
sidewalks that are enclosed on both sides. The cross section was shown,

this will have two lanes of traffic, 29 foot 6 travelways on both sides,

and then, the present structure has a grass median, 30 feet wide in the center.
Their office did review this for LRT, and looked at possibilities, and what
could be done here is to add two additional beams to the bridge, and they
could place LRT in that center median. The bridge currently is designed for
HS25, 90,000 semi-trailer tractor truck. The LRT units they looked at were
three cars, weight 132,000 pounds, to accommodate that they would have to

add two beams, they have looked at construction .
costs basically to do that, and present construction compared to new con-
struction, this would cost about $186,000, this includes the engineering, as
well as the construction costs. They have estimated to come back after they
have it constructed, this would cost about $366,000 so it would cost about

$180,000 more to come back the second time. This is basically what they have
looked t.
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Commissioner Schaber asked when Ramsey County would have to make the
decision regarding Cedar Street.

Mr. Flemming said it should be made very soon because in order to keep
these projects on schedule, you have to order your structural steel well
in advance. Structural steel deliveries are one of the major things that
can hold us up. So, we would need a decision within a month or two would
be great, the sooner the better.

Chairman Finley discussed the width of the bridge on their present plan,
this would actually accommodate LRT as you already had anticipated this
median. Mr. Flemming said they have a 30 foot wide median, so they can
actually accommodate the LRT vehicles on the median.

Chairman Finley asked if [-94 were the selected corridor, we still have to
get, assuming that Cedar Street is the route or the mall within the downtown
area, and coming off of I-94, we are going to get up going north, as we
certainly want to service the State Offices and the Capitol. Also coming
off of 1-94, going south, if we did not go up that way, with the new Wabasha
Street Bridge, and this new bridge, do you see any problems that could be
created on any of those designs if we came off into the downtown area
directly.

Mr. Crawford replied that there are a host of opportunities, they have been
working with the Technical Committee, trying to look at it in various levels
of detail which we they do not have a lot of detail on hand, at this point
they feel fairly confident that a number of these different alignments could
be made to work. There is not a natural fit anywhere, no one that is actually
going to be easy, but he thinks there are some opportunities and some alter-
natives that they can continue to look at.

Chairman Finley mentioned that the Wabasha Street Bridge is quite a bit
narrower than what Cedar Street will be, this is two lanes, with unusually
large sidewalks.

Mr. Crawford said it is two lanes, it is a one way bridge, these go toward

the Capitol, as part of the Master Plan for the Capitol Mall the extension

of Wabasha Street to Columbus, as well as to Cedar Street, this will be
eliminated in the future. So, all the traffic that crosses the Wabasha

Street Bridge will be making a left turn either on to the ramps to 94, 35E

or to Rice Street. The bridge that had been in place was four lanes wide,

the new bridge is two traffic lanes wide, as well as wide sidewalks, the

wide sidewalks will be fairly common through all the new bridges in the

commons area, so it is not unusual, this is the first one that you are seeing
out there. As far as putting LRT on Wabasha, this poses somewhat of a different
question in that bridge is there, that would probably require more extensive
construction or reconstruction, there would have to be decisions made about

how you mix vehicle traffic with LRT traffic, and things of that nature. They
have not looked at that in detail as this bridge had been further along, but it
would be a much more extensive revision to Wabasha than to Cedar Street Bridge,
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Chairman Finley would 1ike to know about the Cedar Street Bridge if it is too
late to make this any wider, even though there would be room because of the
grassy mall under the present plan for LRT, wide than what you are planning
at this stage, by ten or fifteen feet to still accommodate a grassy barrier
or whatever or some type of an additional area. Mr. Winter said it is
pretty late for this, until the bridge is constructed there is always time,
but that would be a major revision to the plan and it is quite late in

the stage for that. The objective would be to still maintain some type of a
grass median or some buffer zone of some type.

Chairman Finley is concerned about the Architectural Committee around the
Capitol, and he is sure they have had to deal with them in your design also.

We would not want to get it down, end up with that as the alignment, prepare
the structure, pay the extra money, have the beams in and everything, and then
run into a roadblock because we may have taken a grassy area for transportation.

Mr. Crawford feels it would be very difficult at this point, in addition to just
the bridge Cedar Street on both ends of the bridge are pretty well established.

Cedar Street is not planned for any reconstruction, so it would be difficult to

change it at this time.

Chairman Finley asked about the timetable on I-94 for 93-94, we would still
have time if that was a selected alignment, to incorporate the LRT in the re-
paving project between the two downtowns. Mr. Winter said timely decisions
will be necessary, but your schedule still fits with our schedule.

Commissioner Ahrens would like some information about traffic patterns. Let's
assume that this is going to be our alignment downtown, and it would be as

she understands it would be a transit mall, so you have cars coming across Cedar,
where are those cars going to go as they come across the bridge, if they cannot
use Cedar to access downtown, where are the cars going to go.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained that the cars could be diverted to adjacent streets,
the proposal is to change the direction of Minnesota Street, and to make Robert
Street a one-way. There will, however, be some traffic still permitted on Cedar
Street, probably not through traffic, but therewould be access to building,
loading docks, and access to the parking ramps on Cedar Street.

Commissioner Ahrens asked at what point would access be if the people come
across street, would the diversion occur at 10th Street. Ms. DeSpiegelaere
said this is one possibility, they are considering the possibility of putting
a station south I 94, so at this point no decision has been made.

Commissioner Ahrens feels they are planning for a big bridge, and the bridge

is going to carry two lanes on both sides, so she is assuming that they are
anticipating that it would be fairly heavily used, so people come across it, .
to access or get out of St. Paul, and then hit a mall which they cannot go down,

and besides it is very narrow, can you use those side streets to divert. She

would Tike to know how this is going to fit with our plans. Ms. DeSpiegelaere

said there is a possibility it might be diverted before the Cedar Street Bridge.
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Chairman Finley asked if Jackson and Robert Street Bridges will both be in
both directions, and this will be.

Commissioner Schaber attended a Northeast Corridor Meeting last night, and
one of the suggested alignments is going out I35 toward White Bear and that
way, and he asked if there is going to be at some point reconstruction or
redesign of that particular area.

Mr. Winter replied that they do not have a project in their work program

right now to reconstruct 35E. That project is coming up pretty high in our
twenty-year plan, our needs identification. They expect they will probably

be doing that needs analysis over the next four to five years, with the hopes
that they can get a project in the program to make whatever revisions need to

be made. It is not in five years, it may be a ten year period when they could
look at doing something. It is not in the work program now, but it is definitely
up on their needs list. They will Took at it within the next four or five years,
construction would be ten years at best and it could be further.

Chairman Finley had a question regarding funding, are they anticipating their
projects being pretty much funded with state dollars even on the interstates
as far as their maintenance and upkeep, redoing, etc.

Mr. Crawford said the Surface Transportation Act, the Federal Act, that is in
place now that funds the interstate, they do not know where they will be, they
have published guidelines, the Act expires in mid-91, so Congress has to act
on something to replace it, they do not know what that will be. They expect
that the interstates will continue to be funded 90 - 10 the way they are now,
and there could be one year, one Federal fiscal year where there will be quite
a bit of money available. They are talking about spending the trust fund down,
they have been letting it build up, and using it to show better numbers, and
now it seems to be pretty well thought in Congress that the first thing that
they have to spend that trust fund down. These are all speculative, but is
pretty well common knowledge that the interstates will be funded, but some of
these secondary roads may not be.

Chairman Finley wanted to hear the State's perspective on this, as our per-
spective, when looking at LRT and other modes of transportation, it is not
very optimistic as far as Federal funds are concerned for any significant
amount of money, even though it would probably be cheaper for them than some
of the interstate. He was concerned about just the maintenance of the interstate.
He had heard a speech from Governor Thomposon from I1linois, the head of the
transportation came from his department in I1linois, and he was talking about
just the total infrastructure of the United States, then the counties and

the cities within it. The maintenance of that infrastructure has deteriorated
substantially over the last five to ten years, and how the gross national
product would be substantially improved with just doing what government should
be doing in maintaining their assets. It was phenomenal, he had all these
figures, and it would be a tremendous boom to the economy of the United States
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just taking care of the infrastructure. He is a strong proponent of a huge
gas tax at the Federal level, so that the states don't have to be in competition,
increasing their gas tax, and then filter it back through.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere suggested that it might be well for the Mn/DOT representatives
to hear Ramsey County's perspective on I94 as the alignment for LRT in the
Midway Corridor.

Chairman Finley, from his feeling, said it is something that we are looking at,
and we are looking at very seriously, because it does move the people faster

than the other alignments within that corridor. When you Took at it from a
metro-wide system of LRT, it makes a lot of sense, when you look at it from just
that alignment, it has some problems as far as the number of stops, etc. But,
when you look at it from the metro system, much like the highway system had to

be looked at, it makes a lot of sense. If you are really going to be moving

the personally, and your idea is to take them from Chisago to downtown Minneapolis
on an LRT system, it makes a lot of sense. To bog it down on City streets, is
not, at least in his perspective, that LRT should not be a replacement of the

bus, but rather a replacement of the automobile, or the people using the automobile
This is his feeling. He likes.the corridor alignment better than he thought he
would, to be honest from his perspective, as we have gotten more and more into
engineering.

Commissioner Schaber said the only thing that might be stated, and this might
be only for himself, University Avenue does not make any sense, you have area
problems there .

Commissioner Ahrens said this happens to go through the area that she serves,
and it has great appeal to her for a number of reasons. She agrees with
Commissioner Schaber that she thinks that University Avenue is looking less
and less appealing, and this really leaves us with two potential corridors.
One of the things that Chairman Finley is right about, is the traveling,

and getting from Stillwater to Minneapolis, but the other thing is, as we
have visited other cities who have used highway alignments. One thing is

the construction business, and if you are viewing 94 as a highway anyway,
makes good sense to her to do this at the same time, and sort of pool our
effort and resources. The other thing is that you will be going along a
highway, and everyone else is sitting in their car backed up, where for
those folks something might click. It is worth possibly ten public infor-
mation people out there trying to sell the deal, which over the long haul
would help a lot in the ridership. One of her concerns about the northern
area would be the ridership issue, whether there is a psychological one or

an access one, or whatever, this may be a problem. She thinks this Board is
looking very carefully at 94, and is very openminded to this, and she hopes
that the Highway Department is likewise openminded. It would make a big
difference in how you do that road. .

Chairman Finley added that if we decide it should go on 94, we would prefer
the median as opposed to the frontage roads or the hill.

(Commissioner Hunt had Teft the meeting during this discussion.) -
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Commissioner Ahrens added that the big issue is getting into the Capitol
complex area, this is a big issue as to how we could access that.

Chairman Finley said it is an issue not only from the access, but we are
also concerned about the Toss of speed then for those who are commuting
to the downtown and having to go around the Capitol to get downtown,
and whether or not we shouldn't have both possibly. That is one of the
problems that we have.

Commissioner Salverda can see the philosophical side, they will see the
LRT go by when they are sitting there, not moving on the highways.

Chairman Finley thanked the people for coming in, for taking the time to
come in, we really do appreciate this. We really do appreciate the
participation that we are having from the staffs and yourselves, this is
very good.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere wished to point out that the plan for the Cedar Street
Bridge is going ahead without accommodations for LRT.

Chairman Finley suggested that we address this issue at the next Board
Meeting. However, Ms. DeSpiegelaere mentioned the differential in cost,
which we may be required to pay.

Commissioner Ahrens feels what is needed here is for us to give Mn/DOT some
indication that we are interested in the Cedar Bridge issue, and that we

are going to be discussing it again because it is critical to our program

so that they will know that we have not just dropped it, we are moving ahead
with it.

Chairman Finley said that is the clear direction, he does not see any other
alignment, or any of the alignments, he thinks we would still very seriously
look at LRT on that bridge.

Commissioner Schaber was going to have a question to the fact that regardless
of what line comes in, wouldn't we be using Cedar to get it into downtown
St. Paul.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere stated that Cedar Street is the preferred alignment in the
downtown area, however, the City of St. Paul and Capitol Committee have
requested underground alignment as well. However, in conversations with MN/DOT
they have indicated that if we are not sure, they will be going forward.

Chairman Finley suggested that Ms. DeSpiegelaere bring this to the next meeting
with different alternatives, and then look at our budget as far as funding is
concerned.

Commissioner Ahrens in looking at the Map, she is concerned, and Commissioner
Norgard has expressed this, the service to St. Paul Ramsey, then would you use
Jackson. The question is which bridge, and information in terms of what our
consultants were thinking. She would like more information on tha
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Chairman Finley discussed this, because of the grade, look at Jackson,
as we want to be on straight lines, where you turn, and how you turn, this
might be a good idea to explain this at the next meeting.

Progress on Coordination Plan

Ms. DeSpiegelaere-the Coordination Plan at the Advisory Committee is being
developed. You have before you a proposed resolution that was passed by

the Joint LRT Advisory Committee which would allocate $2 million in Federal
planning money to Minnesota to assist with the three LRT corridors that have
been identified for Federal funding, 35W, Hiawatha, and Minneapolis Northeast.

On Page 4 there is a draft proposed ten year budget. This budget would have
allocated funds in the next ten years to five corridors, the Central, and
four of the Group B Corridors. Because there was a surplus, the Joint LRT
Advisory Committee recommended that additional corridors be added, so at the
meeting last week there were three additional corridors, one more Group B,
and two more Group C, none of the B and C corridors have been identified

by name at this point in the budget. She understands this coul be a con-
troversial item. '

Ms. DeSpiegelaere pointed out on Page 5 the schedule calls for completing .
construction on LRT opening it to service at the earliest in 1997. This

schedule was prepared on the basis of what could reasonably be expected. The
staff has also prepared a more pessimistic version and a more optimistic version.
Assuming that things go fairly smoothly, 97 would be the earliest that LRT

would open for service.

Also at a recent meetings action was taken by the Committee on different options
for pursuing the merits of lTow floor light rail vehicles, the Committee had
several presentations, and David Minister from the RTB had a discussion with
consultants here and in Europe. The recommendation of the Joint LRT Advisory
Committee was after deliberation to go with option 1, to stay with the already
adopted high platform standard vehicle, that had been adopted by Hennepin

and Anoka, and tentatively by Ramsey County.

Commissioner Salverda feels as he Tooks at the option that this closes the
door to low floor vehicles. He thought all options were all good. Ms.
DeSpiegelaere said the vote was unanimous, in fact Commissioner Hunt made
the motion.

Commissioner Salverda is surprised that in reading David Minister's memo,
it seems to him that with the multi million dollars being spent, it is foolish
to exclude what could potentially could be very good technology.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere added all these decisions have to be made, and they are .
still weighing those issues.

(Commissioners Salverda and Noward lef t during the discussion of this item.)




Minutes
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
July 24, 1990

Chairman Finley said this is really information as far as we are concerned.
Ms. DeSpiegelaere said yes, this is except for the resolution, it was
requested that each Railroad Authority adopt this resolution.

Commissioner Ahrens was not at the meeting when this was passed, it seems

we do not have any part of this, why are we being asked to approve it. This
is not tied in with the other money that is being requested, the earlier
money. If it is not tied in with the earlier money, which we said we did not
want, why are we not a part of this motion.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained why Ramsey County is being asked, is to show the
Federal government that there is a unified approach here. As you recall, there
was extensive deliberation about planning with the UMTA, at point it was being
proposed, that the corridors for Federal Funding include ours, and Commissioner
Finley did not want to sign it, as he did not think it appropriate. We want to
be part of the region planning for Federal funds, and this gives us a potential
role for this, it is important to show that Ramsey County is part of this
decision making process, to show to Congress that Ramsey County is included.

The $2 million is something that was negotitated, when the Chair of the RTB
Board, Mike Ehrlichmann was in Washington, it is a special grant, it is not
part of the $24 million.

Chairman Finley said this was in the letter we sent. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said

we had asked for more, and they are still negotiating on that. Then, Chairman
Finley said this $2 million is not for what we sent the letter. Then, he would
Tike to know what it is for.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said it is for funds for 35W, Hiawatha and Minneapolis
Northeast. Chairman Finley insisted the letter for the $2 million was for this.

Commissioner Schaber said what concerns him is the fact that Ms. Despiegelaere
had mentioned something about the upgrade of some corridors, but not by name.
Is this going to be an addition of two across the river, so that we are falling
behind again. This makes him nervous when they do not name them.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said they are not named, they felt it way 3Bbropriate, we do
not know at which step they are progressing at this time. We do not know the
steps to which these corridors will progress at this time.

Commissioner Ahrens feels they are counting on us to devote all our energies
to the Central Corridor, while they move ahead with those alignments over in
Hennepin and Anoka County area. Therefore, they will be ahead, and they will
be B-1,2,3,4.

Commissioner Schaber asked about Page 5 as they are showing six below the
dotted line, does this relate to the $2 million without assigning any critique
to the corridors. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said the $2 million is for the corridors,
the development and financial planning recommended for Federal funding, 35W,
Hiawatha, and Minneapolis Northeast, all of which are in the portion
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below the dotted line, which is Group B. At the last meeting the Advisory
Committee adopted a plan which was different.

Commissioner Schaber is concerned as the Minneapolis Tunnel could be the
fourth one, in addition to the three mentioned.

Chairman Finley asked if this is changed, why are we considering this.
Ms. DeSpiegelaere said when this documentation was put together this was
what we had, and we thought it important to make you aware of this. The
change was made after that.

Chairman Finley does not think we should vote on this until we find out

what it is, if they are merging B and C, then we will merge C and B which
is exactly the vote he lost 6 to 5 on the Financial Plan. He will not merge
part of C with all of B, and he does not like the assumption that St. Paul
South is only to have a State EIS. We may very well want that to be in the
Federal EIS process.

Chairman Finley would 1like to know where this is coming from, and Ms.
DeSpiegelaere said the assumption was based on the fact that there has been .

some kind of letter sent to UMTA about those three corridors, that these not
be ruled out.

Chairman Finley said if we do not have a State EIS we are ruling it out

and once these things get into a process, they do not get changed, and the

only reason that we agreed was because we were informed that they were further
ahead, and this money may be available, and we could probably get it for those
corridors. But, this does not mean that we are going to exclude the rest of the
corridors within Ramsey County from a Federal participation. It was not just

a mutual exclusive, it was just that they were ahead, and the money may be
available that we agreed to it to begin with. We are not going to be re-
affirming that these are the only corridors that we want Federal funds on in

the whole system.

Commissioner Ahrens needs some clarification, is the tunnel a part of Number 1,
or isn't it. Chairman Finley said this is part of I-35 to 96th, it depends
on how you look at it.

Progress on Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor

Ms. DeSpiegelaere informed the Board that the ridership forecasts have been

delayed for the Midway Corridor, and they are not ready yet. This was

expected to be completed a month ago. The Metropolitan Council who is running

the models has experienced difficulties. The consultant that we did hire is .
at the Metropolitan Council this week working with them on this.
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Ms. DeSpiegelaere continued, first of all there is a potential for delay in
issuing the Draft EIS because other facets of the EIS are dependent on these
ridership forecasts, so she has asked BRW to prepare another schedule. She
has asked them for a memo about forecasting in general. She would like this
Board to be gware that there is uncertainty regarding forecasts, and she
would not/%%&one to interpret them too liberally. In questioning the
Metropolitan Council Staff about whether these forecasts are plus or minus
20%, 15%, or what, the information she had was that the outside consultants
who specialize in this specialized area would quantify these.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere has asked BRW to prepare a memorandum about why these
delays have occurred in preparing this EIS.

Chairman Finley would like to have a motion asking the Chairman to send a
letter of concern to Steve Keefe and the Metropolitan Council members regarding
the delay in the ridership model and the concerns in meeting our timelines

for decision on the Midway Corridor, as he thinks that we should do that. It
is very important for all people to know that we are trying, but we cannot
control the universe.

Commissioner Schaber would be very happy to suggest you send a very strong
letter. What bothers him more than that are all the projections as to why
we should in effect be building a Tine between Minneapolis and Saint Paul is
predicated on the fact that this was the outstanding line, with the most
ridership, etc. He has said frankly from the beginning that we should not
build a Tine between Minneapolis and Saint Paul, we should build a line out
to Dakota County, out to Washington County and bring these into downtown
Saint Paul. He still feels that way. If they do not even have the numbers,
and they may be backing off on the numbers to justify this, where does that
leave us.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said Anoka County has forecasts for their Northeast Corridor,
and they had the model, and Ken Stevens from Hennepin said even when you get
these, you may want to compare them, and wait until you get the information
from Hennepin. There are a lot of functions that have to go into the develop-
ment of forecasts.

Commissioner Schaber commented that even when you finally get them, they may
be skewed.

Commissioner Schaber moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Ahrens.
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WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is
completing an Environmental Impact Statement and Phase I of
preliminary engineering for the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, Forecasts of anticipated ridership for light rail
transit in that corridor are an integral part of that study and
are necessary for completion of aspects of the Environmental
Impact Statement; and

WHEREAS, The Midway Corridor has been identified as the
first LRT line to be constructed in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties
and the completion of engineering activities 1in a prompt manner
is essential; and

WHEREAS, The ridership forecasts for the Midway Corridor
were anticipated to be available in June, 1990, and are being
prepared by the staff of the Metropolitan Council after
development of the computer model by consultants and the
forecasts are not yet available; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the Chairman of Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority 1is requested to send a strong letter of
concern about the delay in obtaining ridership forecasts to- the
Chair of the Metropolitan Council, Steve Keefe.

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

Quarterly Report of Payments for RCRRA April to June 1990

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

WHEREAS, Payments have been made from the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority budget for the period April
through June, 1990, and a record of these disbursements is
attached; Now, Therefore, Be It

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

Roll Call: Ayes - 4, Nays - 0
Motion carried

Ratify Partial Payment No. 9 to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $107,136.59 .

Commissioner Schaber moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Ahrens.
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WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of BRW, Inc. for the
purpose of conducting Phase I Preliminary Engineering/Environ-
mental Impact Statement studies for the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA-89-003, and the First Amendment thereto, govern the
performance of services of and terms of payment to BRW, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. has satisfactorily completed portions of
the work identified in the referenced agreements, and provided
detailed invoice documentation for services and costs accrued
through May 31, 1990; and

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA 89-003, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R89-70) the
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments to
BRW, Inc. for work completed and invoiced in accordance with the
agreement; and :

WHEREAS, Resolution R89-70 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

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 58455, Partial Payment No. 9,
and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through May 31, 1990; Now, Therefore, Be
It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $107,136.59
for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through May 31, 1990 is hereby ratified.

Roll Call: Ayes - 4, Nays - 0 Y 4 i 7
Motion adopted. - ‘

There being no further matters to come before this Board, Chairman
Finley declared the meeting adjourned.
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5) Letters from Commissioner John T. Finley and Mn/DOT
Commissioner Leonard Levine
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John T. Finley, Chairman
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District 2
Warren W. Schaber
District 6

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

Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

. _/7".(._.-_
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning jﬁlﬁ?”

SUBJECT: Cedar Street Bridge over I-94 - Additional Information

DATE:

August 6, 1990

At the July 24 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority meeting
you requested:

. i

2. .

The

Additional information on options for accommodating light
rail transit on the Cedar Street bridge over I-94.

Information on accommodating LRT on the Jackson Street
bridge over I-94.

Information on traffic at Cedar Street and 1lth Street if
LRT is on Cedar Street in downtown St. Paul.

CEDAR STREET BRIDGE

Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) plans to

replace the Cedar Street bridge over I-94. Bill Crawford, Don

Flemi
Railr

The

ng, and Bob Winter of Mn/DOT attended the July 24 Regional
oad Authority meeting to explain the plans.

design of the Cedar Street bridge has been developed by

Mn/DOT with close coordination with the Capitol Area

Archi

appro
plans

be a

suffi
for

tectural and Planning Board @@ARAPBY) and bridge plans were
ved by the GitypuCouncilVeEnstsppRavigonpdudy® 26. Current

do not include accommodations for LRT, although LRT could
dded at a later time. The width of the proposed bridge ‘is
cient for LRT, but the structural capacity is insufficient
LRT. The center of the proposed bridge includes a grass

meddian .
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The question to be addressed by Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority is:

Should Mn/DOT be requested to accommodate LRT in its design of
the bridge for Cedar Street, necessitating redesign, additional
approvals and delays in construction?

One of the important factors to consider in regard to the Cedar
Street bridge is cost. Mn/DOT has estimated the additional cost
to accommodate LRT on the Cedar Street bridge at this time to be
$184,000 for heavier beams and support slabs. When LRT is added
the preparation for LRT has been estimated at $32,000, for a
total cost to accommodate LRT on the bridge of $216,000. Mn/DOT
has estimated that retro-fitting the bridge at a later time for

LRT would cost $366,000.
{Adding LRT now could save $150,000 later.

Discussions with Mn/DOT about who would pay for accommodating LRT
on the bridge have not concluded. I have given Mn/DOT this
information:

X I have been advised that in Hennepin County, when the

Railroad Authority has selected an alignment for LRT,{#Mn/DOT
h : i ridges to accommodate LRT without expense to
- the Railroad Authority. D= ‘

Cedar Street is the most likely candidate for LRT entry into
downtown St. Paul, whether LRT is in a tunnel or at surface
level.

Attachment 1 is a map of alternatives under study in the Capitol
area. Recent meetings held with the CAAPB have provided
additional information on these alternatives. This map indicates
that Cedar Street 1is one of four options for connecting to
downtown St. Paul over I-94. Attachment 2 is a map of Capitol
area tunnel alignments. Cedar Street bridge is the most likely
connection to a street-level alignment in downtown St. Paul from
a tunnel in the Capitol area. Decisions on these alignments are
expected in a few months.

i Darryl Durgin, Assistant Commissioner for Mn/DOT, serves on
the Joint LRT Advisory Committee. Discussions have occurred
at those meetings about Mn/DOT accommodating LRT, and the

. Joint LRT Advisory Committee has passed a motion on this
®ubject that reads, "That Mn/DOT, counties, and municipal
governments be requested to agive special attention to the
needs of LRT in all highway construction, and in particular
bridge construction, in accordance with the LRT Development
and Financial Plan." (Attachment 3)
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Cedar Street is a part of the Central Corridor, the first
priority corridor for LRT in the Regional Transit Board’s
Development and Financial Plan.

Mn/DOT has opened bids on the Cedar Street bridge, and an early
resolution of this matter would be Dbeneficial for that
organization.

Any modification to this structure, now or in the future, will béjf{
of interest to the CAAPB.

JACKSON STREET BRIDGE OVER I-94 :
JACKS . OVER alh

Jackson Street bridge over I-94 has a narrow median and LRTEcould
not be accommodated unless the number of traffic lanes ( are
proposed) is reduced. Jackson Street bridge is proposed for
reconstruction in 1991. Costs to add LRT to this bridge would be
considerably greater than for Cedar Street because the bridge
would have to be widened, unless the number of traffic lanes is
reduced on the bridge.

TRAFFIC ON CEDAR STREET IN DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL

BRW is preparing a traffic study that will identify the impacts
of limiting access if LRT is located on Cedar Street and Fourth
Street. The area of Cedar Street south of I-94 is one portion of
that study. This information will be provided to you when it has
been completed.

RECOMMENDATION

The Minnesota Department of Transportation will be represented at
the August 14 Regional Railroad Authority meeting. Additional
information on the Cedar Street bridge over I-94 may be available
for your meeting.

Copies of letters exchanged by Chairman Finley and Mn/DOT
Commissioner Levine on this matter are attached. (Attachments 4
and 5).

KD/blk
Attachments
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REPORT OF THE JOINT LRT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
 LRT DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCIAL PLAN

The following motions have been passed by the Joint LRT Advisory Committee and, in
combination, represent the Committee's recommendations to the Regional Transit
Board on the LRT Development and Financial Plan.

TWENTY-YEAR LRT PLAN

1.

That the Joint LRT Advisory Committee approve the Maximum 20-Year Regional
Light Rail Transit Plan, as presented in Briefing Paper #9, with the understanding

that the plan is subject to review and modification as further information becomes
available. (Exhibit 1)

That the St. Paul East (I-94) corridor be included in the 20-Year LRT Plan.

That the Joint LRT Advisory Committee approve the post 20-year LRT corridors
as presented in Briefing Paper #6 with the four additional corridors suggested by
committee members: [-94 East and Ramsey County Northeast extension (both
pending final action by Washington County), east/west corridor north of Highway
55 in Hennepin County, and either the corridor along the Soo Line or the corridor
along the Chicago-Northwestern in Scott County. (Exhibit 2)

That Mn/DOT, counties and municipal governments be requested to give special
attention to the needs of LRT in all highway construction, and in particular in
bridge construction, in.accordance with the LRT Development and Financial.Pian:

TEN-YEAR PLAN

1.

That the Joint LRT Advisory Committee adopt the proposed Maximum Ten-Year
Plan, without corridor ranking, as presented in Briefing Paper #11. (Exhibit 3)

That an average capital investment of approximately $130 million per year be

assumed for purposes of staging LRT construction during the first ten-year
period.

STAGING PLAN

1:

That the following system components anc >orridor segments be included in the
five-year Stage 1 plan: Minneapolis and St. Paul downtown LRT systems; yards
and shops; 8entral Corridor (CBD to CBD); Hiawatha Corridor to GSA Building;
Minneapolis Northeast--Northtown (Central Avenue alignment); St. Paul South to
110; Hennepin County Northwest; and Hennepin County Southwest. (Exhibit 4)




v & L% wvwed '@

John T. Finley, Chalrma:
o H |- ot

Diane Ahren
Qustnce

Ruby Hur

Diatct

Duane W. McCar-
Dlame:

Hal Norgar

Dismict

Donald E. Salverd
Disenct

Warren W, S8chabe
Distriet

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Bivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

June 12 ’ 1990

Mr, Leonard Levine, Commissioner
Department of Transportation
Transportation Building

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Commissioner Levine:

It has come to my attention that the Minnesota Department ci
Transportation plans to replace a bridge over 1I-94 on Cedar

Street just north of downtown St. Paul. At the same time, Rarse,
County Regional Railrocad Authority, as part of its LRT process,
has defined Cedar Street as the preferred location for LRT in
downtown St, Paul. I hope that accommodations for LRT will be
included in the new bridge on Cedar Street. Regional Railroac
Authority staff will Dbe in contact with Mn/DOT staff on this
subject.

Thank you for your ccoperation.

Cr’ytzf

e

Johg/f. Finley, Chairman
2;p ey County Regional Railrcad Authority
TF/blk

cc: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning
Bill Crawford, Mn/DOT
Dan Dunford, St. Paul Public Works
Al Lovejoy, St. Paul PED
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LEONARD W. LEVINE
COMMISSIONER

(812) 206-3000

July 2, 1990

John T. Finley, Chairman

Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, MN. 55102

Dear Mr, Finley:

The Cedar Street Bridge over I-94 in downtown St. Paul will be replaced in the
summer of 1991 as part of the 1-94 reconstruction.

The construction plans are complete and we will open bids this July 27. The design
does not include accommodations for LRT on the Cedar Street Bridge. However, the

plans do not exclude the possibility of modifying the bridge to accommodate LRT if
that decision is made.

When a decision is reached on LRT and if Cedar Street is the selected route, then
we should determine the appropriate course of action to make LRT accommodations.

Sincerely,

An Equal Opporwnity Employer




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION 1./

Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authority

I

|

Originating Department _ |

7 |

¥ Lol il 2
Authorized Sigrature Dite : DISCUSSION ONLY

|

|

Request Justification

Ridership forecasts for Midway Corridor

See attached: 1) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere of August 6, 1990
2) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere of March 19, 1990
3) Memorandum from Dave Warner about progress
4) Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement schedule
5) Memorandum from BRW
6) Letter from Chairman Finley to Metropolitan Council Chair
Steve Keefe

R R
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Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date
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Board Date i Y Date




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ailroad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

Hal Norgard

Author ity District 7
Donald E. Sa!vgir(zg

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

\._..-f_/; .
FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning X '

~
SUBJECT: Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor

DATE: August 6, 1990

At the July 24 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority meeting,
delays in obtaining the ridership forecasts for the Midway Corridor
were discussed. The #forecasts have not been obtained to date.
Information attached on this subject includes:

l. Memorandum I wrote on March 19 for a previous Regional Railroad
Authority agenda on the role of the Metropolitan Council in the
forecasting process for the Midway Corridor.

Memorandum from David Warner, BRW, on the progress on obtaining
forecasts. It outlines why delays have occurred and how that has
affected the schedule for the Midway Corridor Environmental Impact
Statement.

Revised schedule dated August 3 for the Midway Corridor
Environmental Impact Statement. Note that a decision on alignment
is not expected until late February, 1991, Dby Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority if the ridership forecasts are
obtained by August 15. The previous schedule anticipated an
alignment decision in early January.

A memorandum from BRW dated July 20 about ridership forecasting in
general.

A copy of the letter sent by Chairman Finley to Metropolitan
Council Chair Steve Keefe on this matter dated July 25.

Recommendation:
For your discussion.

KD/blk
Attachments




Jgﬁl} T. Finley, Chairman
Do%ﬁ?? W. McCarty, vice Chaiman
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Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority RERY [0 Tecson
316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 56102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard
Destnct 7

Donald Salverda
Desmct 2

MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: _Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning ;%29/

SUBJECT: Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor

DATE: March 19, 1990
At the March 13 meeting of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
(RCRRA), you requested additional information on the approach to

ridership forecasting for the Midway Corridor and the potential chang
in services to be provided by the Metropolitan Council and BRW.

Background

Transit patronage forecasts are an important factor in deciding whether
and where to construct transit systems. Patronage influences the cost
effectiveness of LRT systems.

In response to a request by Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
soliciting issues to be addressed in preliminary engineering for the
Midway Corridor, Mayor George Latimer responded in 1989, "Of particular
interest to the City are accurate patronage projections and cost figures
for transit in the Midway Corridor after introduction of any one given
alternative LRT alignment. Much debate during the last study centered
around whether the patronage figures were accurate estimates. It is
critical, if we are to again compare alternative alignments, that the
metropolitan travel model at the minimum be used to model patronage.”

The Midway Corridor preliminary engineering study being conducted by
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) with BRW will vyield
patronage forecasts to compare the Midway Corridor LRT patronage to that
of other corridors in the region and to compare alternative alignments
within the Midway Corridor.

The proposal made by BRW in 1989 for patronage forecasts for engineerin.
for the Midway Corridor relied on the regional forecasting model.

Printed on Recycled Paper




. Page 2

Regional Travel Forecasting

The Metropolitan Council has responsibility for transit forecasts within
the metropolitan area. The transit forecasts are one element of the
travel mode choice model, which predicts whether trips will be made by
auto or some other means.

In 1989, in order to improve the accuracy of LRT patronage forecasts,
Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority contracted with BRW and its
subcontractors, Barton Aschman, Comsis, and Richard Pratt, to develop
patronage forecasts for its LRT corridors. Richard Pratt had been hired
by the Regional Transit Board in 1988 to prepare LRT patronage forecasts
for the Midway Corridor at a 1less detailed level than is required for
the current work effort. Three elements of the current process to
develop patronage forecasts that have been completed are:

1. A survey of existing bus riders.

2. A survey of non-bus riders.
3. Development of a model to predict ridership of LRT in 2010.

The survey of existing bus riders was funded in part by the Regional (
Transit Board, which 1insisted that it include riders in the entire
metropolitan area, not Jjust Hennepin County. The survey of non-bus
riders was done in Hennepin County but the results can be extrapolated
to other areas. The development of the forecasting model has not
proceeded on schedule, but has now been completed by Richard Pratt and
Gordon Schultz of Comsis.

'Forecast Elements

Some of the steps 1in generating patronage forecasts for LRT and the
responsible parties are:

Step Responsible Party

1. Develop assumptions

o Land use (population Metropolitan Council with City
employment, households) concurrence

Regional travel character- Metropolitan Council/Regional
istics (parking costs, Transit Board/Metropolitan Transit
highway speeds, transit Commission/Regional Railroad
fares, transfer policy, Authorities/consultants

auto operating costs,

inflation rate)
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2. Set parameters for forecasts

o Corridor travel character-
istics (feeder bus ser-
vice, alignments, frequency
of transit service, location
of stops, park/ride availa-
bility)

Other corridors

Develop model to predict
patronage

Code data for specific
LRT alignments/feeder bus
alternatives

Operate computer to produce
forecasts

Review information generated
from computer runs

Refinements to model

Complete final forecasts

Review forecasts

Affected Regional Railroad
Authority/affected City/Regional
Transit Board/Metropolitan
Transit Commission/consultants/
Metropolitan Council

Affected Regional Railroad
Authority/affected City/Regional
Transit Board/Metropolitan
Transit Commission/consultants/
Metropolitan Council

Consultant, under contract to
Hennepin County Regional Railroad
Authority, with involvement of
other agencies

Consultant to respective Regional
Railroad Authorities with involve-
ment of Metropolitan Council .

Metropolitan Council

Metropolitan Council/Regional
Transit Board/Metropolitan Transit
Commission/Regional Railroad
Authorities/consultants

Metropolitan Council/Regional
Transit Board/Metropolitan Transit
Commission/Regional Railroad
Authorities/consultants

Metropolitan Council

Metropolitan Council/Regional
Transit Board/Metropolitan Transit
Commission/Regional Railroad
Authorities/consultants

Change in Approach

In early 1990, Nacho Diaz'of the Metropolitan Council indicated that h‘"‘is.
o

agency
produce
subcontractor
perform that technical,
Corridor, but for
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estimated savings to RCRRA for the Midway Corridor forecast is 570,000.;%
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If the Metropolitan Council does not perform this work, BRW does have
the capability to do it. No delay in the time schedule would be
required for BRW to do that work if that decision is made within the
next two weeks.

Influences on Forecasts

Generating patronage forecasts for LRT is a highly technical and
specialized task. Although there are many opportunities for errors, the
most influential area 1is that of assumptions. It is particularly
critical that accurate assumptions are made for:

Feeder bus and level of service for LRT for each alignment
within a corridor.

Land use, parking costs, and other regional factors.
Highway system.

Existing conditions for bus service, such as speed, ridership,
and vehicle miles of travel.

Recommendations

The primary safeguard Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has over
the patronage forecasting outcome is 1involvement in determining the
assumptions. As a result of meetings held within the last week to
provide you with additional information, I recommend:

RCRRA staff and consultants meet with Metropolitan Council and St.
Paul staff to review Metropolitan Council assumptions for
employment, population, and number of households.

RCRRA staff and consultants continue meetings with Metropolitan
Council, Regional Transit Board, Metropolitan Transit Commission
and St. Paul staff to develop feeder bus and other assumptions for
alignments within the Midway Corridor.

Because of the complexity of forecasting transit patronage, RCRRA
staff should retain an independent consultant familiar with
forecasting to review Metropolitan Council work and should have
continuing contact with consultants familiar with forecasting to
advise RCRRA staff on this matter. It is essential to make sure
that the critical questions are being asked at the appropriate
time. A critique of work after it is completed is less effective
than frequent, early involvement in assumptions.

KD/blk
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: August &, 1990
3 Kathy DeSpiegelaere, Jim Tolaas, RCRRA
FROM: David M. Warmer, PE
H RCRRA Midway Caorrider LRT PE & EIS
RIDERSHIP FORECAST PROGRESS REPORT

The purpose of this memorandum 1s to report the present situation of transit
ridership forecasts being prepared for the Midway Corridor project.

Current Status

Transit ridership forecasts were originally scheduled to be available for use
by duneids, 1990. As of this date, preliminary forecasts are expected by about
Pegust 19 (per Steve Wilson, B8-1-90); these forecasts will be evaluated and a
determination made regarding their suitability by the consultant team,
Metropolitan Council staff, HCRRA staff and RCRRA staff.

Reascons For Delay

Completion of transit ridership forecasts has been delayed because Varicds
.:nmpaﬂggg'madnls\af the ridersnip forscasting computer model nave not performed
Téﬁ“ﬁipﬂ:tﬂd. This includes the calibrated transit network, the non—work modal
split model, and the mode af arrival model. Each of these model components are
new or ramcdeled versions of the regional travel mcdel, developed specificall
for the current round of LRT studies in the Twin Cities arsa. Previous
versicns of these models are cutdated. Because of the importance of ridership
estimates to the LRT planning process, new models were developed o provide a
mareg accurate farecast of ridership in the metropolitan area.

Implications of Delays

Ridershnip forecasts are on the critical path for EIS completion. Analysis of
significant EIS and preliminary design issues rely on ridersnip forecasts.
Rigership forecasts are required to analyze station aresa traffic and ROW
acquisition impacts, air quality impacts and economic development impacts.

If ridership forecasts had been available on June 13, as originally scheduled,
the DEIS would have been submitted to thegEnRvirenmental Quality Board (E0B) on
Septerner 2400 If usable results are available on JAUGUSE 1S, the DEIS will be
supmitted to the EQB on about Novémber 7. The alignment decision for the
Midway Corridor, if it is' to occur after the publlc review period, would not be
made Dy the RCRRA until NatelFebrusryiigel .«

y
11 the forecasts expected on August 15 are used in further analysis, and it
later becomes apparent that the numbers are significantly different, additicnal
costs will be incurred in repeating the analysis using the correct forecast.

If methods identified to resolve problems with the models are not successtul,
further and substantial delays could result.
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Situation Remedies

Throughout preparation of the forecasts, Metropolitan Council staff responsible
for medel operaticn has been in regular contact with the model authors (Gordon
Sehultz of COMSIS Corporaticm, and Dick Pratt of RH Pratt Associates). In
additicn, the RCRRA, through BRW, has retained the services of Cambridge
Systematics, another modeling expert, to consult with and assist in processing
of the farecasts.

The HCRRA& has also authorized the use of Dick Pratt to directly provide
assistance in refining the computer models being used to prepare the forecasts.

RCRRA staff has authorized BERW to rent two computers (at a cost of 21,600.00
per month) to be used by Metropolitan Council staff to run the computer models.
Because the models are very large and require a great deal of computer time,
the additional hardware will allow staff to be more efficient in forecast
nreparation.

Alternative Means of Producing Forecasts

No totally satisfactary alternative means of forecast production is available.
Alternatives include:

f. Use forecasts prepared for Midway Corrideor RPlanning Analysis.

2. Use previous versions of transit forecasting module in regional
travel model.

3. Emplay "turning point" forecast methodology (used in Metropolitan
Council’s Long~Range Transit Analysis, 1987).

All three alternatives produce conly coverall forecasts of bus and LRT ridership.
All details regarding route-by-rcoute, staticn-by~station and mocde of arrival
estimates would have to be synthesized.

Alternatives 1L and 2 both rely on the previcus versicn of the transit
forecasting module of the regiocnal model.

If it is determined that an alternate method of ridership forecast preparation
is to be used, Alternative 3 is recommended because it uses readily available
information which relates directly to transit ridership (existing transit
ridership, growth in populaticn, houserolds and employment).

At this time, BERW recommends continuing to work toward producing ridership
forecasts with the cemputer models, recognizing that delays are possible. BRW
is monitoring the situation and will reevaluate the reccmmendaticn regularly.

cc: Doug Mcore, BRW
Dick Welsfeld, ERW
Ken Stevens, HCRRA
Steve Wilson, Metropolitan Council
Dave Minister, Regional Transit Board
Project File: 41-8927




AUG 83 ’98 89:33 BRW INC MPLS

BRW, Inc.
August 3, 1990

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Midway Corridor
Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Impact Statement

REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SCHEDULE

Submit DEIS to EQB November 7, 1890

DEIS Notice of Availability Published November 26, 1990
in EQB Monitor

Public Hearing(s) Regarding DEIS December 18, 1990 to
January 10, 1991

Comment Period Closes January 28, 1991
RCRRA Identifies Pfeferred Alternative

Submit FEIS to EQB March 25, 1991

FEIS Notice of Availability Published April 1, 1991
in EQB Monitor

RCRRA Determination of Adequacy/Notice April 30, 1991
of Determination

Notice of Determination in EQB Monitor May 20, 1991

NOTE: Depends on availability of ridership
forecasts on August 15, 1990




BRW, Inc.
July 20, 1990

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Midway Corridor
Preliminary Engineering/Environmental Impact Statement

RIDERSHIP FORECASTS

During the course of the Midway Corridor Study, a great deal of interest has
been expressed in the forecasts of transit ridership which are being prepared.
This is a short description of what we can expect from the ridership forecasts,
how they will be used, and what their limitations are. (The lines are numbered
for easy reference during discussion.)

Transit Forecast Content

Total System-Wide Daily Transit Ridership for the Year 2010

Total System-Wide Peak Hour Transit Ridership for the Year 2010

1. and 2. will be available for feeder bus and LRT routes in the system.
LRT ridership will be presented by station.

LRT ridership will be presented by direction, on's and off's.

For each LRT station, the percent of riders who reach the station by
walking, by driving and parking at the station (park and ride), by being
dropped off by another driver (kiss and ride), or by feeder bus will be
stated.

Use of Transit Forecasts
7. To determine size requirements of transit system components, such as:

a. Number of vehicles (buses and LRV's) required on each transit route
during different periods of the day.

b. LRT and bus headways (time between buses or LRV's).

c. Number of park-and-ride spaces required at each LRT station..

d. Number of drop-off/pickup spaces required at each LRT station.

e. Number of bus waiting spaces needed at each LRT station.

f. Number of LRV's in a train.

g. LRT platform size (maximum number of people expected to be on the
platform at one time).

To assess the performance of various corridors and each of the alternatives
within the corridors. In addition to the actual patronage forecasts, many
ratios have been used, including:

a. Riders per route mile.
b. New riders per route mile.
c. Passenger miles per route mile.




Operating cost per passenger.

Operating cost per passenger mile.

. Operating cost per route mile.

. Capital cost per passenger.

. Capital cost per passenger mile.
Capital cost per route mile.

Annualized capital cost per passenger.
Annualized capital cost per passenger mile.
Annualized capital cost per route mile.
Operating revenue per route mile.

. Operating revenue per passenger mile.

- Q
L
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Limitations of Ridership Forecasts

9.

Ridership forecasts are prepared using computer models (i.e., a series of
formulas and calculations) which use, as inputs, forecasts of future popula-
tion, number of households, and employment for each of nearly 1,100 traffic
analysis zones (TAZ's). The model, which is based on local conditions,
estimates transit ridership by comparing time and cost factors including:

a. Walking time

b. Waiting time

c. In-vehicle travel time

d. Automobile operating cost
e. Parking cost

f. Transit fare

“In geﬁeraI, the ridership forecasts are "good" as long as the data used to

make the forecasts is "good." In practice, it is not reasonable to expect

that all our forecasts of future conditions will be correct; it is likely,
however, that our forecasts of some input variables will be high, and that
some will be low, and that, overall, the forecasts will still be "good."

. As more and more detailed information is sought from the forecasts, the
reliability of the results decreases. For example, confidence level in the
forecast of total transit ridership would be greater than the confidence
level in an estimate of the number of people expected to walk to the Dale

. Street station.

The ridership forecasts generate no information about individual trips.
The greatest level of detail is at the TAZ level. The TAZ's range in size
from about four city blocks in a very densely developed area in a downtown
area, to several square miles in a far suburban area of the metropolitan
area (See 10.).
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July 25, 1990

Mr. Steve Keefe, Chair
Metropolitan Council

Mears Park Centre

230 East Fifth Street

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Steve:

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners have requested
that I to write a letter to you indicating our strong concern about the
delay in obtaining ridership forecasts for LRT in the Midway Corridor.

Your staff is running the computer model to produce the forecasts. We
understand that ongoing discussions have occurred with our staff and
BRW about the problems being encountered that have delayed the
forecasts and that your staff is devoting extraordinary efforts to this
task, but you need to be aware that the schedule for completion of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Midway Corridor is being

delayed by the absence of ridership forecasts we can rely on for
continuing our work.

The schedule for the Environmental Impact Statement for this corridor
assumed that forecasts would be available a month ago. Delays in
obtaining ridership forecasts prevent Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority from completing its EIS and preliminary engineering decision
on the alignment for the corridor which everyone agrees is the top
priority for LRT for the Metropolitan area.

)
Very truly Y?EEST
E -

p [
John T. Finley, Chairman
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

/" 3TF/blk

cc: Mike Ehrlichmann, Chair, Regional Transit Board
John Derus, Chair, Joint LRT Advisory Committee
Ramsey County Regional Railroasd Auwthority Commissioners
. Regional Transit Board Members
Joint LRT Advisory Committee Members
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning
Dick Wolsfeld, BRW, Inc.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Request Justification

Progress on LRT Coordination Plan

DISCUSSTION ONLY

See attached: 1) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere
2) LRT/Land Use Coordination Plan
3) Summary of Implementation Strategy and Organizational Plan
4) Ten Year Schedule and Budget for LRT
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John T. Finley, Chairman
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Donald E. Salverda
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Warren W. Schaber
District 6

Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

/
FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning E;Q
F 4

SUBJECT: Progress on LRT Coordination Plan
DATE: August 6, 1990

Several elements of the LRT Coordination Plan are being considered by the Joint LRT
Advisory Committee at its meeting on August 8. They are:

1. @oordination’ of "LIRT "and Land Use. This information (copy attached) is the
subject of a forum sponsored by the Metropolitan Council on August 7. Regional
Railroad Authority and City staff were participants in its preparation. From
Ramsey County, the participants were: Peggy Reichert, Allen Lovejoy, Roger Ryan,
Mark Filipi {8t. Paul); Rick Jopke (Roseville); Kathryn DeSpiegelaere (RCRRA).

On this same subject, “Jim "Prost, economic impact subconsultant from Annapolis,
Maryland, to Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority for the Midway Corridor,
will attend the August 28 Regional Railroad Authority meeting and is expected to
have a summary of his firm’s final report to share with you on that date. He may
also attend meetings with the St. Paul City Council and Planning Commission.

An Executive Summary of Idplémentation Strategy and Organization prepared for the
Regional Transit Board (RTB) tbyn0/Brien=Kreitzberg & Associatesy Inc.

A copy of the summary is attached. It recommends that the RTB be responsible for
the implementation of LRT in the metropolitan area. It recommends a conventional
approach for construction of LRT in the Central Corridor, rather than a turnkey
approach.

A 10-year budget that is based on varying assumptions of 1/2 cent or 1/4 cent
sales tax for LRT construction. You received a draft version of a portion of
this at your July 24 Regional Railroad Authority meeting.

Recommendation:

For discussion.

KD/blk
Attachment
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LRT/TAND USE COORDINATION TASK FORCE

St.Paul Peggy Reichert, Allen Lovejoy, Roger Ryan, Mark Filipi
Minneapolis Perry Thorvig

Minnetonka Ann Perry

Fridley Barb Dacy

Richfield Byron Wallace

Burnsville Greg Konat

Roseville Rick Jopke

RTB David Minister, Garneth Peterson

Met Council Karen Lyons, Richard Thompson

Hennepin County Ken Stevens

Ramsey County | _Kathy Despiegleare

Anoka County Tim Yantos

Dakota County Allen Moe
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LRT/LAND USE COORDINATION REPORT:
AN ELEMENT
OF THE REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD’S

LRT COORDINATION PLAN

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to provide a planning framework to ensure adequate coordination
between the development of a light rail transit (LRT) system and land use related activities. This
framework can be utilized at different stages of LRT development to take advantage of development
opportunities and to preserve stable neighborhoods and businesses in the vicinity of LRT lines. This
report serves as information and guidance to cities in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, which are
ultimately responsible for land use related decisions, and to the Regional Transit Board (RTB) and
regional rail authorities which are primarily responsible for the development of an LRT system in the
Twin Cities.

LRT has the potential to have a long-term impact on urban development. It can encourage, as
documented in this report, new development and redevelopment along corridors, particularly around
stations, because it provides increased accessibility. It is important, however, that this development
occurs in a manner compatible with the philosophy and vision that individual communities have
developed within the land use components of their local comprehensive plans. It also is important
to ensure that neither the physical presence of the LRT line, nor the potential land development and
redevelopment that might accompany it, create negative environmental impacts on existing urban
development.

Cities have ultimate responsibility and authority for land use decisions. Cities can ensure that LRT
will help further community goals, while protecting stable neighborhood and business environments,
by becoming actively involved in station area planning as LRT is being designed and engineered.

LRT lines and stations are proposed for location in many different community settings: highly
developed commercial areas, such as Minneapolis and St. Paul downtowns; less intense linear
commercial and residential areas, and medium- to low-density residential areas in the suburbs. Land
use planning efforts would be applied according to the environment in which LRT is placed. In
addition, different cities may desire LRT to do different things within their communities. LRT offers
communities a number of opportunities and can be used, among other things:

. As a development tool, to shape and focus city growth, consuming less land and
generating less traffic and pollution.




To intensify development around station areas, creating more imaginative and
dynamic urban nodes in a more pedestrian-friendly environment, with an active,
human character.

To upgrade an area through redevelopment of rundown or underutilized properties,
revitalizing that portion of the community.

As a means to increase a community’s property tax base.

To provide its businesses and residents with a high quality transportation
alternative.

To enhance and buffer existing neighborhoods through sensitive design and
landscape treatments.

In land use planning for LRT, a sensitive balance needs to be achieved between protection of
communities and skillful accommodation of an appropriate level of supportive development, while
maintaining a high level of service to LRT users.

In summary, careful consideration of land use planning in conjunction with LRT development can
allow cities to realize desired development opportunities, while preserving the integrity of stable
neighborhoods. This report is offered as a framework for cities to consider as they undertake land
use planning in conjunction with county regional rail authority LRT design, engineering and
construction.




CONTENTS
This report is organized in three parts.

Part 1 documents how land use and LRT have thus far been coordinated (or are being coordinated)
in the Twin Cities through the planning efforts of the county regional rail authorities, local
government review and comprehensive land use planning processes, and how transportation planning
activities have regional review.

Part 2 proposes a more specific and proactive process for cities to undertake where LRT is under
study that allows the city to assess its current land use, identify opportunities for development and
redevelopment, and identify ways to preserve existing stable neighborhoods and businesses along
proposed LRT routes, involving neighborhoods and businesses in the planning process. The proposed
process further reinforces the link between transit and land use that cities have the responsibility and
authority to guide.

Part 3 provides guidance to cities regarding land use planning options and station area building and
infrastructure principles that will ensure that the community environment in the vicinity of LRT
station areas is designed in a manner that is conducive to LRT use and sensitive to pedestrian needs,
while incorporating the neighborhood development and/or preservation goals. These guidelines
recognize all the different types of community environments where LRT lines and stations will be
implemented, including central business districts, urban neighborhoods, as well as suburban
environments. The guidelines are offered as options for cities to utilize in planning for LRT.

Part 4 is a bibliography of resources that communities may wish to reference in conducting land use
planning and development in coordination with LRT. It includes studies, reports, papers, articles,
videos, and other references.




PART 1: EXISTING LRT/LAND USE COORDINATION PROCESSES

The existing regulatory environment provides a number of opportunities for interaction between LRT
and land use planning activities. The most significant examples of this interaction are as follows:

LRT Reviews

»

County Regional Rail Authority LRT preliminary and final design plans are reviewed
approved by affected cities, and by the RTB which must find these plans consistent
with the adopted regional LRT Development and Financial Plan. This plan must be
approved by the Metropolitan Council. -

County Regional Rail Authorities have solicited city official and public input in review
of LRT studies. Although not required by law, rail authorities have asked cities to
assess impacts of proposed alignments and stations, held community meetings, and
made presentations to assure community participation.

Environmental Assessment Worksheets (EAW’s) and Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Statements (EIS’s) for proposed LRT corridors are prepared during the
preliminary design stage (10 percent engineering) and may extend later into
preliminary engineering. EAW’s and EIS’s are required to be submitted to affected
local jurisdictions and to regional agencies for review and comment.

Comprehensive Plan Reviews

Cities are required to prepare land use and comprehensive plans that are consistent
with Metropolitan Council policy. Amendments to these plans are initiated at the
discretion of local jurisdictions in response to Metropolitan Council policy changes
and/or development proposals that require a change in land use designation. Land
use and transportation concerns resulting from a proposed development or
comprehensive plan amendment that would negatively impact LRT can be handled
in the context of the comprehensive plan amendment approval process coordinated
by the Metropolitan Council. There are opportunities for review of city
comprehensive plan amendments by adjacent local governments and counties, as well
as RTB and the Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT).

Development Reviews

Proposed new developments that may have direct impact on LRT may be subject to
regional review under three types of existing mechanisms: comprehensive plan
amendments; EAW’s and EIS’s; and Indirect Source Permits (ISP’s). First, a
proposed development may require regional review when it requires a local
comprehensive plan amendment due to a change in land use designation. Second,
EAW’s or EIS’s are required by the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board to be
submitted by proposed larger developments (determined by square feet thresholds for
different land use types, and 2000 or more parking spaces). EAW’s and EIS’s require
regional agency review. Third, new developments that require Indirect Source

Permits (ISP’s) (hinging on parking thresholds) issued by the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency (MPCA) also allow for regional review. (MPCA is currently revising

- b




the regional review procedures and thresholds that instigate an ISP.) Where a
development is proposed that is consistent with a city’s approved comprehensive plan
and zoning, and does not require an EIS, EAW, or ISD, no regional review is
necessary.

Roadway Project Reviews

" Major roadway projects typically require EAW’s and EIS’s and need to be coordinated
between multiple jurisdictions and agencies, including Mn/DOT, cities and counties.
In certain Metropolitan Highway System corridors, LRT is being planned as part of
the roadway improvement solution. These projects are led by a coordinated project
management team comprised of Mn/DOT, Metropolitan Council, RTB, cities and
counties.

The above opportunities do not constitute a continuous, well established process for the interaction
of LRT and land use planning activities. The reviewing agencies which perform their responsibilities
at discrete points in time (e.g. at the end of EIS’s, preliminary and final design plans) are positioned
in a reactive mode. The proposed process in Part 2 will ensure that LRT development takes place
in the overall context of comprehensive land use and transportation planning, by recommending a
more structured, proactive approach. Implementation of an LRT line and the development that will
take place along it will be closely related to other aspects of comprehensive planning, including
sewers, streets, schools and other public facilities, and cities can ensure consistency between all of
these elements.

This recommended process is structured in such a manner that should allow each city to do the level
of land use planning that is appropriate to that community, and wherever a county rail authority is
in the LRT engineering process. While proposed LRT corridors are all at different stages in the
LRT engineering process, and some are nearing completion of the first engineering stage, the land
use planning activities outlined in Part 2 can be used by cities to feed into LRT design and
engineering as it proceeds.




PART 2: LRT STATION, . ) USE PLANNING PROCESS

trpurposes of the proposed process are to permit cities to better | plan for land use and zoning
changes in conjunction with LRT deve!opment and to enhance deveiopmem and redevelopment
e, portumnes in the vrcmlty of station areas. JCitie : B

amenities and station area access necds as well as for
1mpact mitigation measures (such as landscaping, buffering, etc...).

LRT station areas are defined generally as the area within a reasonable walking distance from an
LRT station, or within 1/4 to 1/2 mile of a station. City land use planning would be focused mainly
on the 1/4 to 1/2 mile radius, as opposed to the station site itself, which will be addressed by rail
authorities in design and engineering of the LRT line. However, through following the land use
planning process described in this section, cities will have many opportunities to impact alignment,
station location, park/ride siting, and preservation and mitigation measures decisions that are the
responsibility of the rail authorities working with the cities.

Specific objectives of the LRT/Land Use Planning Process are to:

® Integrate land use decisions with the LRT development process.

o Maintain the scale, character and quality of well established, stable neighborhoods
and businesses.
Encourage the preservation, restoration and enhancement of existing stable and
attractive structures, particularly those with historic value.
Minimize potential disruption associated with LRT construction and operation.
Establish a pedestrian friendly environment around stations.
Establish land use and development patterns that maximize the benefits of increased
transit accessibility and encourage LRT ridership.
Develop LRT station area environments that encourage LRT use and minimize the
need for single-occupant vehicle use.

The LRT Station Area Land Use Planning process, is divided into five phases:

’ Phase I:
- Land Use Evaluation

Phase II:
- Station Area Land Use Planning

Phase III:
- Detailed Station Area L _1 Use Planning

Phase [V:
- Station Area Preparation

Phase V:
- Station Area Development




Phase I would result in a preliminary evaluation of proposed LRT alignments from a land use
perspective, including development objectives and concepts, and an identification by cities of land use
issues and impacts that the county rail authorities should include in the LRT Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). This would be concluded prior to the completion of the LRT EIS and the 0-10
percent level of LRT preliminary design and would feed into the rail authority’s alignment and
preliminary station location decisions. Phase Iwork would provide a basis for city review of the rail
authority’s LRT preliminary design plans and EIS. :

e LR TR e

Phase I would expand on the work initiated during Phase I and would involve identification of
alternative land use concepts and goals, community amenities to be preserved, potential LRT impacts,
and mitigation needs related to the selected LRT alignment and its potential station areas. Cities,
in conjunction with the appropriate county rail authority, would work closely with community groups
during Phase II. This work would be €ompleted prior to'the éompletion 0f 10-30 percent level of
preliminary engineering.

Phase IIk would be initiated once an LRT alignment begins the final engineering stage of LRT
development (30-100 percent engineering level) and would involve the development of a detailed
station area land use plan, including a station area inventory, land use analyses, implementation plan,
and would involve community participation. Phase ITI work would be completed prior to construction
of the LRT line.

Phase IV would be done during the'3 to 4 year LRT line construction period and would involve
definition of the €ity’s station area development:stratégy and preparation of the station areas for
potential development and to accommodate the station access needs, as well as a community relations
element.

Phase V, station area development, if it is desired, would likely begin at the onset of the LRT line's
operation and continue ‘10 to 20 years.

The LRT/land use planning relationship is shown in Figure 1 and described in detail on pages 9
through 14. Appendix A offers selected graphic illustrations of how different cities have approached
land use planning for LRT.
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PHASE L
LAND USE EVALUATION

Where LRT has been identified within the RTB’s adopted Regional LRT plan, cities should
undertake a general review of city land use and transportation comprehensive plans and policies,
zoning, social, economic and physical characteristics, and community features, structures and amenities
that lie within 1/4 to 1/2 mile of the proposed alignments. As part of this process the city should, at
a minimum, evaluate:

The potential role of each proposed LRT line in achieving the@
0

development goals and objectives i level of urban
acceptable to the city. is evaluation should assess development and
elopment opportunities around potential station sites, based upon
vacant, developable, and redevelopable land. Broad alternative land use
concepts for potential station areas should be considered, that might include
no-change (pr&ervatlon of ex:stmg nelghborhoods and land use
ati esig - g, Of other concepts.
Comprc ensive and use and transportanon pollcws and goals that might
require amendmer er that the city’s comprehensive plan be supportive
of LRT. /Cities might find it necessary to undertake-such-amendments prior

o the fo i i f the LRT prelimina i
e potential impacts of the LRT lines on the corridor as a whole, valued

community amenities that should be preserved, and the issues, impacts, and
mitigation measures that the regional rail authorities should address in the
EIS process and in further LRT engineering phases.

Accessibility issues as they relate to station location, such as the city’s view of
station spacing, and sizing and location of LRT park/ride facilities, as well as
associated vehicle access requirements.

The city should conduct this evaluation in an interactive manner with the rcgional rail authority in
the preliminary design planning phase (0-10 percent engineering) and in preparing the land use
element of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). During Phase I, preferably as part of the EIS
scoping process, the city should prepare an outline of issues that the rail authority should address in
preparing the EIS, emphasizing land use issues. It should be recognized that EIS preparation and
review, while shown in Figure 1 occurring during Phase I, may for certain corridors extend into Phase
IL

During Phase I, the city, working closely with the rail authority, should seek business and
neighborhood input. Communication with property owners is recommended to show how stable
businesses and residences can be preserved, buffered and even enhanced with LRT, and how possible
associated development in station areas can benefit a community.

The end of the preliminary design stage results in an alignment selection and preliminary station
locations identified. The land aluation conducted by the cities during Phase I can be utilized
in the city review of preliminary design plans andran be expanded upon during Phase II.




PHASE II

STATION AREA LAND USE PLANNING

During the LRT preliminary engineering stage, a city should expand and refine the evaluation done
during Phase I. Station area land use planning during this phase should involve:

- Station area land use planning boundary identification (generally, within 1/4
to 1/2 mile of the station site). Neighborhoods, commercial areas, and natural
community features may define the station area boundaries.

Preliminary station area plans that identify, for each identified station location,
one or two land use concepts that take into account stable neighborhoods,
areas requiring redevelopment, and underdeveloped land. Alternative land
use concepts might include "no-change” (preservation of existing land uses),
intensification, higher residential densities, mixed uses, down-zoning, and
multiple variations of these concepts within a particular station area. These
concepts should be communicated with public officials and property owners
within the broader station area boundaries through preliminary urban design
drawings and plans. Business and resident input can be used to develop and
further refine the station area land use concepts.

Comprehensive land use and transportation amendments that are necessary
to support station area land use planning and development. These
amendments would bring the city’s comprehensive plan into conformance with
the mandatory requirements of local comprehensive plans identified in
Appendix C of the Metropolitan Council’s Transportation Development
Guide/Policy Plan. These amendments should be completed prior to initiation
of LRT final design and engineering.

Development/redevelopment opportunities around proposed station locations,
based upon vacant, developable, and redevelopable land, and a desirable level
of urban growth that is acceptable to the city.

Further review of sizing and location of LRT park/ride facilities, and
associated vehicle access requirements.

Valued community amenities that need to be preserved.

Issues, potential impacts, and possible mitigation measures that the regional

rail authorities should address in final engineering and design, and -

mmmmmmmmnﬂrwﬂﬁé%u’ﬁm

be implemented during final engineering and cons LRT
lopment. — =

Station area land use planning should be conducted by the city in an interactive manner with the rail
authority during the 10 to 30 percent level of preliminary engineering for the LRT line.

The city, working with county rail authorities, should use business and neighborhood input in
developing the station area plans and in identifying potential issues, impacts and mitigation measures.
Graphic illustrations of potential revisions to land use and zoning where development opportunities
exist, identification of stable areas where land use, zoning and community amenities will be preserved,
and identification of areas where impacts may need to be mitigated will help the community better
understand how LRT implementation will affect their community.

= [0 =




PHASE III.
DETAILED STATION AREA LAND USE PLANNING

Phase III, detailed station area land use planning, would only be necessary when a corridor moves
into the final design and engineering stage of LRT development (30 to 100 percent engineering).

Phases I and II may reveal that certain proposed station locations do not require any formal land use
or zoning changes, and the county rail authorities during final engineering stages will effectively
mitigate any impacts resulting from park/ride, feeder buses, transit platforms and shelters. The rail
authorities would work with the city, adjacent businesses, and neighborhoods in addressing issues.
No further station area planning may need to take place. The cities, working with the county rail
authorities, would use the planning tools developed in Phase II to communicate with neighborhoods.

However, where an LRT station area requires land use and/or significant access changes, or where
a city may wish to redevelop, intensify or upgrade, a Detailed Station Area Land Use Plan should be
prepared by the city. This plan should be developed in an interactive manner with the preparation
of the Final Engineering and Design Plan (30 to 100 percent engineering) for the LRT line.
Detailed Station Area Land Use Plans should be reviewed by the regional rail authority and by the
RTB. The following suggests tasks the city should undertake during Phase III.

Existing Station Area Inventory

Redefinition of the station area boundaries;

Existing land uses and land supply analysis;

Existing square feet of development;

Land and improvement values;

Land ownership;

Condition of structures;

Vacant or marginally developed sites, and inappropriate or deteriorated uses;
Current zoning requirements;

Existing and forecasted population, employment and housing;

Public facilities (schools, fire and police protection)

Utilities (water, sewer, telephone, gas and electric)

Existing and forecasted traffic counts, existing and planned street network, and
right-of-way width, pavement width, number of lanes, signals;

Existing and proposed street and lot/ramp parking;

Current and future station area circulation needs;

Urban form and urban character (neighborhood and landscape features)
Existing urban edge (setbacks), curb cuts, parking lots, sidewalks and
pedestrian amenities;

Current area activities and trends;

Amenities to be preserved, such as parks, trees, stable attractive environments,
schools, pleasant features;

Issues and problems to be mitigated, including pedestrian and vehicular access
needs, and visual and noise impacts;




Land Use Planning Considerations .

Identification of potential development opportunities for each station area.
Development of revised goals, policies, principles and guidelines for each
station area in response to the alternative land use concept desired, as
appropriate to the community setting. Examples of alternative development
options are discussed in Part 3.

Definition of the land use capacity of the station area, including land use
density limits and land use designations based on community development
goals and access constraints due to roadway capacity, and other data collected
in the inventory.

Preparation of an economic market analysis, to include total market potential
for residential, office, retail, hotel and commercial uses based on trends,
current economic conditions, population, housing and employment growth
projections.

Development of final land use goals, land use options, density ranges based
upon capacity and economic market analysis.

Development of final station area land use plan, including:

- Revised land use types and intensities, considering station area
planning rings;

- Building height restrictions;

- Pedestrian access and amenities, vehicular access (necessary street
improvements), parking controls;

- Mitigation plan for off-station park/ride, feeder bus, and general
traffic increases;

- Urban design concept and architectural theme;

- Refinement of the community relations plan in conjunction with rail
authority.

Implementation Plan

Cities should prepare an implementation plan to include regulatory changes, capital
improvements and financial considerations. Major tasks would include:

Further amendment of comprehensive land use and transportation plans, if
necessary;

Revise zoning ordinance to accomplish community objectives with respect to
LRT, possibly incorporating special overiay zoning and including performance
standards;

Review, and if necessary, amend redevelopment plan;

Consider development moratoriums or transition zoning in order to protect
station areas and line rights of way, and to ensure development that enhances
community goals and LRT use;




Prepare a capital improvements plan that covers:

* Enhancements--street additions, pedestrian amenities, plazas,
esplanades enhancements for persons with disabilities, bike paths,
parks, desired types of open and public spaces, trials, and other
options (See Part 3: Building and Infrastructure Standards)

. Landscaping, buffering and other mitigation methods

Prepare a property acquisition plan for redevelopment purposes

Prepare a station area financial plan that outlines options for financial

arrangements for development in vicinity of stations, a financial and fiscal

feasibility analysis, that includes evaluation of land and air rights values,
project capital and operating costs, income, financing and equity requirements
and analysis of cash flow and returned equity,

Identify development incentives such as bonus incentives for developer

provision of transit-related amenities.

The preparation of the Implementation Plan should be completed prior to construction but could
extend beyond the Final Design and Engineering phase and into the period when construction
contracts would be let. (See Appendix A for selected illustrations of other cities’ land use planning
approaches in preparing for LRT.)

PHASE IV: STATION AREA PREPARATION

Once construction is initiated, the cities will have to address actual implementation of
development proposals and define a development strategy in the station area. Three possible
strategy options can be considered:

- Laissez Faire approach: the city reacts to development proposals by the private
sector.
Private/Public Partnership approach: the city works actively with the private sector to
jointly put together development proposals.
Project Packaging approach: the city or a development corporation created for this
purpose takes the lead in putting together development proposals.

The last two options have proven to be more successful in producing new development along
rail lines. In either case the following tasks have to be performed either jointly (i.e.
public/private partnership) or by the public sector (i.e. project packaging):

- Acquire land for development and provide relocation assistance
- Negotiate with developers to obtain commitments for station area development
- Implement financial plan

The final steps in the process are as follows:

- In close cooperation with the rail authority, implement a community relations element
that involves work with neighborhood businesses and residents to preserve and/or
improve the character of the neighborhood by implementing land use preservation,
buffering, landscaping etc.

Implement station access improvements

w13 -




PHASE V

STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT

Station area development will occur about the time the LRT system begins operation and will
continue 10 to 20 years after the system is open.




PART 3: GUIDELINES FOR LRT STATION AREA LAND USES AND BUILDING AND
INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS

Part 3 offers cities ideas to consider in conducting station area land use planning. The guidelines
were developed based on the experiences of other communities such as Calgary, Portland, Edmonton,
Santa Clara County and Toronto as LRT was being built and land uses were planned around station
areas. Not all of the guidelines will apply in all station areas. For example, a station area in a
downtown may have far different land use planning requirements than a station in an urban area
outside of the downtown, and a suburban station may again have a totally different cast than a station
in a mature neighborhood. The guidelines are offered to cities as options to consider in station area
planning appropriate to that community setting.

Part 3 covers two general aspects of LRT station area planning (station areas are generally within
walking distance of a station, between one quarter and one half mile radii). First, A) Land Use
Planning Guidelines present alternative policy options for a city to consider if there is a desire to
redevelop, develop or intensify development. Second, B) Building and Infrastructure Standards
highlight principles for designing station area environments that are supportive of LRT use and
sensitive to pedestrian and vehicle access needs. Each element of Parts A and B includes general
guidelines that are supportive of LRT and pedestrian environments and/or sensitive to neighborhood
preservation and enhancement needs. Following the general guidelines are examples of policy
statements from other cities’ land use plans for LRT station areas.

Cities may wish to consider the guidelines and example policy statements when amending
comprehensive plans. A third section, C) Experiences of Cities with LRT and Land Use Planning,
includes a summary from a regional land use/LRT forum held in May of 1990 and highlights other
cities’ experiences in integrating land use with LRT.

Al LAND USE PLANNING GUIDELINES

These guidelines are offered as development options for a city to consider if it wishes to develop,
redevelop or intensify development in the vicinity of proposed LRT stations (1/4 to 1/2 mile from the
station itself). However, down-zoning or preserving existing zoning also may be the result of land use
evaluations conducted by cities.

Development Guidelines for LRT Station Areas

While station area development scale and densities should be premised on available roadway
capacity and the proposed LRT capacity, certain types of development are known to have a positive
impact on LRT ridership: medium to higher density residential areas anchored at least on one end
of the line by higher density employment and/or large educational facility concentrations. For
higher transit mode splits to occur, concentrations of higher residential densities should be located
reasonably close to and geographically aligred with areas of high employment density.

Examples:

--Over the length of an LRT line a minimum desirable average net residential density is seven
dwelling units per acre.

--Where additional residential development is desired as part of the station area development
plan, a minimum residential density should be established; low to medium density apartment

o B




development should average a minimum of 35 units per residential acre, while medium to
high density apartments should average a minimum of 96 units per acre. .

--Where additional commercial development is desired as part of a station area development
plan, a minimum employment density should be established. An employment density of 50
or more employees per employment acre in activity centers with 10,000 or more jobs is an
indicator of significant transit use. Where employees per acre increase from 25 to 60, mode
split increases can go from one percent to between 6 and 11 percent.

Figure 2, from the city of Edmonton’s Northeast Corridor LRT Land Use Study, shows a general
description of the types and intensities of land uses allowed throughout the LRT corridor. Figures
3 and 4, from the same study, reveal an example of what current zoning allows, versus what actually
exists.

| CATEGORY | NAME | oENSITY |
| KEY | Nno | | {FS1|UPA | PPA |

| OPEN SPACE COMMERCIAL

= T

—

L

Land Use Typology

FSI = Equivalent of FAR
UPA = Units per Acre
PPA = Persons per Acre

Figure 2: Allowable Land Uses and
Intensities

Source: City of Edmonton,
"Land Use Plans: Northeast
Light Rail Transit Corridor
Study”




CURRENT ZONING: Conventional Medium to Hign=Oensity Apartment Development

| \
Zone | Site Area No. of Gross Floor |Population | Persons/|Average Units/
[Net Acres) | Units | Met Acre |Net Acre
RI-RS |17,34 1125 349840 1583 i43.9 84.9
R5=R6 | 2. 112 296160 885 299 139.2
Cl-R& . 123 88440 164 Joo 1139.8
MI-R6 .6 1212 871740 2606 Jjo0 139.5

2106180 5118 212.2 96.1

-. =N

Figure 3: current Zoning and Built Form

Ler LnE +++

Figurc 4: Existing Situation and Built Form

EXISTING SITUATION: low to medium density apartment development mixed with industrial
and some retail commercial uses i

Zone Site Area |No. of |Gross Floor | Population | Persons’ Iavuaqc Units/ |F.5.1.
(Net Acres) | Units Net Acre Net Acre
Rl 17.34 532 420540 1294 74.86 0.7
RS 2.96 192 144960 440 148.5 64.9
Cl .88
M3 8.69

Source:

. City of Edmonton, "Land Use Plans:
Northeast Light Rail Transit Corridor”

29,87 $65500 | 1734




The most intense uses should be located nearest the stations with intensities diminishing furthest .
from the stations. Figures 5 through 8 show alternative LRT station area development concepts
as developed in a design charette at the University of Washington (Pedestrian Pocketbook).

Alternative LRT Station Area Developmeat Concepts

Figure 5

recreanon. and child care.
ihe Pecestman Pocket usas
one-4ixTéen™ Me land area
of a tyorcal sUDUrDan caver-
comaent. Coen sgacs ana
Jrecious agncuwitural lang
Coaxist with 3 regon's

"The Pedestrian Pocket Book” growa.
Princeton Architectural Press

LET LINE ++++
LeT <STarnsN




Genenc diagram lor a 50-
acre Pedestnan Pocxet.
Princeton Architectural Press

"The Pedestiran Pocket Book"

Figure 6
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The following policy statements are examples of how other cities have channeled higher intensity land
uses nearest LRT stations.

Examples:
--Major redevelopment sites should be restricted to the edges of residential neighborhoods.

-New LRT compatible developments within the city should be encouraged where possible
to locate within the LRT station area boundaries.

--Adult-oriented housing should be developed adjacent to commercial areas and the LRT
station, with family-oriented higher density housing providing a buffer between high density
commercial or residential mixed uses and the existing low density residential neighborhood.

--Larger development parcels should be restricted to the immediate station vicinity and
transition zones provioded between high density and low density development; infill
development should be encouraged further out.

Land that is currently underutilized or used for industrial purposes in station areas should be
considered for redevelopment, providing an opportunity to upgrade and revitalize that part of the
community.

The following policy statments are examples of how other cities have incorporated this idea into LRT
station area land use plans:

Examples:

~Run-down or underutilized parcels (below existing zoning densities) should be encouraged
for redevelopment and reuse.

-Industrial land near stations should be converted to office, residential and/or commercial
use.

Mixes of uses and clustering of these mixed uses are positive and benefit both the city and LRT by
adding an active pedestrian environment in these nodes. (See Figure 5). The following policy
statements are examples of how other cities have incorporated these ideas into LRT station area
land use plans:

Examples:

—High density developments and compatible services should be ciustered within the station
areas to encourage pedestrian movement among them.

--High quality, compatible land uses should be encouraged in the LRT station area; the
station area should function as a recognizable central core that serves as a focus for people-
oriented activities that are highly demanded before and after work and at midday (ie.,
restaurants, dry cleaners, health clubs, day care centers, pharmacies, banks, convenience

shopping).




Development Tools

To implement station area plans, communities have a wide variety of tools to protect existing
neighborhoods and to enhance redevelopment where appropriate. Tools include traditional zoning
ordinances, innovative zoning, design performance standards, development moratoria, density
bonuses, etc.

Examples:

--Consider use of development zones with growth radiating in an orderly fashion from the
station.

--Downtown development and large suburban retail or office developments should be

encouraged to incorporate the LRT directly within the buildings, as shown in Figures 9 and
10.

Incorporating LRT Into Developments

SKETCH OF “AIR RIGHTS" DEYELOPMENT

: This arrangement would allow "air
INCORPORATING TRANSIT STATION AND X : 1 ”
PEDESTRIAM SYSTEMS : rights" development above the public
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--Clearly identify public and private opportunities and responsibilities for development and
redevelopment and associated amenities and infrastructure.
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--Consider use of development moratoria in station areas where development pressure is
strong.

--Employ interim zoning where necessary to assure orderly transition to new land uses.

--Protect existing stable neighborhoods and businesses from intrusion of inappropriate new
development by means of transition zoning. (See Figure 11).

_h-:?:ld

Transitionn Zoring " buPfors sxisting #amily
Housing Trome ABh-N138 buiidargs whale providinrd

. -

greanr densities around The SETIONS
Transition loming

Source: City of Edmonton’s Northeast
LRT Corridor Land Use Plans

--Make use of overlay zoning where appropriate in station areas

—~Develop a system of bonus incentives for new development, such as increased density
allowances with reduced parking requirements and height restrictions.

B. BUILDING AND INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS

The following standards should be considered by cities in creating station areas that are conducive
to LRT use, ensure preservation of neighborhoods, and offer opportunities to a city for enhancing
the pedestrian environment.

Building Orientation, Placement and Height

Building design, siting and placement can be key elements in encouraging transit use. Buildings
that provide easy access to stations for pedestrians and commuters and provide a pleasant
environment within reasonable walking distances encourage pedestrians to use transit.

Examples:

—~Building massing should be organized so as to maximize usable open space, where
applicable. (See Figures 12 and 13).

--Scale of buildings should be complementary to the community setting and encourage
pedestrian movement between development.

--Low rise, courtyard placed development is encouraged for higher density development. (See
Figures 12 and 13).
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--Building setbacks between roadways, sidewalks, and building entrances shouid be
minimized/shortened rather than separating buildings from streets and sidewalks with
large parking and landscaped areas; new residential and commercial buildings and
their entrances should be oriented to LRT stations, streets and pedestrian ways. (See
Figure 14). The desired effect is "pedestrian friendly" building placement.

Figure 14: Building Set-Back Elimination and
Orientation :

FOUR STORY
OFFICE

THIREE STORY
SERVICE OFFICE

RETAIL AT CROUND FLCOR |
_ 0OoR LRT

TWO STORY
PARKING STRUCTURE

Roadway Access/Vehicle Circulation "The Pedestrian Pocket Book”

Princeton Architectural Press
Vehicle access to stations and adjacent development needs to be planned for at least one-half mile
from a station. In designing roadways, preference should be given to vehicles that carry muitiple
passengers including buses, high occupancy vehicles, etc.

-Station area roadways shouid be designed to accomodate increases in traffic generated by

the LRT station and any new development while diverting traffic to the periphery of
neighborhoods.

—Vehicular through traffic, with the exception of buses traveling designated routes, should
be discouraged within neighborhoods.

~High-occupant vehicle roadways, lanes and bypasses should be considered for linkage to
station areas and parking.

--Roadway systems that accommodate buses should be adequate in width, pavement thickness,
turning and intersection radii.

~Redesignation of roadways should be considered in station areas to protect neighborhoods
and minimize LRT line conflicts. (See Figures 15 and 16).




Figures 15 and 16:

Roadway Changes to Accommodate LRT
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Pedestrian Access and Amenities

Transit and pedestrian-oriented uses can be enhanced by providing a pleasant, safe and all-season
environment. Figure 17 shows an active LRT station environment where auto access is limited.
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Figure 17: Pedestrian Environment in LRT Station Area

Source: "The Pedestrian Pocket Book™

Princeton Architectural Press
Examples:

—Sheltered, weather protected pedestrian walkways should be provided between developments
and the LRT station; direct pedestrian access should be provided between buildings and
through adjacent developments rather than along site perimeters. (See Figure 1R)
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Figure 18 Types of Pedestrian Walkways

Source: City of Edmonton, "Northeast LRT Corridor
Land Use Plans
~A pedestrian priority zone should be established within a five-minute walking distance from
the LRT station where a strong pedestrian network links public and private properties;
adjacent development should be coordinated in order to ensure continuity of pedestrian
circulation. (See Figure 19).
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--Development applications should include a plan showing how pedestrian connections will
be achieved and responsibility for cost and construction of pedestrian walkways and amenities
would be assumed by the development by means of the development agreement.

--Higher density uses should have direct and easy access to pedestrian and bike-ways as well
as the LRT station and parking.

--Walkways between developments and the LRT station should have adequate lighting,
attractive landscaping, public art and seating, adequate snow removal, and be traffic protected.

--Wheelchair curb cuts and other accomodations should be provided for persons with
disabilities. :

—Pedestrian rights-of-way should be designed to accommodate snow removal without adverse
impacts on pedestrian function.

Parks. Open Space, Public Space (Indoor and Qutdoor)

Parks, green spaces, plantings, innovative landscaping and berming can enhance a neighborhood
and can bufTer different land uses as well as LRT lines in station areas.

Examples:

--Linear parks can be utilized as the buffer for LRT lines, attracting pedestrian and bicycle
use.

--New medium and high density residential development should be designed to encourage well
defined outdoor space between buildings. '
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--Additional parks and open spaces and community-oriented recreation facilities should be

provided in LRT station areas. (See Figures 20 and 21).
Figures 20 and 21: Use of Parks and Green Space in LRT Station Areas
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Source: "The Pedestrian Pocket Book”
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Parking

Cities should develop parking policies which directly encourage use of LRT and should limit .
parking and therefore commuting as a viable alternative for high density areas such as downtowns.




Examples:

--Parking restrictions should be established and enforced on station area streets to prevent
commuter parking from overflowing into adjoining neighborhoods. (Sec Fxgurc 22).
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¥ Figure 22: Area of Parking Restrictions in LRT Station Area

Source: City of Edmonton, "Northeast LRT Comdor
Land Use Plans”

--Parking serving residential, commercial and mixed uses should be located away from the
pedestrian environment, behind or to the side of buildings instead of in front. (See Figure
23).

Figure 23: Parking Locations in LRT Station Areas
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Source:

"Central Beaverton Development Program: Draft
Downtown Development Plan”, Fred Glick Associates,
Portland; Sedway Cooke Associates, San Francisco;
Robert Conradt, San Rafael.




--The number of parking spaces added for new development above and beyond those

provided in park and ride facilities should be minimized and preferential parking for pools
provided.

--Shared parking by adjacent developments should be encouraged.

--Parking reductions should be allowed for new development when located within LRT station
areas, especially when they agree to provide additional incentives for transit users.

--Establish parking maximums for new development in LRT station areas.

Buffering Methods

Mitigation and buffering measures should provide maximum visual separation and noise
absorption, and can even enhance the quality of the environment.

Examples:

--Landscaped edges should be provided between LRT right of way, stations, parking,
residential areas, incompatible uses and adjacent development to create pleasant views

between LRT facilities and buildings. (See Figures 24 through 27).
Figure 24: Trackscage and Noise ~ _
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Figures 26 and 27: DECORATIVE FENCES § SEATING WALLS

Source: "Banfield Light Rail Project: Transit Station Area
Planning Program; Multnomah County Urban Design
Element, Volume 1 (DRAFT); Fred Glick Associates, Portland.

--Landscaped edges should screen parking, providing a safety and visual buffer. (See Figures
28 and 29).
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--Deciduous trees should be planted to provide summer shade and coniferous trees to provide

shelter from winter winds around buildings, especially in dedicated pedestrian areas/plazas.
(See Figure 30).
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CANOPY FOR FEDESTRIANS
"Banfield Light Rail Project: Transit Station Area
Planning Program: Muitnomah County Urban Design

Element, Volume 1 (DRAFT); Fred Glick Associates, Portland.
Bicycie Access

Bicycle access should be incorporated as part of the urban design in LRT station areas.

Example:

—Cities should construct bike paths, curb cuts, bike lockers and stands, and other bicycle
enhancements in LRT station areas to encourage bicycle and LRT interface.

-Bicycle ways, pedestrian areas, roadways and LRT should ail be designed for compatibility.




C. EXPERIENCES OF OTHER CITIES WITH LRT AND LAND USE PLANNING

Regional LRT/Land Use Forum

The Regional Transit Board and Metropolitan Council co-hosted a panel session on May 18, 1990,
when representatives from Portland, Toronto and Calgary made presentations on the subject of land
use planning and development related to LRT. These panelists were invited to help guide the
preparation of the LRT/Land Use Element of the RTB’s LRT Coordination Plan. A proposed
LRT/Land Use Coordination element will be presented to the Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory
Committee at the July 11th meeting.

About 75 to 100 persons attended the presentations; over half of the registrants represented local
units of government.

Common themes emerged relative to land use and development impacts as experienced in Portland,
Calgary and Toronto:

Positive Transportation Impacts

*LRT provides these cities a fast, reliable, highly visible, high capacity transportation
alternative.

*Overall transit system ridership can be increased, decreasing sole reliance on roadways to
accommodate travel.

*The potential of financing transit with private sector sources can be enhanced with LRT.

Positive Development Impacts

*LRT not only moves people, but because of the enhanced accessibility, offers cities an
opportunity to shape and guide additional city growth, consuming less land and generating less
traffic.

*Increased land use densities around stations can create more dynamic pedestrian centers that
possess an active, human character.

*Under-utilized or rundown properties in the vicinity of stations can be redeveloped or up-
graded, revitalizing that portion of the community.

*LRT can increase a community’s property tax base with increased land valuations,
particularly in LRT station areas.

*Commercial properties in station areas attribute improved business to the increased
pedestrian activity and visibility that the LRT has provided.




Effective Preservation of Stable Neighborhoods and Businesses .

*Early involvement of existing businesses and neighborhoods in station area planning ensures
the community that their concerns will be positively handled, developing a greater degree of
public trust.

*Station area planning graphics were utilized to communicate with existing businesses and
neighborhoods concerning proposed land use changes, access and pedestrian amenities, and
where no significant changes would be made, to assure neighborhoods that no further
development would occur.

*Community environments in the vicinity of stations have been preserved and even enhanced
with effective urban design and landscaping measures, and in some cases with down-zoning.

Need for Careful Land Use Planning and Controls

*In order to achieve positive development and transportation impacts, cities where LRT
systems were built carefully considered the opportunities and impacts that LRT would present
by preparing plans that address:

- alternative land use opportunities and development scenarios,

- economic development potentials,

- natural community amenities, businesses, and residential neighborhoods and
required preservation methods and enhancements,

- vehicular access needs and roadway improvements,

- necessary land use and regulatory changes,

- pedestrian- and transit-supportive actions (such as parking controls and enforcement
measures, development site design and set-back requirements, and pedestrian
amenities),

- and a station area financing, capital improvements and development program.




Other Cities” Approaches to Land Use Planning and Development for LRT

More than a dozen North American communities over the last ten years have developed or expanded
light rail transit systems. Some have built or added to their heavy rail transit systems. These
communities have adopted a wide range of planning approaches to land development in and around
station areas. Most cities with new LRT systems initially did not actively plan for development
around station areas with the result that the station areas have attracted little new development until
recently. In contrast, Portland, Calgary and Toronto actively planned for land use around station
areas with the result of significant new development around station areas. In every example, the
major development adjacent to LRT has occurred or is expected to occur after the system has been
in operation several years and when ridership potential has been proven. In developing an approach
to station area planning in the Twin Cities, it may be helpful to learn from other successful
communities. There follows a brief summary of approaches to land use planning around station areas
in Portland, Calgary, Toronto and Edmonton. In addition, Appendix A includes graphic illustrations
of Portland’s, Calgary’s and Edmonton’s approaches to land use planning around selected LRT
stations.

PORTLAND

The Portland Area has over 15 years experience in land use planning around light rail transit stations.
About the time the Tri-county Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon (Tri-Met) was
considering light rail as an alternative to additional freeway lanes to serve the city, a mandatory
planning law was adopted. This law required all communities and counties to prepare a
comprehensive land use plan. As part of this effort, Tri-Met passed through Urban Mass
Transportation Administration funds for communities and counties to prepare land use and urban
design plans around transit stations.

The area planning agency in cooperation with the counties prepared a planning framework within
which all of the communities could prepare detailed station area land use and urban design plans.
The Transit Station Area Planning Program laid the foundation for development along the line by
determining market potentials, planning for urban fit and rezoning station areas. The specific process
took different forms in each county and community. The underlying premise of the system was that
the transit solution is fashioned by the "...community’s vision of how it wants to grow.” Since in the
Portland area, the overriding vision was for a more compact development, the light rail solution was
appropriate, and "...the land use vision dictated the tranmsit solution." Tighter, more compact
development will in turn reinforce the transit system’s success by increasing ridership on the LRT.

WHO? State of Oregon, Tri-Met, Metropolitan Service District (METRO), Counties, local
communities, developers.

WHAT? Created an integrated, tiered approach to land use planning and transit planning.
Portland has thus far constructed one 15-mile LRT line (MAX) in a fairly low density,
auto oriented region on a freeway, arterial street and railroad right-of-way. The cost
to construct the LRT portion was $214 million. Daily ridership is 20,000. The LRT
has influenced the shape and configuration of downtown Portland. Development
activity is greatest in the downtown and Lloyd Center, which is located to the east
of downtown across a river that before LRT was a physical barrier to development.
LRT was a factor in the developer’s decision to purchase, renovate and expand
development at and adjacent to Lloyd Center. The presence of LRT was a critical
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factor also in the decision to locate the Oregon Convention Center across the river,
removed from the downtown. A future shopping mail in Gresham plans to
incorporate the LRT directly inside the mall.

Developed a unified system with enough flexibility to accommodate the needs of
counties and local communities. Provided incentives through legislation and funds to
foster planning around light rail stations. Developed policies that placed a lid on
downtown parking.

SUCCESS?  Generally considered a success. Portland claims their successes to be as follows: New
development around MAX already exceeds cost of the system three times. Reduced
the need for additional freeway lanes. Allowed downtown Portland to grow without
additional parking spaces. Over $690 million in development totaling 5.9 million
square feet has been completed or is under construction since the decision to build
LRT. Virtually every adjacent vacant parcel has changed hands, been developed or
has development announced. Other communities are competing for lines.

Strong political leadership in favor of transit alternatives. Strong environmental
consciousness of citizenry; decided to build LRT instead of major highway.

CALGARY

The city of Calgary has planned and built a light rail system incorporating three lines combined with
a reduced roadway construction program from previously proposed levels. Calgary’s primary goal was
to encourage transit to be used for downtown trips. Calgary built LRT ridership by first instituting
significant bus service in potential LRT corridors. Since the city has uitimate authority for planning,
the need for multi-jurisdictional planning was unnecessary. Nevertheless, from the beginning the city
recognized that "effective land use planning of the LRT corridors will contribute to the success of
the LRT system by encouraging development of a type, density, and design oriented to LRT use
which will be compatible with adjacent communities.” To this end, the city council adopted policies
that would encourage residential and employment opportunities along the transit corridors. Around
station areas, the adopted policies encourage creation of high density, mixed use development nodes
around station areas. The planning radius for station areas is approximately one-quarter mile.
Highest development densities are recommended for the sites closest to the stations with the densities
diminishing away from the station.

Studies of the 7.7 mile South LRT Corridor (the initial LRT line first opened in 1981) indicated LRT
has been a catalyst for development in station areas and there was a sharp increase in property values
in the LRT corridor. Station areas have attracted concentrations of residential and mixed land uses.
Parking and traffic overspills occurred as a resuit ot ‘ncreased development and station area usage
and development so that Calgary had to enforce parking restricions during peak hours. Development
densities and heights have in places exceeded city recommendations and caused neighborhood
concerns. Prior to construction of the LRT lines, extensive land speculation occurred and resulted
. in development opportunities and a muititude of requests for land use redesignations.

WHO? City of Calgary




WHAT? The city of Calgary adopted land use policies encouraging high density, mixed use
development within one-quarter mile of transit stations.

HOW? The city built a three-line LRT system, adopted comprehensive land use and
redevelopment plans for station areas and squeezed parking and roadway supply.

SUCCESS? The city has been successful in stimulating new development and tax base around
station areas. Patronage on the South LRT line is around 40,000 passengers daily and
another 65,000 daily rides are provided in two other LRT corridors. Peak hour work
trip transit modal split is 55 percent in Calgary.

The city controls all aspects of planning and development. Transportation functions
are consolidated in one city department, and together with the city’s uni-jurisdictional
nature, facilitate development and coordinated implementation of policies on land
use, parking and transportation.

TORONTO

Metropolitan Toronto has been developing and promoting some form of rail transit since 1954.
Today the city has a large, well-integrated and coordinated network of heavy rail and light rail,
commuter rail and bus lines. The city of Toronto has used rail transit as a tool to encourage dense
new urban development, not just to serve existing development. In fact, it built the Scarborough
LRT system, an extension of the original system, not only to serve the existing transit requirements
of the area, which alone did not justify its capital costs, but to serve as a demonstration of LRT as
a land use tool to encourage transit-oriented residential, commercial and retail development. The
city attributes significant development and subsequent increases in land values to rail transit.

WHQO? Metropolitan Toronto
po

WHAT? Creation of an extensive heavy rail, light rail, commuter rail and bus transit system to
serve the central business district as well as in Metropolitan Major Centres and
Designated Intermediate Centres, located along rapid transit lines.

SUCCESS?  Judging from the city’s own literature, a huge success in stimulating development and
increasing land values.

WHY? Strong Metropolitan Toronto Transit Commission with a long history of building and
maintaining transit systems, and regional land use vision, power and controls.

EDMONTON

The city of Edmonton built its light rail transit system to satisfy its existing transit requirements
without relying on future development to make the line viable. On the other hand, it encouraged
development on the line and around station areas to increase ridership and operation of the system.
A major thrust of the Edmonton plan was to ensure that new development could only occur if it
upgraded or was at least compatible to the neighborhoods already existent. The city opted for a
pattern of transit-oriented growth in which the downtown remained dominant and the older, industrial
and underutilized lands adjacent to the transit corridors would be redeveloped to a density in between
the downtown and the rest of the city.
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WHQ?

WHAT?

HOW?

SUCCESS?

City of Edmonton

Created a 6-mile light rail transit line (now being extended) with strong land use
policies to encourage transit related development

Developed policies and standards and incentives to assure transit related development

Carries about 25,000 passengers a day. It is being extended south from the downtown
across the river to the large University of Alberta campus, which should add
considerably to its ridership and perceived success.

Edmonton has a strong Canadian "Uni-City" form of government where all land
use/development and transportation are well planned, integrated and coordinated.




PART 4: PARTIAL BIBLIOGRAPHY OF REPORTS, ARTICLES AND VIDEOS

RELATED TO LRT AND LAND USE PLANNING

PRINT MATERIALS

No.

1.

"Joint Development". Sedway Cooke Associates, Urban Land, July, 1984. The article
discusses several different approaches to planning for development around transit stations.
The Laissez-Faire Approach was used by San Francisco when planning for the BART system.
This approach resulted in less than desired results in this city. A Coordinated Development
Approach was used in Washington D.C. and Atlanta, with "stations designed to optimize
future joint development opportunities." A Project Packaging Approach was adopted in
several communities, including Portland, Oregon. The article concludes with five reasons for
public agencies to become involved in station area development process.

"LRT Helps Reshape a City". William D. Middleton, Railway Age, February, 1990. This
article describes the experience of the city of Portland, Oregon with its MAX system. It
provides a case study of the successful coordination of transportation development with urban
planning goals.

Pedestrian Pocket Book: A New Suburban Strategy. Princeton Architectural Press, 1989. This

small book introduces the concept of "Pedestrian Pockets”, which are balanced, mixed use
areas within a quarter mile or a five minute walking radius of a suburban transit station. The
functions within this 50 to 100-acre zone include housing, offices, retail, day care, recreation,
and parks. This book was the result of a design charrette held by the Department of
Architecture at the University of Washington lead by renowned architects. Teams were asked
to develop a multiple use design concept for development of a 120 acre parcel around an
LRT station that enhances transportation alternatives and pedestrian activities.

L.R.T. South Corridor Land Use Study. The City of Calgary Planning Department, May 1980.
This report establishes land use planning policies in the first of Calgary’s Light Rail Transit
Corridors. The report outlines station area development policies, station area plans,
implementation programs, and impact monitoring and management.

"Light Rail and Land Use: A Portland Success Story". G.B. Arrington, 1989. Presents a
description and evaluation of the Portland experience in planning for light rail and land use
in light rail corridors and station areas. Includes a detailed listing of development adjacent

to MAX, the light rail system.

"Metropolitan Toronto: The Transit/Development Connection”. A promotional brochure
which explains the history of the Toronto transit system, which includes both subways and
now light rail. The brochure documents the new construction which has occurred in Toronto
since 1954 when the first subway opened.

"Going Places". Landscape Architecture, March/April, 1985, Fred Glick. A description of
the land use planning efforts associated with the Banfield Light Rail Project in the city of
Gresham, Multnomah County, Oregon. Includes a detailed flow chart listing the steps in the
planning process.
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Light Rail Transit Regional Development and Financial Plan (Final Report). Regional Transit
Board, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc., BRW, Inc., Springsted, Inc., February, 1990. Establishes
a staged plan for the implementation of Light Rail Transit (LRT) in the Twin Cities
metropolitan area.

Excerpts from Workscope of "Banfield Light Rail Transit Station Area Planning Program.”
A joint station area-planning project between the city of Gresham, Metro, Multinomah
County, Oregon Department of Transportation, Tri-Met and the city of Portland.

"Tasman Corridor LRT/Land Use Integration Work Plan," from Santa Clara County
Transportation Agency, San Jose, California

"Land Use Guidelines for Light Rail Transit,” prepared as part of Hennepin County’s
Comprehensive LRT System Planning process.

"Property Values Impact Analysis: Guadalupe Corridor Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report,” 1987, prepared by Mills-Carnaghi-Bautovich, Inc. An economic analysis of the
property impacts of freeway and rail transit projects.

"Phase I: Guadalupe Corridor Joint Development Study,” 1990. Study which evaluates the
joint development potential of the 10 park and ride lots proposed along the San Jose’s
Guadalupe Corridor. The report screens, analyzes and ranks the park and ride lots with
respect to their suitability for high density housing development.

"Transit-Related Growth Forecasts and Related Development Policy Issues--Twin Cities Light
Rail Lines". 1984, prepared by Robert J. Harmon and Associates, Inc. This study describes
the benefits of joint development (defined as the planning and implementation of both the
transit improvements and changes in land use and circulation) within approximately a 2,500
foot radius of a tramsit station. It outlines joint development options for public agency
involvement.

"LRT Integration Study”. City of Calgary Transportation Department. 1984. The study
develops the concept of integrating LRT into a predominantly low density suburban
community and formulates a number of principles related to both the design of the LRT
system and the design of the community.

"LRT South Corridor Impact Monitoring Study: Land Use and Development Trends
Summary Report”. City of Calgary Planning and Building Department, 1984. This report
provides information on the land use impacts of light rail transit in Caigary.

"City of Edmonton Land Use Plans: Northeast Light Rail Transit Corridor Study." By the
city of Edmonton Planning Department and Du Toit Associates Ltd. 1978. This study
analyzes the effects of an LRT line and potential development on the surrounding area and
formulates guidelines that maximize positive impacts of LRT, and minimizes the negative.
Detailed land use plans and urban design criteria are proposed for each station area.

"Joint Use Policy:  Metrorail”.  Prepared by the Dade County Transportation
Administration/Metro Dade County, Florida. 1981. This study summarizes three cities’
experiences with rail and joint use development: Washington, Atlanta and Toronto. It
recommends policy and procedures to encourage and promote private development in
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conjunction with the Metrorail transit system.

"Belvedere Station Area Redevelopment Plan Bylaw." Prepared by the City of Edmonton
Planning Department and Du Toit Associates, Ltd. 1980. Station area plan, objectives and
actions that relate to ridership enhancement, community integrity, development intensity,
impact mitigation, pedestrian and automobile circulation, etc. It further provides plans for
land use districts, circulation systems and district regulations.

"Central Beaverton Development Program: Draft Downtown Development Plan." Prepared
for Beaverton by Fred Glick and Associates, et.al. 1990. This plan is made up of: design and
development principles to guide future public and private development actions; a downtown
framework that establishes the type and location of desired land uses; the network of roads
and transit facilities to serve these uses; and the design concept for integrating these land uses
and transportation facilities to ensure a well-functioning and attractive downtown.

"Banfield Light Rail Project: Transit Station Area Planning Program" Multnomah County
Urban Design Element, Vols. I and II. By Fred Glick and Associates, 1983. Urban design
plan for a five- mile LRT corridor which details issues of importance to the community such
as the disposition of large underdeveloped areas, the preservation and upgrading of existing
communities and environmentally sensitive considerations. Volume I includes: station area
goals and plans for nine stations; performance standards for developments; parking; access;
corridor edge; visual privacy; vegetation preservation; landscape requirements; and solar
access and energy conservation. Volume II includes: an evaluation of existing land use
regulations (zoning ordinance); and proposes a new zoning ordinance and transit districts.

"Where Transit Works: Urban Densities For Public Transportation”. Regional Plan News,
August, 1976. This is a summary of a two-year study, "Urban Densities for Public
Transportation” prepared by the Regional Plan Association. The study addresses two
questions: 1) new urban facilities are being built; what pattern of location and what density
can support what type and quality of transit? and 2) Transit systems are being extended and
new ones built; what kind of transit service can be supported where, and at what cost? In
general, the study finds that the land use policies that will do most for public transportation
are those which will help cluster non-residential floorspace in downtowns and other compact
development patterns.

Pulblic Transportation and Land Use Policy. Boris Pushkarev and Jeffrey M Zupan, Indiana
University Press, 1977. This book addresses the relationship between urban density and
public transit use and calls for changes in land use policy to support public transit.

Urban Rail in America: An Exploration of Criteria for Fixed-Guideway Transit by Boris S.
Pushkarev, Indiana University Press, 1982. This book explores the key criteria and range of

volumes that defines a corridor traveled heavily enough to make a fixed guideway transit
system cost-effective. It offers an assessment of the number and location of such corridors
and indicates where site-specific analysis might be focused most profitably.

Encouraging Public Transportation Through Effective Land Use Actions. Prepared for
METRO, Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle, May 1987. This report provides information

for local planning staffs on the effects of land use decisions on public transportation service
and provides guidelines for the private sector on how to design new projects to be compatible
with public transporation. It examines some of the most effective land use tools and
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transportation management approaches that have been developed to enhance the use of
public transportation.

VIDEOS

1.

"Reach of Rail", 15 min., Los Angeles County Transportation Commission. Provides an
overview of LRT and the positive impacts of LRT. Featurcs Portland, San Jose, Calgary,
Cleveland, Boston, and San Francisco.

"Greening the Rail", 15 min., CATV Public Access Studio in Oregon. for Fred Glick and
Associates. Video was made as a marketing tool and serves as a documentary on the urban
design and planning process and community relations efforts in the East Burnside
Neighborhood portion of the Banfield LRT corridor. Depicts LRT construction in progess
and includes testimonials from citizens, politicians, business leaders, owners and planning
professionals on positive impacts of LRT.

"Light Rail Transit: A Proven Alternative”, 15 min. "Transit Gloria Mundi" Production,
Baltimore Md. Provides a good definition of LRT and includes business and politician
testimonials. Good general video for policy-makers, business and civic leaders as well as the
general public.

"LRT: A Metro Area Transit Option,” 15 min., Regional Transit Board (RTB) production,
St. Paul, MN. Footage from transit systems in U.S. and Canada. LRT is described and
testimoniais to benefits of LRT included. Twin Cities’ corridors planned for implementation
of LRT within the next 20 years are shown.




APPENDIX A

The graphic illustrations in the appendix will provide cities with ways to approach land use planning

in LRT areas.

Exhibit A: Corridor-wide Land Use Evaluation for Proposed LRT Alignment in Edmonton

Source: City of Edmonton, "Land Use Plans: Northeast Light Rail Transit Corridor Study”, 1978

Figure A-31
Figure A-32

Figure A-33 to
Figure A-37

Figure A-38
Figure A-39

Figure A-40

Figure A-41

Figure A-42

An inventory of city land holdings within the proposed LRT corridor.
Identifies existing planning and development activity in the corridor.

Show initially proposed development concepts in the LRT corridor.

Reveals the final land use plan for the LRT corridor.

Reveals the resultant zoning freeze boundaries around LRT stations.

Shows required transportation changes as a result of LRT
development and final land use plan revisions.

Shows underpasses required due to LRT.

Shows a plan for reducing the number of underpasses.




Exhibit B: Land Use Analysis and Planning for Edmonton’s Stadium Station Area

Source: City of Edmonton, "Land Use Plans: Northeast Light Rail Transit Corridor Study,” 1978

Figure B-43

Figure B-44
Figure B-45
Figure B-46
Figure B47
Figure B-48

Figure B49 to
Figure B-51

Identifies areas near the station that are marginally developed or with
inappropriate uses as well as areas that are resistent to change and those that
should be preserved.

Shows priorities for development and in need of upgrading near the Stadium
Station.

Depict descriptions of contiguous and homogeneous sites in the Stadium
Station Area.

Proposes a new Stadium Station Area land use circulation plan.
Sets priorities for those changes.

Results of a land use planning case study for a specific neighborhood
(Elmwood Park) near the proposed Coliseum Station in Edmonton. An
impact analysis and initial development concepts are shown in Figure B-49.
Figures B-50 and B-51 highlight a general phased approach to development
and transportation improvements.




Chinook Station Area Land Use Planning and Issues Analysis, City of Calgary

City of Calgary, "LRT South Corridor Land Use Study,” 1980.

Figure C-52
Figure C-53
Figure C-54

Figure C-55
Figure C-56

Figure C-57

Figure C-58

Figure C-59 &
Figure C-60

Shows the Chinook Station Area, 5.5 km south of downtown Calgary.

- Shows existing land uses.

Proposes a new development concept for the station area.

Reveals the new land use concepts and associated intensities and
deveopment guidelines for the Chinook Station Area.

Shows citizens’ concerns identified in public meetings, workshops, and
discussion sessions with corresponding response by the city.

Graphically shows planning considerations to be addressed for the
Chinook Station Area.

Shows pedestrian and vehicular access needs for the Chinook Station
Area.




Exhibit

Source:

D: 148th Street Station Area Urban Design Planning, Banfield LRT, Portland,
Multnomah County, Oregon.

Fred Glick, Associates, Portland, Oregon, "Going Places,” Landscape Architecture,
March/April, 1985.

Figure D-61
Figure D-62

Figure D-63
Figure D-64

Figure D-65

Figure D-66 &
Figure D-67

Figure D-68 to
Figure D-71

&

Shows how Multnomah County applied the "Conceptual Development
Zone" concept to the 148th Street Station Area.

Shows how redevelopable land was identified, along with existing
housing and treestands and a preliminary station area urban design
plan for the station area was developed.

Shows the Final Urban Design Plan for the 148th Street Station Area
which was the ultimate result of the graphic plans that were used for
review and discussion with developers, neighborhoods, financiers and
transit representatives.

Defines the existing and an improved "urban edge or frame."

Shows ways of enhancing the environment in conjunction with LRT.




Exhibit E: Land Use Issues Analysis for a Proposed LRT Corridor in Edmonton and Proposed
Planning Recommendations

Source: City of Edmonton, "Land Use Plans: Northeast Light Rail Transit Corridor Study,”
1978.

Figure E-72 to Reveals how Edmonton conducted analysis of issues by type and station area

Figure E-77 in response to neighborhood, business and officials’ concerns.
Recommendations for resolution of issues were made to the Edmonton City
Council. Some of the issues and recommendations that Edmonton identified
in this analysis are delineated in these figures and include the topics of
housing, commercial and industrial uses, parks, schools, land values and
ownership, auto and pedestrian access, parking, utilities, air quality, etc.
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Corridor Plan B - Required Transportation
Changes
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Stadium Station Area - Homogenaous Site Units




Sice Unit No.

STADIUM STATION PRIMARY [MPACT AREA:
SITE UNIT DESCRIPTIONS

Descripcioa

Souad, siagle family detached dwellings.

Sound, siogle family detacied dwelliogs.

5 f. dwelliogs 3nowiog soma sigas of deterioracion.

Sheet secai fadricator Joused 1o margioal premises.

Feoced stocage scea for Zxaibition grounds.

Unopaved parEiag aces jerviag Exhibirtion grounds.
Jilapadaced cesidential scructure converted Lato a4 corner
1corce.

Small dwellisg uaats idjacent o the Exhibition grounds
showing sigos of advsaced deterioratioa.

Aesideatial block occupied DY 3.f. dwellings generally iam
good repaLr.

See description for uait 9.

Parkdale - Playgrouad. Well-squipped 4ad landscaped
zaildren’s play acesa 13 heavily used, howaver the 3mall
recreation (7) bualdiag located on the same sile ippears
to be poorly saintained.

Free Hethodisc Churca.

See description for umit 3.

Sew description for uamit 9.

Small, attractive, aod wvell-ssintaised corner grocery
itore.

Canadian Beddiag Co., mapufacturing plaac. Twe to four
storey buildiags of concrete blocks apd brick coastructicn
ind associated scorage yards. Oversll appescaace i3 poor
due Co unEKesmpt storage ar and buildings ia poor repair.
Vacant, uopaved area used for car parkiag.

Acma Discount Centre and lumber storage yard, origiaally
the Dominica Eavelope aod Cartea Co. Ltd., factery buale
ig 1908. The bdualding 13 of bDrick coastructicn vith aa
wiusual vaulted timber roof structure. S5Soee coasideration
should be given to the cestoratiscs of this historical
buildiag.

Margioal unkept small-scale commercial eaterprises (e.g.
iigaage sagufacturer, tazidermisc).

Well-wapt residencial block of smaller coe and twe storey
brick snd clapboard housas.

See description for usmit Il.

fart block of small, older homes with rwar yard gardens.
This sres seems vulnersble to deterioration because of its
proximaty to the Exhijitioca.

fxhibitiom Grounds. The Northlands stables are dominaac
here.

A half block of s.f. dwellings vith some double scorey
clapboard structures.

Sound, sioglie storey, 3.£.d. residenctial block vith some
renovation 4ctivity appareat. Joms deterioration 1is
aoticeadbls aloog the L12th Avenue fronctage.

See descriptica for umit 16.

Stable, 3streec-celated recail. Qlder brick building
located within thls aresa ac the corner of 3lst Street aad
11ith Avenue.

Sew descriptioa for umilt

Sew descriptios for uait

Sew descriptiocn for uait

Sew description for umit .

Small recail durlding located withia & s.f.d. resideacial
slock.

Viable street-reiated retail.

Stadium Car Yasa. Reasoaadly well-saiacained.

See descriptios for umit 16.

See descriptioca for uait 16,

Oane sod ooe-hbalf storey houses with rear yarda sbuctiag
iadustrial land uses.

Twe storey office and vacrebouse buildiag sad storage yard
for Bensett and hite General Conmtractors. This facilicy
ippears to be underutilized and ibows sigas of neglect.
Commercial sLrip type developmsat L... drive=ia
restaurants, gas bar aod auto body shep.

Marginal commercial lasd uses ia Dbadly detsriorated
comdition. Some vacsat aCructures iatarspersed with
active Dusinesses.

§5.f. dwellings i1n goed cwpair but alsest tocally
surrounded by commercisi laod uses.

Yacaat residencial loe.

Reasonably stadble cresideatial area compesed of one and
cne=half scorey homes, requirling Ssaintecance Lo some
\astances (particularly aloag the 111th Street froatage).
Vacsat resideacial loc.

Sew description for uait &&,

Cromdale Schoel. Jodest, well-bualt brick schoolhouse
circa 193% in an attractive park-like jectiog framed by
trees along tne 30ta Street and 79ch Streec {rootages.
Small houses 1o generally poor conditioa, pacticularly ia
the area s3ouch of t3e lLanevay.

Unpaved parxing Lot adjacent to dorden Park.

4ix 2f assorted screec-related retail .ocluding gas
jeations, construction contractar's offices aod yard, etc.
Condition of buildings L3 varied: some ace {airly aew aod
serviceadle, others ace older and Lo POOT CEPALC.

Convent asod Santa Maria Garecti Churca. Attractive
grounds provide sectiog for older bricx buildings aod
Jewer resldences.

Clarxe Field. The asin structures Dere are Cthe existiog
Clarxe Stadius aad the nev Commoowealth Cames Stadius
(pressatly under ~oastruction). The latter scructure (ac
30 ft. to 90 ft. ia Beight above street level) vill have
coasiderable visual impact upoa the jurrouadiag Low=rise
resideatial ares. Substancial Landscapiag is placoed.
Small-scale service staci-3 operatiom.

Housiog ia advanced stages of deterioration, pressuced v
asjor developments to the west (Commoawealita James
Stadium) aod south (rapid tracsit facilicies).

Vestiges of snce attractive ravioe laad Largely descroved
by <oOstructiod Lo the soutd.

S5ite af bus craosfer i associated wiil the
Stadium rapid transit 3cation aad Clacke Field.

Head of the Kiooaird Ravige. THis area i3 sttractive aond
well-treed, nowever access .3 Liaited.

Lacge older nomes located on the esdge of le ravige. .hese
ace suffering somevnat icom neglect. There .3 al3o 4
Soardwalk leading to the transit 3Cation entrance <ALch
should pernaps be maiocained N <eepLOf WILA LOe J@0LENcE
of the sice.

Norwood BA8ranch of the Royal Canadian Legion. “odern
tAStLCutionai construction with a4 large pacrxing lot and
some landscaping.

Large modern secvice 3tatiom,

Lirge aCLractive two storey clapooard dwelluings.
Well-landscaped one and one=-aalf{ storey homes on the sdge
of the Kinnaird Raviae. The poteactial af tne ravine a3 a
visual amenity Nas not Deen fully ucilized here.
Lindscaped cpen 3pace icea.

Sound, single family detached dwellings.

Sound, siagle family detached dwelliogs.

Laodscaped open space locacted to the 30uth of 3orden Parx.
Althougn the ares 18 quite large, it3 trianguiac
configuration sakes it difficult to use for recreacional
purposes.

See description for umit 63.

Stable resideacisl blocx with tree-lined streets iocos sad
caa=nalf scerey detachad dwelllags).

Rasidentisl dlock with tree=lined street {roatage. Rear
yards adjaceat %o Clarke Fleld groumds (i.e. parxiag lots
and some landacaped apem spacae).

Parish of Our Lady of Fatima Church.

Rasidantial block occupied by twe and one-half storey
vallk=up apartments. ALtractive stresetscape along A3
Street f{roacage. Mid-block paved parkiag sreas are, dY
coatract, uasigatly.

Jee descriptiom for uait 72,

Small pocket of actractive siogle storey houses ldcaced
within aa a af walk=up apartasats.

Vell-waintaioed, astEractive homes on vestarn edge of
Viewpeiat resideatial area.

See descriptioa for uait &9.

See description for umit 6%.

Sse description for uait 70.

[adustrial offices and some sanufacturiag facilities for
Albarta Comcreca Products, Casoadian Lioes, Prairie Maud
Careals ind Casadiam Liquid Alr. Sese laodscapiog sod
wall-saintained duildings 2alp to einimize visual Lmpact
sltheugh storage Gtanks aod mechanical equipment are
unsighetly.

Muttarts lusber storage yerd. A source of visual blight La
ased of improvement, particularly aleag Sth 3treec.
Storage and wvarsbouss cetail outlats. fcala and
appesrasce raasonably compatible with sdjacsat resideatial
block.

Ses descriptiom for umit 71.

Sas dascription for uait 71.

Solitary siagle family dwelling within wvalk=-up spartmsant
discrice.

Vacamt servics stacties aod wmall corner grocary stors.
Area slatad for s 6 to § storey apartsent davelopmeat.

Sae eription for uait &9.

Ses dascriptioa for uait 49.

See deseriptioa for uait 70.

Carsar grecery stavre. DMuilding sad grouads are poorly
ssiatained.

Alberta Comcrets Produsts ysrd. Vehicls starsge, sixing
plaat snd piles of sggragata sod sasd ars uasigacly. A
rail sidiag als rvas Lha sits.

Building suppliees sterage and retail sutlats, varsieusing,
;u. (4.0, Mustarts, GC.P.1., Hesdersems, MacCaoshaa,
M.,

Sarvigseble butldiags ia reasessbls cosditieca.

4.¥.0. sasufasturiag plamt. A light, Aiga-standard
industrial lasd use Nowsed (a sm asttrastive siagle sterey
Prick warehsuse vwith effices attachad.

Well=landseaped snd maintsined single family detachad
dwollings everloeiing LBa river.

Peskat of di)c~tdated leusss apparsatly wvaitiag for
demelities and rve. vlepment.

Twe sew, i peerly comstrustad, § starey spartment dleeks
vith spen parniag belew st jrade.

Single family dwalling withia vall=up spartment district.
fee daseriptisa fov uail 9.

Cowtis Mashisary Company. Lov scale duildiag of concrece
bleex and glass cemstruetisa. Laag ‘tars viaptlity s
quastienaad

Ldmenten vetar snd Basitatiea service faetlity. DButlding
\e 48 fair comdilion Dub sdjacent sterage yerd L4 unkespi
and uasigatly.

Mg Tour Car TALS wareneuse eperatien i3 Neuded
vithin ‘e old (edeval penetsntiary dusldiag duilt 1a 1903

\AGluds e uaRE APPREPTLALE Lo tha DuLlding sneuid de
fensidared.
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SUBJECT TO CITY OF CALGARY LAND USE BYLAW

RR-1 Restncied Rendential Singie - Detached Disner
- bwiding hevght - (Om

Rl Residential Singie- Oeacned Druinet
- budding nevgat - i0m.

R-2 Residennal Low-Denury Owsirict
Duliding Aevgnt - (Om.

Residential Medium Oensuy Mulu-Oweiling District
- buiiding hewght - 3m
density 148 w.0.0." 160 u.p.a.**

Residential Medium Densuy Muli-Owelling District
- buslding hevgnt - 9m
- densuy 110 wo.h.* (83 u.p.a.1**

[ee T

Medbnanng,,,

Local Commeraial Distnict
- bunlding nevgnt - (Om.

i

\

b

Generai Commercial Distnct
-buiiding hewght - 4bm,

Highway Commercial Distnet

- bunkding hewght - (1m,

General Light Industnal Duinict .
« building hevght - | 2m.

Direct Comtrol Distna

® uniti per hecare

Public Park, nool and Recreation Disinct ** unus per acre

L.RT. South Corridor Land Use Study

Existing Land Use
Designations

Map Chinook Startion
7. THE OITY OF CALCARY
PLANNING DEPARTAENT 17 October 1980
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FIGURE  : CHINOOK STATION AREA DEVELOPMENT-
CONCEPT

DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

The planning goal is to foster the development of
a "multi-purpose regional subcentre" that would be
visually and functionally integrated with its
surrounding land uses. The Chinook Shopping
Centre will continue to be the dominant shopping
and recreational focus. It will, together with
the Station facilities, act as a node for
additional concentrations of commercial,
residential, cultural and other social activities
based on the accessibility provided by public
transit and the major thoroughfares.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED LAND USE, INTENSITY MMD DEVELOPMENT GUIDEL INESH

BASEY YT -
EXISTING DENSITY | oEWSITY A K| MU
LAND USE RECOMMENDED LAND USE MAXIMUM WHEN | w[TH B0MUS HELGHT
DESIGNATION BONUS SYSTEM 1[5 [IN THE |
NOT APPLICABLE OROER OF)
| (1M THE ORDER OF)

Wy neg Use (With Approximately Half i F.AR, 4 | AR Jevelopment ihould
| Zesigential1d, | be related o the
| | major Pedestrian

| | | Corrrdors.

| Retall use should
oe limited to the
ground level ang
along mjor aoove-
grage pedestrian
corridors.

Parc 'n’ Ride site
may potentially
inclyde a4 “Lersure
Centre”.

WCommercial Ceiling® AR 6 Design technigues

i)l Residential - AR 3 to overcome

W1 ed Use (With mrqllnau'ly One-third exi1sting negative
Resioential) Ao environsental

conditions.

eCommercial Calling® or Mized Used Orientation

to Macieod Trafl
and pedestrian
systems of Station
Area.

WAT] Commercial® AR Qestign wechnigues
A1l Residentiald AR, 10 overcome
Wised Use (With Approximately One-Third existing negative
| Residential}® A, envirommental

|
congitions.

Weized Use (With a Major Residential F.AR. 3.49 As approved oy
Component of & Minimm of 260 dwelling City Council in
units) 1978,

wCommercial Coiling®

F. fant Industrial

WwCommercial Ceiling® WALR, Design technigues
BAT1 Restdential to overcome
®Mized Use (With Approzimately Ome-Third existing regative
| Restdential )9 environmental

| conat tions.

st
EXISTING DENSITY
LAMD USE MAX UM WHEN PECIAL

CONSIDERAT [ONS

Lignt Incustrial v |

Commarcial i i

Commercial Cailing? . | Attention w
A1l Residential - design of inter-
Mized Use (Nith Approximataly One=Third face with
Residential)d SR, commercial and
industrial
tevelopment.

Commercial Cafling® F.AR. 3

Liant [ndustrial

Light Indestrial

1t Is recommenced that the City undertake redesignation procedures in conjunction with the Area Redevelcpment Plan process for e screened arwis
after Council’'s aporoval of the Study in order o seet the objectives of the Station Area Plan. Details reqarding exact land use aistrict
soundaries and develooment guidelines for parcels will be worted out auring the implesentation stage of ™e land use mendment process.

certain land use districts in the Calgary Land Use By-liw do not use floor area rFatios or units per hectars 0 requiate the deniily, including
t.b and [-2. The exact demsity of these districis shall be subject to the provisioms of the district in the By-law, ®.g. yard ana NeightT
restrictions.

Monimen npights shall Se reviewsd of 4 site-specific basis, supject to the performance standards reqarding direct sunlight and other mvelopment
uidelines.

founci! Mas Alrected that the recommended minimm prosortion of residential use a3 4 sandatory requiresent of mized use development Do made
flexible to sccormndate individual projects. Resicential use 13 4 sandatory component of dvelopment only on Site | in this Station Ares.

Commercial ceiling i3 used to limit the Intessily of commmrcial use BOTA In al] comsercial developments where residential use i3 not sandatary
and in mized use developments.

C - 56
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Fige e oravisian af sdditional
residential wnits 1n e wdlum wAYIty 9 1eq use
disericey.

The itgieq wees iAsaet flen v the
AScuttton sestinm held during
“Pesponte” rnlumm.

Communities snd Interested citizems
the course of the Studv, The Study seees to address these TStuer a5 indicated 1n the

In e various =orvinoes., ounlic "=etines und




. dstef .smmun:
Signil ant land use inscabilicy

“and use uncerzaincv due £3 significant number of
rec.assificacion appli lons

Active redevelopment pressure and land speculacicn
Invasion of commercial and industrtal uses
Jeclining populatlon and housing stock

Pour nousing stock

Clostng 2f zhe School and Community Hall

=lnaser rarx .
Sroken sidewalks and roads

Possible overspill of parking from Chinook Cencre and
=.R®.7. Scacton

Fotential increass in L.R.T. relaced craffic N 1 d g’ =

HManchescer Industrial Discrice

- Lack of adequace landscaping

Extensive oucdoor storage not adequately screened

Heavy industrial uses

Potencial noise from L.R.T.

Train oplse from passing C.P.R. ctrains

Negactive visual qualicy from exiscing industrial uses
Iaduscrial truck craffic

Lack of cpen space, landscaping and community facilities

Noise from major thoroughfares

"CHINOOK =~ FT= - - T =
_CENTRE | ; X

b, :{'I.'-i
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L 81 1Y

Scacion Ar

TR AT
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Auto-relaced uses occupled a significant portion of
Stacion Area

1y

Extansive outdoor storage arsa
[naporooriate land use desianation le.n.
Disjointed pedestrism network

Lack of pleasant pedescrian smvircasant

< Lack of propar sidewalks

Lac L

foadway and Acce Lonstraints ® of adequace landscaping

———2r 27T DStREs .onstraints
™ " ! : Davelopment pressurs and pocencial comsucer parking

Limited road capacity aloag * ArRll v gy " : withia 5 sinutes valking discance of the Sctation

new developmenc

Valking distance batwean the Stacior and Chinook Cantre

Access limication ac 38Ch Avenua and 6lat Avenus South 165 Ebidar

hLLT ™

Existing roadways present gresc barriers to pedestrians

%o grade-saparated pedescrian crossing norch of 41 e
Avenus South
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POSSIBLE FUTURE 71ST AVE. EXTENSION
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L.RT. South Corridor Land Use Study
Vehicular Circulation
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148th Station Area
Redevelopable Land
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148th Station Area
Final Urban Design Plan
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148th STATION AREA BANFIELD LIGHT RAI
URBAN FRAME {3 TRANSIT STATION AREA
PLANNING PROGRAN

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGOt

" N.E. GLISAN
LEGEND

LAND USE
Low Density Residential
CIARCULATION
e Surface Adlerials
Callector
Major Pedestrian
Minor Pedestrian
# # » = Sireet Needs Repair
wesannens Bus
PHYSICAL ANALYSIS
'_"_‘:‘.'__l‘-_‘-Sull Area — Undelined i Transition
C"‘é{ Tranutional Area with Mine Use

/‘“ Encroschment

. SASAEREBRERESISHONERIGILISS E. BUANSIDE .-- Undelined Edge

PENELOPED - ::
‘NEIGHBORNOOD .
NOTES:
Isolsted large lot development potential

2. Provide direct pedestrian access (o Burnude
and along Buinside

3. Widened (o thiee [3] lanes

4. Direct auto tratfic away liom Burnside

Il‘l‘llll‘l'l SE.STARK




AR NARENRRNNRERRRRARERRRRRRRRIRRE

148th Station Area — _ . e g s
Urban Frame ' G : ot

DEVELOPED
NEIGHBORHOOD

LEGEND : s
i . : 3 1 ; EENT

LAND USE : : “f&s
Low-Density Residential 'r\)ﬂ‘:;

High-Density Resigential : :
NN Minor Retail
\2%% Open Space
2NN Office

CIRCULATION

Major Pedestrian
Minor Pedestrian T = E. BURNSIDE

)
B

» Bus
Coliector
= Surface Arterial
wlaa—+ Light Rail Transit with Station : DEVELOPED
PHYSICAL ANALYSIS . NEIGHBORHOOD
W W W Undefined Edge :

hDefineﬂ Edge
mauﬂw

. Acticity Node — Major/Minor

S.E. STARK

NOTES:
1. Mid-block joint-uss parking.
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Role of Issues in the Plaming Process




PRESENT STTUATION

ISSUES (SOURCE)

PLANNING

RECOMMENDAT LONS

HOUSING STOCK & DENSITY

PRESENT SITUATION

I
-
G

Scadium & Coliseun Stacions -

~Hostly older single-lamily
wnits in falr to good con-
ditlon, with low non-rasldent
ownarship.

=A fow walk-up aparccancs In
good conditlon in Riverviaw
Communicy.

-Soce deterloracion of hossas Iln
areas which face uncercaincy
irom future changes redavelop-
cent associsced wich L.R.T.
Lines; 111 Avenue wvidsnlag:
grovth of Exhibicion Grounds;
use of Clarke/Coemonveslth
Stadium ares; and future of
induscrial aress e C.N.L

-Scadius Scaction (1971) - 61.0%
single-family and 39.03 sparc-
oants.

-Colisaun Staclen (1971) - 64.351
singla-facily and 35.5% sparct-
oants.

~5ose homas are belong purchased
by Edconton Exhibltlom Assocla-
tion cutside thalr growth bouad-
aries (L.e. 5.E. cornar of 112
Avenus and B2 Sctreet) and dus
to poor proparty calntsnance,
these hoses are having a degrad-
ing affect oo tha surrounding
ares.

Belvadars Scatlom -

~Mostly single-family homes in
good conditicn, with soce two-
facily dvellings.

=1971 - 195 single-ti
heuslog and 20.21 &

-Litcle non-residect ownarship

-
-%0 communlty houslog
areas.

P arve alngle-facily dwvel-
lings in good condition.
(lasuas Summary).

Have lduntified scable single-
family areas which will resain
or be re-zoned to RC-1/R-1 to
ansure no major redeva lopment
within thess areas.

ISSUES (SOURCE)

COMMERCIAL

PLANNING RECOMMENDATILONS

ENTERPRISES

Eedevalop oldar dilapldaced
single-family homas (lasuus
Sussary).

Have idantifled decerloraced
residencisl areas and will
suggest resideccial redevelop-
sant of these areas.

Deal wicth impacts of resoviag
disadvanta oups (1.

low incoms, ssmior citizens,
nativas, satc.) from emiscing
residencial uwnics, moscly
ranted (e.g. Boyle/McCaulay)
(lssuss Sussary and Albarta
Housing).

Have ddancified potencial sices
for housing for disadvantagead
groups in scaclon aress, and
will examine possibilicy of
implemancing comsunity housing
schames wicth eicher Alberca
Mousing, Clcy Real Escace and
Housing Deparcmenc, or private
davalopars. As wvell, residants
of rencal accomsadacion in the
Morthaast Corridor who are
displaced by redevelopment will
recaive priority on the Housing
Regiscry of che Real Estate and
Housing Deparcmanc.

Provide soms family housing to
beaccar utilize soma Innec-Cicy
schools such as Cromdale
(Issuss Summary).

Station plane permit some re-
developwant to lov to sediuam
density family bousing. The
purposa belng to incr e the
populacion in chese aress whare
schools have low enrollsants.

Ensure design of nev housing is
compatibla wich surrounding
single-family residanc in
taras of parking standard
haight, stc. (Issues Susmary).

Daevelopment guidslines will
control future residencisl
davalopmant Ly restricoing
haights of bullding forms (i.e.
apartments will ba no more than
9 storays), and snsuring ade-
quate parking.

Ensure cthat future housing, im
terms of decsicty and the eaxcenc
of tha ares redavaloped does
not place unwarranted pressures
oo existing comsunicy facilities
such opan spaces, schools,
atc. (lesuas Susmary).

Radavelopmant of statlon arsas
will be phased and of a densicy
that can be sccommodated by
existing or planced comsunicy
faciliciaes.

Stop resoval of exiscing slagle-
facily housing stock by Edoonton
Exhibition Association within
spproved groveh boundaries for
new facilitles, such as horse
barns, and parking, stop pur-
chass of hooes cutsids approved
boundariss (Public Mesclngs).

The expansion of tha Edsonton
Cxhibition Asso tion will be
limited to che growth boundaries
approved by City Council in
1972, and it will be cecos
mandad that they not be alloved
to purchass hoses outside this
boundary.

Pravent deterioration in areas
wvhich up-zonad, and not re-
developed imsediacaly (Working
Papar #3).

Existing properiy standards
will be scricely enforced.
Zoning w11l change only upon
applicacion and therefore, a
cice limit on redevelopment
will be in effectc.

Confine redevalopment Ln sta-
tion aress to spacific aress
(Public Mascings).

Radevalopment will be permicced
in sslective zonas In the
station areas.

Fhase future redevelopsant in
the Rorcheast Corridor with the
future capacicy of the L.R.T.
lica (F. Flyas - Cromdala).

Eedevelopasant In the hortheasc
Corridor will ba phased. Thas
future capacity of che L.R.T.
line will not serve as a con-
scralne to the level of future
tedavelopaenct. Land ownarship
and land costs will be much sore
laporcant factors.

The pressure lor extension of
Downtowm developaent loto che
Buvle /McCauley area.

Thasa pressures will be ax
by the Flanning Department In
1978-80, in thelr preparation
of the Boyle Street/McCauley
Lancd Use Plas..

commssrclal scrlps along 118
Avenus and Fort Trail Road.

~Businesses offer & wide range
ul products and services.

~Serve local market, as well
through crafflc on maln road-
ways.

~Hany busine & ars marglinal
and very sensitive to compeci-
clon, and thus, chere is & high
furnover rate.

=High ownership level of business
In Collswus srea asud high

vental vel businesses in
Belvedere srea,

=Lack of parking (customer and
employee), and guod dccess dre
common probless of businesses.

=MHost vmplovees of buslnessus
live cutslde the Nurtheast
Corrtdur (I.e. less chan 1351
Live in Corridor).

Limit compatition from new
commercilal escablishmencs by
concrolling types 4nd slze of
nev business as permicced In
staclon areas (Issues Summary
and Fast Edmonton Business
Assoclation).

Concrol cypes and size of new
businesses pecrmitced Iln station
atcas by development guldellines.

Prohiblc patcons of L.R.T. from
utilizing on-street parking
spaces which serve businesses
(Publlc Maetings).

Following & bafore and sfcer
survey and an Indencificacion
of & parking problem, establish
patking bans 7-9 a.m., Monday
through Friday, within a five
alnute walking dlscance of che
staclons.

Do mot remove existing viable
bus Ln ® ln staclon sreas by
radevalopmant (lasues Susmary).

Linit commerclal redevelopmant
Lo sress wvhers macginal busl-
nesses are located.

Ensure thac craffic and parking
ganeraced by new commerciml/
office redevelopment does not
affect adjacent residenclal
areas (lssues Summary).

Confine nev commercial escab-
lishments to maln roadways so
through traffic cen be sucom
modacted. Ensure adequate
parking facilicies for these
establishments.

Improve roaduay access co
businesses for customers/
vmployees and supplliers (lssues
Summary ).

A long-term roadway plan -
Corrtdur Plan 8, recommends
creating a more efficlent and
cont lnuous rosduvay network Lo
the Northeast Cocrldor

Ilmprove parking facilicies tor
businesses, both Ln terms of
the nuaber ol spaces, and
access (Busluess Survey).

Encourage consolidated parking
factlicies wicth redevelopment
of conmercial serips on 118

Avenue and Fort Trail Road, in
Lullseum and Selvedere Scatlon
Land Use Plane, respectively.

Pravent deteriocstion Lln aress
which sre up-ioned snd noc
redevaloped immediscely
(“orking Paper #3).

Serictly enforce propercy
standardas.

Ensure that future comsarcial
uses permitted In the station
ar are compatible with che
adjacent communicles (Technical
Advisory Commitcee).

Typa and deslgn of uses In com-
mercially redeveloped areas
will be conctrolled so cthac they
are compatible with adjacent

ne i ghbourhoods .

No need for office redeve-
lopment In the Stadlum or
Collseum Station areas (Public
Meerlngs).

Increase the amount ot com-
merclel zoned property ln che
statlon areas (Meering -
Jusiness Communicy)

Lind use plans will permit &
amall amount of office redeve-
lopment next to Stadlum Scaclon
Y Avenue and stadlum huoad,
more office developsent
vong 18 Avenue In the Coli-
avum SCatlon Giftce apave In
stadlum Staclon will be crient-
vd to services local o sur-
reunding communitles (o,
‘enclsts, doctors). In the
toliseum Statton offlves will
callow the visting treny af
provicing services of o Clty
¢ Baburs fce wmpacwe Wil
InCrease feverse §lad un
T. Line
The amaunt of commerc
deslgnated space In e (7] 4
the L.8.T. station areds has

been increased




PRESENT SITUATION

~Thete ate many oldet wnetiractive
afginal lodustsles near the
Fallway Cracks 1a 8-) Jreae,
wiste conalderabla
and sssoclited nolae,

dust snd safely probless.

“The lung wstablished meat packilng
Industry crestes odour problems
for the sdjacent residenclal
Atds.

~lnduscries hava & hilgh deagraa
of dependence on rosadvay netvock

for provislon access lor sasployess/

clients and suppllers.

~Poor roadvay scceass s & slgni-
ficant probles to Llodustcics

~Unly 208 of major Industries
employ more than 30% of esployeas
from Xogthe
use of these Industries have &
signblicant ousber of Chelr
total employess ctasldlag Ln
the Corrtdor (s

{1000), Capical kacs (30),
Style Master Slacha (30),
Candadian Linen Sueply (100).

iy
~
N

ISSUES (SOURCE) PLANNING RECOMMENDAT IONS

LAND VALUES & UWHERSHIP

INDUSTRIAL ENTERPRISES

A long-cerm roaduay plan -
Corridos Plan B, recomsends
craating s more alflclent and
cont lnuvous rosdway network In
the Nurtheast Corrldor.

Beduce tralfilc congastion
produced by trucke from in-
dustries (losues Susmary).

Eavironmantally upgrade many
induscries and conline crelated
induscrles (a.g. meac-packing,
trucking) In an tadustrial park
settlng In the Morthesst Cor-
rldor.

Ellminace visual and odour
problams caussd by many in-
dustries ln Norcheast Corvidor
(Tssues Summsry).

A fessible long-tarm residen=
tial opclon, wicth & diffarent
foadway netvork then cutrently
approved, le being developed
for the Kenasdala Area.

Examine thp sultabilicy of cha
industrial land use propossl
for che Kannadale area (i.a.
Keonadale Discricc Outllne
Plan), and develop s residen-
tial land use opriom (Public
Mescings and Morking Papac 1)).

Rslocats soss of che most
aoxious laduscries (l.a.
Als Raadering and Edaoncon
Rendacing) to aa lodustrial

wscace (lasues Summary).

Up-zone scess aloag rellvay
tracks (s south of 118
Avenus)}, Lo encour future
ralucation of enxiscing Lndus-

t Currldor - however,

trles, and to sCErsct soms aew
Light induscrial/commarcial
sscsblishmsncs. Develop
strict savironsancal sndacds
lor meac-packing related in-
dustrias.

Replace older wnsccracciva
industries along ctha C.N.R.
rallway tracks wich lighe
tndustrial/comsarcial and/or
rasidencial land us (Businass
and Industrisl Survay).

Pravent daterloracion la aress
which are up-soned and noc
radaveloped Lamsdiataly
(Working Papar #1).

Scrdcely enforce property
standards.

[+ about amploy
opporcunicies displacad (rom
Morchesast Corrddor by raloca-
tloa of amy meac-packiag
induscrias (Public Meatlags).

To date, only Edsoncon Rendar-
ing ls proposed for relocacion.
Thils company esploys 15 pacpla.
In ctha long ¢ this Study
recommands snvicronmantal up-
grading of imdustry varsus
relocation.

PRESENT SITUATION

ISSUES (SOURCE) PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS

SCHOOLS

~Thate ave & lav schools ln tha
southarn poctlon of the Mocch-
aant Corcldor which have la-
civaly low welllzacion rate
(e.g. Cromdale School, Victorla
Schaol).

-Hany of the schools in the
northern seccion of cthe Mocth-
wast Coccldor a Ia contrasc,
oparating at close to cepacloy
(f.0. uslog all axlacing clase-
rooms with no use of addicionsl
rooms).

-School enrollments, acre declin-
ing and will continue to diop
In the future due Lo lover
bicch rates.

-Hany school catchment sreas
overlap the ralluay tracks, sud
thus creste 4 potentlag
probles with future L
aperat lun

The Stadium Steclon land use

plan racommands lov to sadlum
ey cesldancial radavelop-

mant wich femily unice co o

Provide soma fasily orlenced
housiog to better wellise

sting schools (lssues
Summacy).

bettar utilize sxisting schools.

Ensure that future redave-
atad by the
plans can ba
by tha sxisciag
schoo! . (Public Maeciogs).

The level and cimlng of redeve-
lopssnc In che stativa sreas
will In accordance with
axlatlng school capacicles.

Ensuts that cthe L.E.T. line Ls
fanced, and sale crosaings for
school children are provided
scross che line (Fublic Mestings).

The L.B.T. line will ba fenced,
snd It will be recomsended thac
school guards sasisc childeen

in crosslog the L.R.T. line ac
ac-grade crossings.

~There are some older, larger
Induscclial sites (o.g. Huttects,
Canadian Badding) slong rallwvay.

-ln the Corcldor, there ata alasc
large parcals of Cliy-ownaed
land (u.g. Exhibiclon, lighe
rall cransic sctactions, secvice
yorde, etc.).

~Host property ownacahlp la
fragmanted, and consolidation
of lend for redavalopsent say
be difficule.

~Some dantial snl Industrlal
ares land valuas are low dua to
neagailve Impacts fcrom noles of
haavy tcefflc on roadways,
noxlous lndustr i and craffic
and parking problass of Eshibi-
tion Crounds.

=T spacis rasult In ssin-
Lunsfcd b thess steas bulng
poar, Jdind thus (urnaver rTutes
wl property are low.

~Cundrally lov non-cesidant
ownerahip of resldencial land
in the Narchesst Corcldor.

What will be the extent of
change to land values ia thye
statlon arase, caused by thae
Introducclion of L.R.T. and
assoclated cedevelopmant
(Public Meetings).

Thers is uncectalncy sbout
future uea of land in the
staclon ar and preassure
from devalopers on livssuwmers

to sell land (Public Meetings).

Thare may be diffdculey in
redavaloping older single
family are whera lots are
small, under Individual ownar-
ship, and land values are
relacivaly high (Techalcal
Advisory Commiccaa).

Land values will clea In the
areas which are up-ioned, end
In some sress which wre
coned, land values may anpec-
lancy sumy Jucieuss

B =

The preparstion ol stsclon land
uve plans should generally
scabllize land values Lo these
dtean by reduclog the wicer-
talniy with rews
changes

€t tu luture

Devalopsent guldalines to

direct tedevelopaent will be
avallable to develupers. low-
ever, this redevelopmant may

I lace not occur dus Lo high
land values, property owmership,
atc.

Wish Cliy to break even on
e of land near L.R.T.

statlons (Real Escace and

Bousding Depurcmenc).

Mish Cloy to acquice land iIn
#taclon as and lease Lo non-
profle snd co-op groups for
communlty houslng (Edsoncon
Social Sacvices).

3.

The luture uee of Cliy-owmed
band in the stutlon sreas, has
the same leovel ot
sndlysls a8 privately-owed
slews, and the develupment
guldelines prepared lor theaw
Afcas have taken lAto sccount
the plannlng strategiens similar
ta privacely vwned land.

e € gune

Sttes, both Cley-wwned and
private, will be selecied In
the statlon arean for provision
of future comaunlty housing

End zonlong fresse In Norch
Corcidor as soon ss possible
(Cley As socs Departmenc).

6.

The tunlng frecie In Nurthedat
Corrider will be @ neted
when development guldellass for
BLALION afeds afe approved

Ressons behind Cliy's purchase
of land .In the Northeawt Coc-
tidor (G. Bonuewms -Parkdala).

Heal Escate and Houslong Depasc-
meni has puichased land foc
vaflous Clvie Depaiimenis Lo
facilitate the viduning o
couads {e.g. 112 Avenua),
structlon ot L.E.T. statlons,
and locetton of aev Clivie
facillitles {e.5. Kennedale
Clvic Service Yard)

cun-

Cley should re-zune scation
afess (0 permic a varlecy of
tand uwses ( Fecreatlional,
commercial) in these aress and
encourage lnvestmeant In the
Nurtheawt Corvldor. ln re-
sonlng, bonuses should be glven
for proviston of landecaping
wnd off-street parking (Edmon-
ton Mousbng Aswoclatlon).

Selective ve-ionlng will occur

dfeds (U permic
Areas

ia the staclo
a varlety of land uses
Wil be up-soned and chis
should encourage Investment
Bonuscs muy be glven, 45 lang
4 the denslty Incresses die
cospitible with averall statlon
plans

10. Bulld 4 cowsuter parking loc |;

9.

Extend tha Morcheast L.B.T. line
to Claraview (Public Meeclogs).

Clarevicw from, which chere I8
shuttle bus service to tha
Belvedere Staclon to serve
resldents of cutlylag
Hogh, ¢ Coscidar,
denta of Foru
etc. (East Edsuntun
Assuslatbun),

can In
and resl-
Saskaichevan,
Busineas

10

The catensiun o
Iine tu Clareview ia lncluded
as part of the furure L.A.T.
estanslon plan, pessed by Cliy
Eowncil on Occober 17, 1917
Funding fur luture extensluns
of the L.E.I. will not be
considered unill the Nurlheast
line operativn has been sunl-
d far | yes

Bus service Is belog lspruved
lu the Clareview afes, Lo (sias
ul the nusber of routes sud
frequency. In order
putt restdents of Clareview and
outlylng ateas i o Murchesst
Cutgbder fu the i

The | lue lIa

ot dnteaded ¥

Lu tgas

bl bun




A LA AR Y ke bkt b

-Hoat rosdway licks

sast Corridor are o

an uncongescad laval of service
(A.H. peak haur)

~Thare s traffic congestion at
key intersections (e.g. b6 Straeast
and Fore Trail Road), and slong
significant portions of maln
rosdways (a.g. along 112 Avenus
and 81 Screst).

-Dua to tha significant nusber of
at-grade crossings of tha CNR
railway line, thare are Lo
continuous rosdway links in the
Morchesst Corridor.

-Saveral main roaduays dissect
communitlas, cauaing safecy and
air pollution problems tor
adjacent single-fesily rasidences
{e.g. Fort Trail Road through
Parkdala, and 66 Stresc through

~There sce only 2 grade-separaced
rallway crossiogs of the C.N.R.
rail line (1. 118 Avenue snd
11% Avanua) and the ocher eight
sc-grada crossings crasts signi-
ficant delays for traffic and
soma salery proble (1.0. 3
sccidanca along C.N.K. line
1971-76).

Incraasad traffic congestion
along main roadways, (e.g. 112
Avenue and 118 Avenus) snd at
major intecseccions (e.g. 82
Streec snd 112 Avesus) from
L.R.T. patrons, and sssoclated
redavelopmant in che stscion
sress (Issuss Sussary).

Computarized traffic controle
will ba sstablishad ac key
totersactions (e.g. 82 Screet
snd 117 Avenus) to improve the
traffic flov at ths adjacent
rallvay croseing. As wall, ths
lavel and timing of redevalop-
ment in che scatlon sceas will
ba coordinated wich the existing
snd future transportation faci-
licies.

Improve access on tha roadvays
in tha Morthsast Cerridor to
Dowatown, aspacially f[rom the
east of the rail-
way tracks (s Balmont and
Homastesdar) (Issuss Summary).

A long ters rosdvay plan which
will establish s mors afficient
and continuous roadvay nacvork
is recosmsnded for tha Norcheast
Corridor.

Potentlal increase of traffic
through residencisl scrests,

as people try to cake short cut
trips and avoid craffic con-
gestion on the main roadways
(Public Meacings).

Traffic movamants nestr the
station aress will be monitored,
and Ll the need srises, craffic
seasures (e. one-way sCrescs,
closing of local strasats, atc.)
will have to bs implemanted to
cut down trips through tesiden=
cial arsas.

The construction of future
rosdway grade saparacions of tha
L.R.T. line hava been glven high
prioricy in ra ation to the

rest of che City. This will
improve opportunitiss for obtalm-
ing funding of thase expansive
sCructures.

Maintaln axisting scatus of Fort
Trail Road (i.s. & lane um-
dividad), since it 1s & main
sccess route to Downtown lnter-
dupartmantal Transporctatios
Commicces).

The Study will recomsand that

the future lavel of service
provided on Fort Trall Road,

and 1ts necessity for craffic
movemsnt be examined in the 1978
Mortheast Edmonton Transporcation
Raview.

The construction of Manning
Fresway is mot nescessary (Public
Meatings).

Trafflc problems during Comson-

weslth Gamas (Mastings with
communitias).

An analysis of the need for cthis
rosduay will be examioed in che
1978 Morthesst E¢monton Trans=
porcacion Raview.

A Clty committes has besn
established to deal with snci-
clpatad traffic problass during
the Cames. A

MAJOR PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENT PATTERNS

-Rallvay tracks are not lenced
and all pedescrian crossings
are at roadvay crussings of che
rallvay.

~There are few signed mid-sireet
pedastrian crossings, especially
across major arcerial roadvays
(t.a. 112 Avenue, 118 Avenue,
82 Streec).

~There are no pedestrian valkways
between open Bpaces OF major
activity centres.

~schuol catcheent sfeds now
encumpdas dfeas on either side
of main arcerial reuagways and
the ratlvay tracks le.g. Cromdale
School, Parkdale 3chool)

Concern about the pedestrian
safery hazard pr

crossing of L.R

aspeciall in peak hour when
Crains passing every 5 minutes
(Pebllc Meecings).

L.R.T. line will be fenced and

pedestrisns will be able co
line by arterial rosdvay
ings, which will be con=

trolled by signale and gates.

Heed for safe pudestrian
crossings (e.g. overhaad
walkways or signalized cros-
sings) between Scadius L.R.T.
Seation and Commonvealth/Clarks
Seadium arca (Public Meetings),

Padestrians will have to cross
between the Scadius L.R.T
scation and the Cosscoweslth/
Clarka Stadium st the lights on
112 Avenus at Stadius Road.

Concern about lack of open
space walkvays in Morcheasc
Corridor (Working Paper F3).

Where possible, open space
walkways will be provided as
pare of new major developments
in the scatlon areas.

Concern about scheol children
having to cross maln rosdways
and tailway tracks (Working
Paper #1).

tieed for special access and
facilities at station sites for
disabled (e.g. ramps, extra
wide purking stalls, elevators),
and vonslderation of handlcapped
v dealgn of walkways. (Public
et

School catchment aress will be
reassessed in light of future
redevelopment In the sctatlon
areas; salety hazards présenced
by the L.R.T. trains on the
tracks; and Increased craffic

maln roadvays.
Statlon site valkways will be
deslgned to sccommodate the
needs of haudlcapped.

PRESENT SITUATION

ISSUES (SOURCE)

STREET

PLANNING

PARKING

-Rasidential parking in the
comsunities 1s limited by both

-Rasidents are now required (o
park on streers soma dlscance
from thair hooes.

-Major activity arsas In tha
Mortheast Corridor (i.e.
Exhibltlon Grounds, Cosmonwealth/
Clarke Stadium acea), arate

amounts of cralfic and

tntarfarence with resid-
entlal parking in surrounding
communicies.

-With cha lotroduccion of che
L.R.T. line, there will bs soms
commuter patking provided at
the Balvedare light rail transic
stacion (i.s. 150 spaces).

~Ho commut parking will be
provided the Scadium or
Colissum staclons.

Concern about non-residential’

t packing around stactlons
by L.R.T. pazrons (lssuas
Summary, Public Meetings,
Community Groups).

Upon ldentification of & com
muter packing problem, & parking
ban between 7:00 and 9:00 a.@.,
Monday to Friday, will be
loplesentad in that area belng
alfected.

Concern about adequate parking
facilicies belng provided with
new jevelopmsent in the statlon
araas (Public Meecings).

Redevelopment projects in the
statlon areas will be requiced
to provide adaguate parking
facilicies.

Concern about non-residenclal
street parking generaced by
people using facilitlies In the
Exhibicion Grounds, or attend-
ing activicies In the Common-
wealth/Clarke Stadiua area
(Public Heecings).

A parking ban within a ten
minute walking discance of
major events at the Clarke/
Commonwealth Stadlum area will
be recommended.

The need for commuter park-n-
ride facility g the northern
part of the Northeast Corridor
( Claraview), to serve
L.R.T. pacrons who travel [rom
this section of cthe Corridor
and residencs of Fort Saskacch-
evan, ecc. (East Edsonton
Business Assoclation).

At this time no park-n-cride
service will be provided to
resldents in the Clareviev area
of the Northeast Corridor.
Residencts of these areas wishing
to use the L.R.T. systes can
take & bus to the Belvedere
L.R.T. statlon or park at the
spaces provided at the sase
Ltatlon.

Wish to have parking bans
iaplementad, when L.R.T.
beglns operation (Publie
Heacings).

See 1.

Wish to have large scale park
n-ride facilicy near Belvederas
Stacion (L.e. on vacant land
neacby) (P. Flynn's lecter -
Cromdale).

It is anciclpaced that most
patrons of L.R.T. using che
Belvedere Statlon will arrive
by bus. However, autosoblle
parking for 150 spaces will be
provided adjacent to the
station. Obtaining land for a
larger park-n-ride area would
be an expenslve and an ilnelf-
ficient use of land.

Kelate cost of parking ac
L.R.T. stations to cost of
parking Dowmcown (Hestings with
comsunicies).

The price for parking at the
Belvedere Station will be
related to cost of bullding and
operating & parking factlicy,
as well as the cost of parking
Downtown .

UTILITLES

presant desands.

-Soms upgrading of existing

water malns and abondonsent of
soma lines, will be necessary
in the stacica & . Lf 00T
of the planned redevalopmant
accurs,

~Thera is snough capacity in che

sanitary ssvars to accomsodatae
futura planned redevelopmanc io
staclon ar . but storm vater
discharge control sessuces
(e.g. raro run-off) will be
required to accosmodsts future
redevelopsent .

The ability of exlsting ucili-
tias to be able to accomsodate
futurs redevelopssut in scatlon
sreas (Working Paper Ho. 1).

The ststion land use plans will
encourage redevelopsent Lo
occur with a einisus of re-
subdivision of land, and to be
phased to avold significent
utility tmprovements. Develop-
ment guidelines will ensure
that the design of future
redevelopment projects will
generste zero SLOrE waler fun-
olf.

Radevelop the Clty watervorks
bullding area (Public Meeclngs).

Flans for soving thle Cloy
tacility to the Kennedale ares
have not yet been [loallred.

H -
ENDATIONS



PRESENT SITUATION

ISSUES (SOURCE)

PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS

COMMUNITY CHARACTER & STABILITY

-Hostly oldar ailngle-family
housing districes with soderate
locoma lavals.

~h lavw aparimants In sosma aress
{o.g. walk-ups south of 111
Avenue and west of B2 Sccasc).

~Communiiles have & physical
maturdcy (l.o. homas sad
laadscaplon)

-Hajority ol dwalllog ualte are
owaadroctcupled.

In the scaclon aces plan srsas,
coadlclon will be
not permitting
to hlghas Jansi-
areas.

Hesd 1o addrase special housing
nesds of disadvant

(i.8. ssnlor cltizens, low
lacoms) (lssues Summary).

bouslag lor dissdvantaged
A wall, s lor
groups may be able to ba
deslgnatad In privace devalup-
saais.

Concarn absut sdequacy of
eniscing sad plecssd recrestiom
facilicles, soclal sarvices sad
schaals to mast neads ol lacresss
populatica levals la scacloa
ascass (Publlc MWestings).

PRESENT SITUATION

ISSUES (SOURCE)

PLANHLHIG_RECOMMENDAT | ONS

PARKS & RECREATIONAL FACILITILES

Future readavalopmant la the
station as will be phased
and coordimated victh cha
snlstiag sad plenasd secial,
vecrastlonal sad commuaity
facilictasn.

Wish to sdd mors fsally-orisated
housing ia che commumiti
provida populacios co

soms schools (lesuss Sussary).

Family-orlesced bousing (will
bs latroduced lato the com
mualcles nsar the staticas) in
ordar to stsbilize soma schools.

Includs la the statloa ares

plaas son  arsas for comsualiy
Bscilitie (l.a. daycars,

sadical sinkcs) (lasves Summary).

Soma ar will bs desigoated

in the stacions lor cossarcial
cltuticaal uses which

it community sarvicas

bilahed. Facllicies

day cars ceatres will

opmant projecis.

lncorparate lato stacion land
use plans, defsasiblas space
guldelines (Police Deparcmsac).

Guidelines for future vedeve-
the sctacion aress,
atiempt (o ensure Chat the
sos of cew structures take
iato sccount defansible spacs
chat op
roadways are
withia view of adjacent resi-
deacas).

Vish to have comsunlty plans
peaparad lor naighbourhoods
near stacioas, such as FPark-
dale, Cromdsls, Moutr
Mawgon) (Public MHestiage).

As pact of the Clty's community
plan preparacicn procass, thass
and othar cossunities la the
Morcheasst Corcidor will be
avaluated in 1978, la cerms of
thale priocity lor commualry
plans.

Concern that the acaclon aras
land use plans will sacourage
translsnc types of people ¢
live i thass ara wha may
couse many social probless for
sdjacent communitias (e
incresss ln vandalles) -
lass of & commitmant fo com-
msunicy lotersscs.

Many srsss lo the scatlons will

bs re-sonsd to permic family-

orlsated houslng, soma of which

may ba ovmar occupled. These

resideate will likely display =
ot In sadjacent

Thers ls sa unc

in the communicies in the
Morthassr Corridor about the
future changas froe: L.A.T.
and assoclated redavelopmsenc/
future growth ta Exhibition
Crounds and Clarke Scadiua/
Commonweslth Stadiva i and
future rosdvay widenings snd
eallvay crossings (Public
Heatlags).

- Wikl the bullt form ia the

communiCies nesr the scacion
araas vadically change (Public
Hestlngs).

The uacestaln fesling Lo the
cosmunicies In the Horchern
Corridar will likely be greatly
reduced by: coallalng futura
radevelopmant to speciiic
districes; sliminating furcher
estensioca of Exhibliion Grounds;
and providiag status to future
rosdvay Ilmprovemsnis.

The Statlocns Aces Land Usa
Plans will parsit two storey
(#.g- townhouse) structures,
adjacent (o comsunities, small
. of five and nlne scoray
apeciment bulldlogs nesxt Lo the
Light Ball Transic Station.
This bullt form will be com-
patlble with cossunlilas
sdjacent o tha stacloas

~Thare Ls & high concentracica
in the Norchesst Corridor of
lacge Cley-wide recrescional
facilicies and cpan space (a.g.
Barden Park, Eshibiclon Crounds,
Cla /Commonvaalih Stadluma).
Thess facilicles have & sigail-
ficant negative lmpact on
adjscent comsunities, in farms
of craffic, nolse, dust, snd
wisual lmpace.

~Thare are no padescrian link-
ages (o.g. wvalkways) batwean
apan spaces.

~Thers ls & daficlency la
recrastion facilicles and open
space In most communicles
especially la che Innar-Cloy
ars (a.g. Boyla/HcCaulay).
Howsver, & recant sutvey has

own this deliclency to ba
less than in ocher lonsr-Cicy
comsunltlies (l.s. Carnesu,
Olivar, Scrachconas).

-Davalopsant/cadevelopmant which
accurs according to exlscing
soalng designations, doss noc
parmit much ussabla o spaca.

-Thate is ne landscaping along
the ratluay. &

Frovide nev cosmunicy cpen
space sad recreatlonal faci-
lictan, sspeclally wich future
scacion ares redevalopsecac
(lasues Sumsary).

Will add opan space to staclon
aress thiough dedicstion of
open space from redeveloped
parcels and possible use of
Cliy-ovned land.

Landescaps the L.R.T. line and
scacion areas (lssues Susmacy).

Mill provide, where posaidle,
landscaped bullering on new
developments along L.E.T,
llaen and on Cley-vwmed land.
Station areas will be land-
scaped.

Encoursge more comsunicy
ucklizacion of celinquishad
space i Clarke Stadium arca
(lssuas Suamary).

Frovide more padescrlian link-
ages bacwadn open spacas In
tha Corridor, sspacially
wichin a five minute walkiog
discance of the atations
(Working Papec #1).

Recossend lmnedliace development
ol vacated space In Clarke
Stadius ares for communlcy
facilicias (e.g. comsunlcy
halle, etc.).

Deslgnate o stacion land use
plan arcas which aress have
priccicy for provislon of
future cpen space valkuays
(e.g. llnk betwesn Hultatts
slte and Kinnard Ravine).

lsplamanc control messures
(l.a. pedastrisn savesant ,
teallic flows) nesr largs
racraation facilicles (Working
Papac 11).

Encourage becter comsunicy
utdlizatton of school bulldings
and open spece (Parka and
Recrestion Department).

Packing bans within & ten
minute walklong distance of the
Exhibicion Crounds, will Se
lapleseniad durlng sajor evenls
Recosmendstlons will be msade In
regacd go which cosdvays should
serve as encrances and axlis to
thena arsas.

Study will recommend chat
School Boards, and Farks ang
Recreatlon Depariment better
coordlinate the use of eslacing
school bulldings snd upen space
for comaunity Aceda.




PRESENT SITUATION

1SSUES (SOURCE)

PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS

AIR QUALITY

~The Mortheast Corridor has baen
idencified by Provincial studies
te have serious odour probless,
relacive to othar aress of the
Cley.

=Tha genaral source of noxlous
odours is from the sescpacking
induscries (a.g. Burns, Swifts
and rendering plants, atc.).
Tha odour problems axtend for
st least s one sile vadius
around these industries inte

residencial areas (s.g. Montross).

~Many of tha industries causing
odour problams have vary low
standards for odour control
(1.a. batch rendaring proces-
sing and trucks moving with
uncovared carcassss).

~Vehicle exhsust emissions will
increase slong major srteriasl
g- Forc Trail Road) im

rasule from the significanc
increasss in bus sovemants,

snd some Incresse in sutomobilas
traffic, as & resulc of the
oparstion of the L.R.T. line.
The largestc Increase in vahi-
cular eslssions from busas will
be at the Belvedars Scatlon,
where therm will ba & park-a-
ride facilicy for automoblles,
and & large number of buses
commuting from outlying com—
municles (e.g. Clareviaw).

Eliminate odours from msatpacking

and othar industries (Public
Mestings and lesves Sumsary).

That the seacpacking Industries
be required to environmantally
upgrades (i.e. Introduce scrict
air pollutlon control seasures
and equipsenc). One of the
most ob'ectionable industries
(s.§. Edmoncon Rendering) is
baing expropriated by che Cicy.
Developsent guidelines for naw
radavalopsent in the scaction
areaas, will ensurs chat che
dasign of future bulldings do
not create desd alr basins that
trap alr pollutlon.

Concern about alr pollutios
from a great nuabsr of buses
arriving/deparcing ac L.R.T.
scacions (Public Meatlogs).

The L.E.T. stations will be
landscaped to provide soma
increassd oxygen supply to
dilute pollution from vehicles.
Schedules of buses and L.R.T
tralns will be coordinated to
minisize delays of buses at
L.R.T. scacion, snd hence alr
pollucion.

~Current traffic volumes on main
srtarial roadways within the
Morchesst Corridor creats
significant nolse levels (eg.
112 Avanus).

~Increasad vahicular traffic on
rosdways sod the concsmtratloca
of busas st L.E.T. scatlioms,
will lpcresss tha soiss lavel
in the Morchasst Corridor.

-Bus noisa level is fairly high
(86 to 9) decibals (A) ac &
discance of 30 fesc and
travelling at 25 m.p.h.).

~Future redevelopmanc at the
stations will geceracs in-
crassed traffic voluses on main
roadways in tha station areas
and hence, locreasad nolse
levals.

-L.R.T. trains operating will
produce noise levals which are
falrly low and have little
impact on adjacent land usas.

-Noise level of L.E.T. trains ls
low (10 to 7% decibala (A) at a
distance of 50 feet from the
centre of the track, and
cravelling at 3 m.p.h.).

Coacern about plasnsd medius to
high density redevelopment im
the station areas nesr tha
L.B.T. tracks and aloog major
artariale (eg. 112 Avenus asand
118 Avenua), snd the nolss
which thess davalopmsats will
axparisace [rom sutomobliles asand
trains, respectively (Public
Maacings and Issuss Susmary).

Dasign requiremsncs in the
davelopment guidelines, will
require redavelopment projects
to have an loward-orlencation
inacead of facing towards
tracks or roadvays, as wall as
spacial nolss reduciug bullding
materials.

Molsa [rom lacressed vehicular
craffic om roadways sad ac
the L.R.T. stacicas (Public

Masrings sod lesuss Sussary).

. stations will be
ped to provide soma
buffering. Also, where
possible, buffering will be
ablished along the L.R.T.
tracks on Clry-owmed land, or
as part of future privace
redevelopment in the statlon
areas. Design guldelines for
future redevelopment ln the
stacion areas along major
arceriale, will try to reduce
the lmpact from nolse by:
Increasing bulldlng secbacks
from the roadvay, encouraging
use of nolse-buffering mater-
lals on construction of bulld-
ings to be lnward-orlenced
instesd of street-orlented.

PRESENT SITUATION

Low te Moderate ome Wousing

miy be described am

. prugrame aad reotal
sccosmodat loa for pursons In a4 sdorate
Income bracket. Thess progrars are
provided through the Froviacial amd
Fadural Covernments. To date, mout
davalopments have been located in the
new outline plan areas of the Clry.

Comaunity Housing

~Community housing Is developed and
owned by all levals of governscnt.
Adminiscration le the responsibilicy of
the Edmonton Housing Authority. The
maln objective of this progris is to
provide familles with low to msuderate
incomes with decent sccommodatiun ac &
faly rent. BRenils are gesced (o [amily
incomas and nusbers ol dependent
children. I the applicant Is
receiving Socilal Assistance, the rent
is fined.

Senior Citizen Housing

Senior citizen housing is the res-
ponsibility of the Provincial Government
which plans and develope housing for
senlors through the Alberta Housing
Corporacion, and Alberts Housing and
Public Works. Sultable sltes are
putchased and once developed, turned
over to & non-prolit cosmunlity organi-
zatlion for sdministracion and manage-
mant.

Senior citizen housing projects which
ars planned or currently under con-
structlon in the Northeast quadrant of
the City Include: Edmonton Boyle
Street - 9) Screcc and 103A Avenue;
Edmonton Chinese Elders - 96 Streer and
102 Avenue; Edmontnn Norwood -

93 Street and 117 Avenue: Edmonton

St. Andrews Ukrainian Ovihodox -

82 Street and 10l Avenue, for & total of
357 units. The nusber of existing units
in the a is spproximately 163,

3.

ISSUES (SOURCE)

PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS

SOCIAL/COMMUNITY HOUSING

The dovilopment of wh e ars Lo
be & concentrstion of woclal/
commnley houning, along with the
Incre.ned populacion densltles of
ihe new outllne plan arvan, bhave
crcated serlous problems In the
provislon ol schools, roads,
transpurtatlon, open space and
social services.

Accommodatlon for onc-pareat
familivs are provided for and
dependunt upon the avalladllicy of
comsunity housing facilicles.

As the aumber of one-parent families
increase, the demand for community
housing wnlts will also lncrease.

People over the age of 65 are the
fastest growing segment of our
population, by 1986 the number of
senlors will increase by 47 per
cent. Funding to meet this expecred
increase in demand for senlor
citizea housing will have to be
substancislly Increased (E.5.5.).

People over the age of 65 tend to be
cencentrated in the older areas of
the City, (1.e. Mortheast quadrant
of the Clty). The current trend of
constructing senlor citlzen housing
in arcas of high senfor cltlzen
composition should be encouraged so
that older people may remilu In the
nelghbourhood of familiar surround-
ings and assoclates (E.5.5.).

It i3 important that senlur citlzen
housing have good access to
transportatlon, shopplog facilities,
recteatlonal opportunitics and other
tesources (E.S5.5.)

That * Real Fuiane and Bousing
vpartmsent Invest bgate Cha
ponsibility of pruvidiag non-proll
and communlty housing on Cley-owne
land In the L.R.T. siatlun aress,
glving conalderacion to the
following:

=proposcd development conforms to t
planning scrategles ldentified In
the Hortheast L.R.T. Corridor Stud
~constructing soclal/fcommunity
houslng devclopments at smaller
scales.

-providing facilities for daycars o
other communlly uses.

~deslgning houslng form to conslder
impacts on existing seswvices, (1.«
schools and parks).

That Real Estate and Housting
Department and responsible
Provinclal Covernment Agenclss
investigace the feasibilicy of
providing for senlor cltlzens
housing in the L.R.T. scation area~

That the recommendatlions contalned
in sectlon C and sectlon D of the
Report "A Flan for the Development
of Services [or Senior Clilsens In
Edmonton™ be supported in planning
new facilities for senlors.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

To ensure coordination in the planning and development of a Light Rail Transit (LRT)
system for the Twin Cities metropolitan area, the Regional Transit Board (RTB) has
been charged by the Minnesota State Legislature, under subdivision 1, Section 12
(473.399), to develop both a Light Rail Transit Regional Development inancial Plan

and a Light Rail Transit Regional Coordination Plan.

This report on Tasks 1 and 2, Implementation Strategy and Organizational Plan, provides
input to the Joint LRT Advisory Committee and the RTB for inclusion in the Regional
Coordination Plan.

TASK 1 AND 2 REQUIREMENTS

Due to the important, but controversial nature of these issues, the Regional Transit
Board (RTB) required that recommendations on organization and implementation be
developed by an mdependem consultant of national stature with experience in the
management and programming of transit projects, and who was not presently involved
in the local LRT planning and development process. O'Brien-Kreitzberg & Associates
(OK) was selected by the RTB to fulfill this role and was directed to provide an
objective, third party viewpoint on the implementation and organizational issues. This
report incorporates the results of OK's research and its recommendations for the
implementation of LRT in the Twin Cities metropolitan area.

Analysis and recommendations contained herein are based on compliance with applicable
state and federal regulations for implementing rail transit projects.

Task 1 -- Implementation Strategy

Alternative strategies for implementing a light rail system in the Twin Cities area include:

@ Traditional -- Completion of design to the 100 percent level; multiple
contract packages competitively bid.

Design/Build -- Completion of multiple preliminary engineering (30 percent)
packages or performance specifications; competitive or negotiated bid.




Turnkey -- Completion of preliminary engineering (30 percent); final design
and build for entire system under a single contract; negotiated bid process.

Super Tumkey -- Same as turnkey but with the addition of financing for all
or part of the system.

Combinations - Combination of the above strategies.

Task 2 -- Organizational Plan

The results of Task 1 were utilized to develop an organizational structure to carry out
the implementation. The final product of Task 2 is the development of a preferred
organizational structure including a governing board, advisory committees as appropriate,
and a staffing plan. Additionally, recommendations on related implementation issues,
such as ownership of the system elements are included.




TASK 1 -- IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

OVERVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

LRT project implementation is-a complex undertaking requiring the invelvement and
coordination of many different activities and many different people -- the owner,
consultants, outside agencies, community groups and contractors. As used in this report,
implementation is defined as the design and construction of the LRT system and consists
of the activities required to complete the project's physical components. These
components are generally divided into two major categories: facilities and systems.

® Facilities -- the civil or uniquely constructed elements of the system
including the roadbed or guideway, foundations, ibridges, subsurface
structures such as tumneéls and electrical ductbanks, grading and sitework,
stations) and parking lots including access for the elderly and handicapped,
and yardrand'shop facilities.

Systems -- all common elements within the system which are system-wide
in nature such as the vehiclesyutrackwork, electrification” systems, signals,
communications systems and fare collection equipment.

In developmg the implementation strategies for the Twin Cities LRT system, itrisenot
nec t to a single implementation strategy for the entire 10-year program.

e implementation strategy selected for a given corridor must recognize the “conditions
and characteristics specific to the corridor, such as right-of-way issues, funding sources
(local, state or federal), and degree of outside agency coordination required. A strategy
appropriate for one corridor may not be desirable for use on another. However, to
achieve the goal of a unified and operable regional system, the system-wide elements
must be coordinated to achieve compatibility and interchangeability within the system.
It is important when designing a regional system to leave options and not become totally
committed to a proprietary system. In addition, there are significant policy and
procedural controls that should not and, in some cases, cannot be delegated to a
contractor.

Given a project with appropriate characteristics suited to a given strategy, careful
planning, proper contract document development and specification along with the
appropriate level of management and owner control, anysofithe alternative strategies can
- be used successfully. e e '
)




DEFINITION OF PRINCIPAL ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES

d
The various approaches that could be used to implement a transit project can be
categorized into four principal categories of implementation strategies: [Traditional,
Design/Build, Turnkey and:Super Turnkey. Each of these alternatives follows'the same
sequence of basic steps from completion of preliminary design (10 percent) to completion
of construction, testing and start-up. One of the most significant differences between the
alternatives 1s the division of re bility and l'tsk betwecn ‘the public agency (owner)

'contractmg relat10nsh1ps between the four principal alternanves

CONTRACTORS

TRADITIONAL AND
VENDCRS

‘ I DESIGNER/CONTRACTCR

|:] DESIGNER/VENDOR

DESIGN/BUILD

- | BUBCONTRACTORS
TURNKEY/ - i
SUPER
TURNKEY 1 VENDORS

L TYPICAL CONTRACTING RELATIONSHIPS

Traditional Implementation Strategy

The Traditional implementation strategy is that most commonly used for major public
works projccts such as roads and municipal infrastructure. M ‘elements (facilitics and
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Design/Build Implementation Strategy

Design/Build implementation shifts'fromthe" owner-managed and controlled “final'design

and construction management in the Traditional implementation to management of a

gf?.‘ﬁﬂ_ﬁf» Design/Build and_Design/Furnish/Install contractspfollowing “preliminary
-en ring (30 percent) by the owner.

Turnkey Implementation Strategy

A Turnkey contract is a @ jﬂ@ﬂDﬁlgﬂ/Blﬂldﬁ ‘contraét with a single contractor,
and places all of the responsibilities for Design/Build and Design/Furnish/Install
elements under the Turnkey contractor.

Super Turnkey Implementation Strategy

Super Turnkey implementation is a further elaboration of the turnkey concept. In a
Super Turnkey approach the Turnkey contractor also participates in {thetfunding of the
project. This funding arrangement may include the entire project or, alternatively, a
significant portion of the project with the owner supplying the balance of the funds.

Combinations of Implementation Methods

Recent transit projects in the United States and Canada have used primarily two
combinations of the four principal implementation strategies:

al Implementation (current industry practize) W 7’14/7?//'-‘[3

sed for most LRT system construction

projects today, issareombination of the- J (100 percent design and then

bid) strategy for the facilities elements and the Design/Build (or
Design/Furnish/Install) strategy for the 'systems elements.

u&/ﬂd@/ a&’/ (j

Systems Turnkey Implementation 7 Wﬂ%z w‘dﬁ’%&w

Recent Automated Guideway Transit or people mover projects in the US and
Canada have used a ‘combination of clther the Traditional alternative or the
Design/Build alternative for the fagil ‘elemeénts, and the Turnkey approach
for the sw




EXPERIENCE WITH ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES
Transit Project Implementation in Other North American Cities

Data was gathered on 16 new starts or major extensions to Light Rail Transit (LRT)
or Automated Guideway Transit (AGT) projects since 1980 in the United States and
Canada. The following table identifies these projects and the implementation strategies
used. The typical LRT projects, with the exception of Pittsburgh and Scarborough (which
used a Traditional approach), utilized the Conventional strategy --Traditional (100 percent
design and then bid) for the facilities and Design/Build for the systems elements. The
Turnkey strategy has been used to date primarily on Automated Guideway Transit (AGT)
or people mover projects where the proprietary systems technology for the vehicle and
its propulsion and guidance system were packaged by the vendor. No LRT project has
been implemented using the turnkey strategy in North America.

TOTAL SYSTEMS
SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

FACILITIES ELEMENTS SYSTEMS ELEMENTS

BUFFALO LRT
CALGARY LRT
EDMONTON LRT
LA-LONG BEACH LRT
PORTLAND LRT
SACRAMENTO LRT
ST. LOUIS LRT (UC)
SAN DIEGO LRT

SAN JOSE LRT

Conventional
Conventional
Conventional
Conventional
Conventional

Traditional
Traditional
Traditional
Traditional
Traditional
Traditional
Traditional
Traditional
Traditional

Design/Build
® Design/Buiid
® Design/Build

Design/Build

Design/Build
@® Design/Build
@ Design/Build
@ Design/Build

Design/Build

Conventional
Conventional
Conventional
Conventional

PITTSBURGH LRT
SCARBOROUGH ALRT

Traditional
Traditional

Traditional
Traditional

@® Traditional (except vehicles)

Traditional
{except vehicies/controls)

DETROIT AGT

JACKSONVILLE AGT

LILLE, FRANCE AGT
MIAMI AGT

O'HARE AGT (UC)
VANCOUVER ALRT

AGT - Auomated Gucewsy Transt
ALRT - Autorrmted Ligrt Rapid Transt
UC - Uroer Comstruction

A Tumkey
A Tumkey
A Tumkey
A Tumkey

A Tumkey
A Tumkey

Design/Build (cost reim)
Traditional

Design/Build (cost reim)
Design/Build (fixed price)
Design/Build (fixed price)
Design/Build (cost reim)

A Propnetary Technoiogy
@ Off-tno-shef Vehce

Design/Build (fixed price)
Design/Build (fixed price)

Design/Build (fixed price)
Design/Build (fixed prics)
Design/Build (fixed price)
Design/Build (fixed price)

RECENT LRT, ALRT & AGT PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION METHODS




Nearly all of these recent transit projects experienced both cost and schedule growth
during implementation for various reasons. The figures which follow compare the cost
and schedule growth experienced.

While it is difficult to draw conclusions from a simple comparlson it can be noted that
the Turnkey projects experienced the largest percentage f c it Factors including
right-of-way impacts, utilities coordination, bid challenges and owner- requested"dffanges

which could not be foreseen at the 30% design level (the time of bid) weré major

, ﬂmbﬁﬁﬁg‘fh_ors to cost growth.

Although each of the projects reviewed had unique conditions, differing contract language
and varying degrees of owner control which affected their success, if conclusions can be
drawn from the experience of other North American cities in transit implementation they
would be summarized as follows:

The Conventional implementation strategy (Traditional for facilities, design/build
for systems) has generally proven successful (from an owner's and community
perspective) for recent LRT projects.

Factors such as pighis | :

_wrequestedichanges for the facxhtles elements of Automated Guldeway Transit and
Automated Light Rapid Transit prolects hav _resulted in budget a chedule
_ difficulties in most of the North Amer ities t

- unplementatwn strategy to date for the full system

The ¥Turnkey and Designy/Build implementation strategies have been successful
for the@tems elements of both LRT and Automated Guideway Transit projects
as the vendors are experienced in these areas and the owner can specify an off-
the-shelf system.
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Buffalo
Calgary
Edmonton
LA/Long Bch
Portland
Sacramento

San Diego [

San Jose ' 7 .7}//f/f_//////

Scarborough

Detroit 55 ‘ : j 71
Jacksonville ' ‘ 5 :

Miami
O'Hare
Vancouver

0 12 24 36 48 60 72 84 96 108 120
MONTHS FROM FUNDING/END OF PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING TO REVENUE SERVICE
Original Schedule [/ Actual Schedule

SCHEDULE COMPARISON - RECENT LRT, AGT & ALRT PROJECTS




GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR SELECTING AN IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

In making the important decision on selection of an implementation strategy, the owner
must keep in mind the overall goal of providing the best, most reliable transportation
system for the community it will serve, and use the following guiding principles in
selecting a strategy to achieve that goal:

1.

The status of the project at the time of selection -

) Is the project sufficiently developed to proceed to the next step?
» What is the availability of right-of-way?
® Is funding assured?

The preparedness of the owner to proceed with any given strategy -

) Is there adequate, qualified staffing and an organizational plan suited
to the strategy to be used?
Is the owner experienced in managing the strategy to be used?
Is the implementation plan, bidding schedule and design schedule
reasonable and achievable?
Does the owner have full community and political support to
proceed?
Are key inter-agency agreements and regulatory approvals in place
for the next step?

Degree of owner control over project design and construction -

. What level of control does the owner desire?

@ What level of community and public input is desired or required?

® How much flexibility does the owner desire to adapt to changing
local conditions and developments?

Characteristics of the project itself -

® Are there complex structures or alignment issues which may be
difficult to resolve?

® Are there numerous interfaces with other agencies' facilities
(highways, railroads, utilities) which require significant continuing
coordination?
Are the characteristics of the corridor to be implemented unique and
more suited to a particular strategy?




From an owner's point of view, the Traditional or Conventional strategies give the
greatest flexibility in scheduling activities and packaging contracts to best meet local
conditions. This flexibility is particularly advantageous if there are special high-risk,
high-value work items or if there are unresolved location or design issues that could
significantly impact costs.

At the other end of the spectrum, the Turnkey strategy requires the owner to engage
in a major effort to prepare a single overall bid package with extensive provisions for
owner review and approval as the Turnkey contractor completes the final design and
constructs the project.

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS

Any or all of the implementation strategy alternatives could be used effectively to design
and construct LRT in the Twin Cities. While there is considerable interest in full
Turnkey implementation of transit systems in other North American cities, the limited
experience to date indicates that many more difficulties occur related to the civil
elements than to the systems elements when utilizing a Turnkey approach. Furthermore,
the Twin Cities has not yet constructed an LRT line and there are many complex issues
(both technical and political). associated with the proposed Group A core system. Due
to these factors, it will be especially important to maintainsowsier control of ‘key ‘deciSions
-dunng rhe final desxgn for Group A facilitieés. However, as the Twin Cities gains

best choice would most Tikely be one of the corridors proposed for federal fundmg
with priority given to the corridor which has the least number of unresolved issues and
a clear right-of-way at the end of preliminary engineering (30 percent).

Based on a review of the implementation methods used for other transit projects, the
experience of these cities, and the guidelines established earlier in this report, the
following recommendations are made for an implementation strategy for the Group A
corridors:

1. For the Central Corridor, a{Conventi impl ation strategy (the Traditional
.approach for the facilities and Des:gn/Bulld for the systems elements) is
recommended. A modified Turnkey implementation strategy’(Traditional approach
for facilities and Turnkey or Super Turnkey approach ‘with a single contract for
the systems elements) could be used if there is sufficient vendor interest and
regional confidence in the program's development and specification. The extent
of interest in a Super Turnkey relationship for the systems elements should be
dc..rmined at an early date for incorporation into both the construction and
financial plans.

Significant special and unique projects such as the tunnels in Minneapolis, should
be handled separately as draditional or Desrgn/Bﬁlld packages contracted for
directly with the owner. ——
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System-wide design and performance criteria should be established and adopted
prior to completion of preliminary engineering (30 percent) on the first LRT
route.

Provisions should be made for incorporating joint development projects at stations
into the implementation program.

»

' Due to the interest in Turnkey implementation on the part of local officials as well as
UMTA, it is recommended that one of the federally funded Group B corridors should
‘_%7. be selected as a demonstration project for a full Turnkey implementation (both facilities
L.and systems). The selected corridor should have a clear right-of-way, a straight-forward
design and a minimum number of unresolved issues in order to provide a clear scope for
the Turnkey contractor. The definition of the facilities and systems elements which will
be completed as a result of the Group A implementation, will give both the contractor
and the owner a complete understanding of the project's requirements, and will result in

less risk and a more reasonable cost than if attempted on the initial corridor.

OK's recommendation for the Group A corridors is based on the following application
of the guiding principles to the Central Corridor project:

® It is likely that the initial Group A corridors will be implemented as a state-
funded "demonstration project”, the success of which will determine the long-term
commitment of state funding to the regional LRT program. The utilization of a

more i canstrucnvc, proven @E_@_h to 1mplemer1tat10n on the initial corridor

_the ved in an untried approach_and increase the chances

M Bﬂ-t-h—t-he_(m.er_and_m& potential contractors have little experience

‘in Turnkey contracting for transit facilities and systems.

The Central Corridor is the most complex in the regional plan with a myriad of
technical issues rangmg from the proposed downtown Minneapolis tunnel, to the
vioint.usesofshighwaysright-of-ways Additionally, this corridor transverses the most

ictions (Minneapolis, St. Paul, Hennepin and Ramsey Counties) and will
involve the greatest amount of coordination with these jurisdictions as well as
developers, property owners and the public. The Conventional contracting
approach, with a greater degree of owner control and increased opportunity for
community input would be a better option to meet this challenge for the facilities
elements.

The present status of the Central Corridor design and EIS activity is such that
those sections in Ramsey County are _more than a year behind those in Hennepin
County. In order to provide a Design/Build or Turnkey contractor with as
complete a package as possible at time of bid, the Ramsey County PE work must
be accelerated or the Preliminary Engineering for the Hennepin County Sections
put "on the shelf" for almost a year. The opportunity to proceed to contract and
construction with the longest lead items — the downtown tunnel, the vehicle, and
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other system elements as they are completed in the design phase -- would be lost
if they must be held to complete a full-system Design/Build or Turnkey package.
This could cause up to a year's delay in the project and would add escalation for
the period of delay. The Conventional approach provides the owner with the
flexibility to contract for sections of the work as they are completed, resulting in
the lowest practical cost.

LRT is a new idea in the context of the Twin Cities region, and will have a
major impact on its future growth and development patterns as well as the
environment. The LRT program's goal is to serve the community as effectively
and in as complimentary a way as possible. The ultimate success of the project
will be measured in terms of ridership, which in essence is the community's
"acceptance”, and support of the system. An implementation strategy which
therefore maximizes community input through its most delicate, initial introduction
into that community, will promote its success. The Conventional strategy achieves
this goal.

R01221.sum




TASK 2 -- ORGANIZATIONAL PLAN

OVERVIEW OF ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES

The principal focus in the analysis of organizational needs for LRT implementation is to
identify all work items included in the various phases of an LRT project and provide an
organizational structure that ensures the individual work items will be completed when
needed and properly incorporated into the overall project schedule.

PROJECT PHASING

The planning and constructing of an LRT system is a major undertaking and requires a plan
of implementation and a project organization to execute the plan, Whether an established
organization is expanded or a newly organized entity is created for this specific undertaking,
the range of capabilities required of the owner organization must be clearly understood.

The following outline includes all of the typical project phases for implementation which
are the essential elements in the development of any LRT starter system. The steps leading
to completion and operation of the project are:

Conceptual Planning Studies & Strategy Plan '
Project Organization & Planning, Preliminary Design (10%) |

Preliminary Engineering & Basic Design (30%)
Final Design
Construction

Start-up and Operation

EXISTING AGENCIES

The following discussion of existing agencies concerned with transit planning and
development in the Twin Cities metropolitan area is based on the most recent legislation

(including legislative changes in 1989) related to organizational structure for the following
agencies:

T
Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)
Metropolitan Council
Regional Transit Board (RTB)
Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC)
Regional Railroad Authorities (seven counties) (RRA’s)

Currently, planning is performed by a number of local RRA’s with the regional coordination

and program development responsibilities assigned to the RTB. The major transit operator
in the region is the MTC, a public agency established specifically for this purpose under a
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policy board whose members are named by the RTB. The MTC has been legislatively
designated as the operator of the planned LRT system. Other transit operators provide

commuter services, local bus services in the suburban communities and specialized services.
These services are all coordinated by the RTB.

CAPABILITIES OF EXISTING TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES

Most of the LRT planning and engineering to date has been done by the Hennepin and
Ramsey County RRA’s and the RTB, These agencies have small technical staffs and have
performed the major portion of their current work by utilizing local and national consulting

firms to conduct studies and provide engineering services for conceptual planning and
preliminary designs.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) has a full range of capabilities
from planning through construction, primarily for highway facilities. Their organization for
construction management is recognized as a model for highway construction. MnDOT's
Program Management Division includes a small group responsible for transit operations
outside the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. This group is not set up, nor is it staffed to
implement an LRT program. The capabilities of the MnDOT organization, including
expertise in right-of-way acquisition, construction management and contract administration
would be available for LRT purposes on a cost reimbursable basis. However, MnDOT
does not currently have staff dedicated to LRT work and would have to add personnel to
take on a major rail transit construction project.

There are a limited number of persons in the present RRA’s and RTB who are involved
with or experienced in LRT design and construction. Most of the present staff members
in the LRT program have planning responsibilities which will continue and probably be
increased to support the LRT program.

ORGANIZATIONAL CONCEPTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Four types of organizations which have been used or proposed for implementation of LRT,
ALRT or AGT projects are presented as follows:

L Existing organization - Expanded staff -- (usually the operating organization)
expands staff capability by adding a design and construction group capable of
managing the project with consultant assistance.

New organization -- represents the establishment of a new organization for
design and construction management with consultant assistance,

Existing organization - Consultant Project Management -- calls for minimum

expansion of existing organization with a program management consultant
responsible for design and construction.
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Existing organization - Design/Build or Turnkey -- ultimate form of delegated
project management, particularly if the Full Turnkey approach is used with
the contractor responsible for the entire project.

There is demonstrated experience with the first three forms of organization on LRT
projects which successfully have been used during the final design and construction phases
of a corridor project or single route. The least satisfactory of the three has been the
expanded staff-particularly where there uﬁmmrﬁﬁmm major
M‘L’fﬁmlt to recruit the number of skilled management and technical personnel

needed on a timely basis for a relatively short-term assignment, and to later selectively

reduce forces to that required for supporting continued planning and operating
requirements,

Design/Build or Turnkey on a total project basis has not been used to date on an LRT
project in the United States and there are no reported Super Turnkey projects where the
contractor has assumed the financial risk.  Accordingly, there are no examples of an
organization geared to this strategy.

ORGANIZATIONAL PRINCIPLES FOR LRT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

The first principle which provides a foundation for the organizational structure is the
designation of the owner. The owner is the agency which is the single point of control for
implementation of an LRT project. The owner for this purpose may be a single

governmental agency, a department of a larger agency with full administrative capabilities
within the department or a joint powers agency.

The owner must have policy control and an assured flow of funding which can be budgeted
and disbursed to cover all costs, internal and contractual, associated with designing and
building the LRT project. In this role the owner is accountable to the area and the state
legislature for performance on the project,

The owner is authorized to commit and enter into all agreements necessary to secure right-
of-way and other property, complete environmental agreements, inter-agency agreements
and the plethora of clearances, assurances and agreements needed to construct an LRT
project under current local, state and federal laws and regulations.

This ownership role does not necessarily mean that every item is owned outright, but the
"owner" has the leasehold, permit, lease-purchase agreement, franchise or other evidence
of his ability to construct the LRT system on a particular right-of-way and to hold and use

equipment and rolling stock even though there may be a different legal owner for tax
purposes.

Once construction is completed, the "ownership” would be turned over to the ongoing
operating agency.




ALTERNATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES
FOR LRT IMPLEMENTATION IN THE TWIN CITIES

Alternative organizational structures were developed using the organizational principles and
functional requirements set forth in the preceding sections. These organizational structures
all assumed that regional transportation policy and approval of an LRT corridor for
implementation as part of the regional transportation plan would continue to be the
responsibility of the Regional Transit Board. This would include approval of the funding
plan as well as the physical charuacteristics of the LRT system.

Five optional organizational structures were developed for LRT project implementation as
follows. Organization charts for these options follow the discussion:

1. Joint powers organization of RRA’s directly involved in LRT projects
2, Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC)

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)

Regional Transit Board (RTB)

New Light Rail Transit Construction Comw

The agency listed would function as the "owner" during the construction phase and would
be responsible for all facets of the LRT implementation program. MTC would be the
operating agency under all alternatives and would either own or have long-term leases
overing equipment and facilities needed to operate the LRT system.
o

The RTB would continue to be the overall public transportation policy and funding agency
for the Twin Cities with all funding--federal, state and regional flowing through the RTB
to the agency responsible for construction. The RTB would be responsible for representing
the region in all dealings with UMTA and for making application and receiving federal
funding for LRT. The RTB would also be responsible for all regional planning for future
LRT routes, utilizing the planning work already completed by the county Regional Railroad
Authorities, Working with the Joint LRT Advisory Committee, which would continue to
overse¢e LRT planning, the RTB would decide which corridors are selected for
implementation, prioritize them, approve distribution of funding, and assign the approved
and funded corridor to the appropriate agency for implementation.

In several of the options, the RTB would enter into an agreement with the implementing
agency.

In one of the options the RTB is also the agency for implementation.

In all cases, the implementing agency would have to recruit and hire appropriate staff and
consulting assistance.




Option 1 - Joint Powers Organization

There is local interest in using a joint powers agreement under existing legislation. Under
this alternative there would be a joint powers agreement between the RRA’s sharing in the
funding of the LRT project. This would include those RRA’s along the LRT route and, as

appropriate, other RRA’s and agencies (MnDOT, MTC, etc.) if they are signatories to the
joint powers agreement.

The joint powers agreement establishes a new entity and the individual RRA sponsors are
committed to continue their support for the duration of the term of any financial
commitments for construction and operation. Each member agency is committed to share

the project risks as set forth in the joint powers agreement. The extent of their
participation may vary.

Under a Joint Powers Agreement as provided for under current state legislation, the
following would apply:

® The RTB would approve the project and its funding, and assign responsibility for
implementation over to the Joint Powers Board.

A joint powers agreement would be established which would delineate the
responsibilities of the various participants. These roles and responsibilities would
change for each corridor project as required.

One of the RRA’s would be designated as the lead or "general partner"and would
serve as the Project Manager.

Overall project control would be handled by the general partner RRA.

The design criteria and standards for the system, as well as system-wide coordination
would be handled by the general partner.

Engineering and construction contracts for the project could be managed by either
the general partner or each of the members for contracts within its jurisdiction.

Design and procurement of system-wide elements would be managed by the general
partner. :

Technical services agreements with other agencies (MnDOT for example) could be
entered into by either the joint powers board or the RRA’s.




Organization for LRT Implementation
Option 1 - New Organizalion Under Joint Powers Board




Option 2 - Metropolitan Transit Commission

Under this arrangement the MTC would be assigned the responsibility for LRT
implementation using its powers under existing legislation. An agreement would be
executed between RTB and MTC to cover the administration and funding procedures for
the LRT project to be implemented.

An expanded MTC staff and consultants will be needed since the LRT construction

program is much larger and more comprchensive than MTC's bus facility modernization
program,

Option 3 - Minnesota Department of Transportation

Under this option the RTB would enter into an agreement with MnDOT for
implementation of an LRT project. MaDOT would be the “owner" during implementation
and could assign the project to its Operations Division under an Assistant Commissioner.
MnDOT would augment its existing staff and employ consultants to design and manage the
LRT implementation project. Because MnDOT has well-established financial and
administrative procedures, and an experienced right-of-way section, these functions may be
assigned to the appropriate Assistant Commissioner instead of creating a new group Of,
alternatively experienced supervisory personnel may be loaned to the LRT group. MaDOT
may elect to create a new Assistant Commissioner for LRT.

Option 4 - Regional Transit Board

Under this alternative the LRT implementation program would be added to the
responsibilities of the RTB under a new Deputy Executive Director supported by a new
staff organization and consultants, RTB would be the "owner” during implementation under
this option and would transfer ownership to MTC upon start up of operations.

Option 5 - Light Rail Transit Construction Commission (LRTCC)

The LRTCC organizational structure is similar to the structure for the RTB option. The
principal difference is the addition of a policy board between the RTB and the staff. In this
respect, the organizational relationship to the RTB reflects the current structure for the
MTC.

LRTCC Beard:

The board of the LRTCC would be appointed by the RTB and composed of seven
members as follows:

® three at-large County Commissioners (preferably related to the corridor being
implemented) -- initially Hennepin, Ramsey and one other.
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Organization for LRT implementation
Option 2 - Department within Melropolitan Transit Commission




Organization for LRT Implementation
Option 3 - Department within Minnesota DOT




0:9;311 ization for LAT Implementation
Option 4 - Department within Regional Transit Board
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two members representing the core cities -- Minneapolis and St. Paul.
The MnDOT Commissioner (or his representative).

An MTC Commissioner.

This board includes the same members as are proposed to serve on the Policy Advisory
Committee in the other options.

DISCUSSION OF ORGANIZATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

The organizational approaches for implementation of LRT projects are being developed in
response to a stated need for an organization which would be responsible initially for a
state-sponsored demonstration project in the Central Corridor between Minneapolis and St.
Paul. Subsequently, the organization would assume the responsibility for other corridors
as they are approved for construction and funding is in hand.

Currently, there is no organization within the Twin Cities area which has the required
number of skilled personnel to take on the design and construction administration
responsibilities for the LRT Implementation program.

All of the five options for organization can be utilized for the Central Corridor assuming
a suitable funding plan is in place.

It is highly desireable, if not a requirement, that the implementing agency be established
10 be accountable 10 the state legislature, while at the same time be responsive to the needs
and concerns of local agencies and the general public. Accordingly, all of the options

presented herein have located the control of the implementation process as high in the
regional agency hierarchy as possible,

Each of the organizational options has its own unique advantages and disadvantages. The
major ones for each option are summarized below:

Joint Powers Board (Option 1)
Advantages Disadvantages

e No new legislation required e Difficult to establish, complex and
requires time

e Some previous LRT experience o Lack of continuity for future LRT
(planning only) corridors




Joint Powers Board (cont'd)

Local political support

Metropolitan Transit Commission
(Option 2)

Advantages

Regional perspective
Experienced transit staff

Ability to procure right of way and do
construction

Some knowledge of UMTA procedures

Operational experience

Potential dilution of legislative intent
regarding LRT funding and

. implementation

Limited past experience in major joint
projects

Conflict between RRA and regional
goals in funding and development

Potential for duplication of staff

Reliance on Public Works staffs for
support

Board members have other interests, not
single focus :

Difficulty in designating "owner" for
contracting purposes

Disadvantages

Less responsive to local concerns
Limited construction experience

Primary focus on operations

No lead role in LRT planning




Minnesota Department of Transportation
(Option 3)

Advantages

Statewide and regional perspective
Largest public works organization in
region, with good track record in design
and construction

Accountable to state legislature

Joint right of way coordination ability

Experience
(FHWA)

with federal process

Regional Transit Board
(Option 4)

Advantages

Regional scope with local representation
on board

Transit services are sole function of
agency

Single agency with responsibility for

transit policy,

planning, and
implementation

Elected officials and transit dependents
on board

Simple organizational structure

Disadvantages

Less responsive to local concerns

No representative board

Multiple,

competing high priority
projects

No lead role in LRT planning

Large established agency with highway
focus

Disadvantages

Requires legislative changes in authority

No present design or construction
capability




LRT Construction Commission
(Option 5)

Advantages Disadvantages

e Regional scope with local representation @ New agency requiring legislative action
on board

Accountable to legislature through RTB No prior track record

Single focus, on LRT construction

Requires time to establish new
Simple organizational structure organization, policy and procedures

RECOMMENDATION FOR ORGANIZATION
TO IMPLEMENT LRT IN THE TWIN CITIES

.__/Bascd on the principles : idelines establi tously, ighing the advant

" and disadvantages of each option, rganizational Option'4, which expands the capabilities
of the RTB with the addition of a new Deputy Executive Director, supporting staff and
consultants, is recommended for the Twin Cities. The principal reasons for the
wecommendation are :

The RTB is presently structured with a policy board of elected officials and transit
dependents, executive management, a high-level advisory committee, and provides
transit planning, administration and operations (through MTC) on a regional basis.
RTB can incorporate LRT system design and construction effectively, ensuring direct
accessibility and reporting 10 the state legislature and would have all regional transit
planning, development and operations under the same entity.

RTB is a single point of responsibility for system-wide and regional interests,
planning, corridor selection and funding. :

The existing Joint LRT Advisory Committee, fuhctiouing through the RTB, will be

the key group for regional conflict resolution, policy and guidance, consensus building
and project advocacy.

The MTC as the operating entity, will have independent and essential operating
input to the RTB.

The LRT Program Manager has clear lines of communication and accountability to
the RTB Executive Director and the Board.

The Project Advisory Committee will have membership at an executive level from
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the core cities, MnDOT, MTC and the RRA’s, and will expedite and resolve
jurisdictional and regional issues.

The LRT program design and construction organization is structured to be a single
point of control for project implementation.

The Technical Coordination Committee facilitates third party agreements, design
reviews, permits and approvals.

Through Technical Services agreements, if desired, the expertise of MnDOT could
be utilized where most expedient and cost effective; for right of way acquisition,
surveying, facilities construction management and contract administration.

The proposed RTB organizational structure meets the immediate needs of the short range

(Group A) program and can continue in this role as corridors in Groups B and C are
approved for implementation.

STAFFING REQUIREMENTS FOR LRT IMPLEMENTATION

An agency charged with the responsibility for LRT implementation should be staffed with
individuals at the executive levels (Program Manager, Manager of Engineering, Director of
Construction) who are highly experienced in transit project implementation, and preferably

who have had commensurate levels of responsibility through at least ome LRT
implementation.

Initial staffing would be based on the Conventional strategy. The agency would be fully
staffed to handle legal, finance and administration, project control and contract
management, risk management, community involvement, and right-of-way/property
acquisition functions in addition to engineering and construction management. Total
staffing requirements would depend on the size of the construction program but would
include core group 10-20 permanent employees and the balance of the required 60-30
professionals could be consultant staff or temporary employees.

The LRT Program Manager's Role
The LRT Program Manager will be accountable to the agency policy board under the RTB
for project implementation from completion of preliminary design (10 percent), through

final design and construction and delivery of the Light Rail Transit System on time and
within the appruvod budget.

The Technical Coordination Committee's Role
The Technical Coordination Commirttee should consist of approximately ten members to
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include a single senior staff representative at Director of Public Works level from each of
the counties, : iti 1 ] ilities. The

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

Options for organizing and staffing an agency to be responsible for the implementation of
an LRT program for the Twin Cities Metropolitan area were developed based on a review

of the programmatic needs and the status of current work on elements of the LRT system.

The experience of agencies which had developed LRT systems and similar transit systems
was reviewed by our staff members to develop an array of concepts for the Twin Cities
area. This was augmented with information supplied during the Peer Review and by
information on other public works projects in the Twin Cities areas,

Organization

Insofar as organizational Structures ‘were concerned five optional approaches were
developed, including as the lead agency or "owner":

Joint Powers Organization of RRA’s
Metropolitan Transit Commission
Minnesota Department of Transportation
Regional Transit Board

LRT Construction Commission

The first three options were based on using available capabilities of existing organizations

and the last two were developed to meet the specific short and long-range requirements for
LRT implementation.

“The Regional Transit Board option is the preferred option since it maximizes the use of

existing and experienced policy board members, advisory board members and staff
wlesources.

Staffing

In all of the options there is a need for substantial increases in the size and capability of
the support staff. The recommended staffing approach is:’

° An agency core staff of qualified and experienced administrative, engineering
and construction managers who will direct the operations of the agency staff
and consultants,




Use of inter-agency service agreements to get the specialized expertise of
other local agencies.

Use of qualified consultants in program management, engineering design,
construction management and other support areas to provide their expertise
as needed and reduce the size of the agency staff.

This staffing approach provides a basic organization which can utilize any of the
implementation strategies developed in this report. The core group can be maintained in

the 10-20 range by the use of consultants and the services of specialized groups in other
agencies on a task-by-task basis.

An important adjunct group is the Technical Coordination Committee, which is an extension
of staff and, unlike the various advisory or policy committees, is concerned with
construction-related issues and includes members who can make decisions regarding the
work which can improve the design and expedite construction.

In conclusion, the recommended organizational option, a major department for LRT
implementation under the Regional Transit Board, staffed with a core staff of 1020
experienced and competent design and construction managers, and a total staff of 60-80
professionals can assume the responsibility for implementing the initial LRT project in the

Central Corridor. The total staff would include the core staff and project staff consultants
and the Technical Coordinating Committee to meet the design requirements, contract
administration and construction management of the LRT project.
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John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY _ 4 District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

aih’oad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

N Hal Norgard
Author lty Disgict 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

' /A
FROM: Kathy DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning ,ﬁ~/:T’

SUBJECT: Grant Application to Minnesota Department of Transportation
DATE: August 6, 1990

The Minnesota Department of Transportation is soliciting applications
for LRT engineering funds. Grant applications are due September 28,
1990. The total amount of funds available is $2,758,000. No single
regional railroad authority may receive more than 60% of the funds

($1,654,800) .

Priority for funding will be given first to the d¢entral Corridor,
second to WEFSUPWB" corridors and ‘third to "Group.C" corridors. It is
likely that there will be insufficient funds for all needs.

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority could apply for:

Approximately $1° million’ to continue Phase II preliminary
engineering for the Midway Corridor (Central Corridor). An
updated cost estimate will be prepared for this work.

Approximately $1507000 as RCRRA’s share of the South Corridor
Environmental Impact Statement and preliminary engineering Phase
T The alignment study for the South Corridor is expected to be
completed in mid-1991. The South Corridor is in Group B of the
Regional Transit Board’s Development and Financial Plan.

Aproximately $2509000° to conduct an alignment study in the

Northwest Corridor. The Northwest Corridor is in Group C of the
Regional Transit Board’'s Development and Financial Plan.

Recommendation: £ﬁéﬁﬁﬂ)7i%26%2é
For discussion. [WMJM%&‘L&ﬁ“

KD/blk
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John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

Duane W. McCarty

District 1

* Hal Norgard
Authority D
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

7/ an

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Federal Funds
for Light Rail Transit

DATE: August 7, 1990

A request was made to the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMTA) in May relating to:

1. Federal funding in the amount of $296@million for the I-35W,
Hiawatha, and Northeast LRT Corridors in Hennepin County.

The $24. miklionygfafit Hennepin County had been promised by
the previous Administrator of UMTA.

A S$TUS million grant'Hennepin County had been promised for
‘turnkey planning studies.

A response from UMTA Administrator Brian Clymer is attached.
Although it is not always apparent even after several readings
what UMTA letters mean, I believe the letter indicates that:

1. .Additionallstudi®s need to be undertaken and*Tocal funding
to match the federal request must be in place in order for
the three corridors to enter the UMTA process.

The $24 million grant was applied to the entire 29-mile
Hennepin County Phase I system and is Mot available if the
metropolitan region plans to leverage the corridors.

The $1.5 million grant should be &appliedwtonthenregion, not
just to Hennepin County.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD/blk
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Mr. Michael Ehrlichmarm, Chairman
Regional Transit Board

230 East Fifth Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Mr. Ehrlictmarm:

I was delighted to receive your recent letter informing me of the progress
that the Twin Cities area is maKing toward developing a regicnal fixed
guideway transit system. I am aware of the enormous effort which local
officials have made in working out a consensus an a regional transit and
financing plan. You are to be congratulated and I will be happy to assist
in any way that I can to further developmernt of the system.

Before respanding to the specific points in your letter, let me review
with you the status of the Twin .Cities system in terms of MIA's new start
plamming and project develcpment process. As you probably know, Federal
law requires that UMra~funded new start projects be based on the results
of altematives analysis, be cost-effective, and be supported by an
acceptable degree of local financial comitment. The fived quideway
mmdorspmgsaiforFederalﬁnﬂJn;mtheMnCltlesreglmhavemt
vet wndergane altermatives analysis., Cost-effectiveness and financial
determinations have not yet been made. Altermatives analysis has been
initiated in ane corrider, University averue, althcugh we understand that
the region mo longer intends to seek TMIA funding for that part of the
system.

erlettez‘askaithatU}EAapplytheSMmlllmgmntaﬁEemdbyfmr
Administrator DelliBovi "as the first installment on the Federal share for
the Hiawatha Corridor.™ The Twin Cities' transit plans have cbvicusly
changed dramatically since TMIA indicated its imtent to provide up to

T $24 rillicn to ths.Hemnepin Gty Regiorzl Railroad Autheority (HCRRA).
The $24 million was offered with the understanding that it would be the
total Federal comtribwution for a 29-mile, $500 million system within
Hemmepin County. This position was reaffirmed by Secretary Skimner in an
Auqust 1989 letter to Govermor Perpich. The region's recuest for furds is
now clearly part of a $1.365 billion project with a potencial $296 million
Federal share requirement. As the Secretary explained, if HCRRA wishes to
requastmorethansmmlllonmm&amlﬁmdsfortheongmal 29-mile,

$500 million system, it would have to compete with other projects seeking
Section 3 funds.

Secard, your letter asked TMTA to designate the Northeast, Hiawatha, and
I-35W corridors as “overmatch or potential overmatch corridors" pursuant
to Secretary SKimmer's Section 3 Overmatch Imitiative. Under this

initiative, OMIA is willing to consider relaxing its long standing "one

~ corridor at a time" policy for new start projects.




We certainly applaud your intentian to establish reveme scurces to pay a
major share of transit capital costs, but TMIA is not able to recognize
the Twin Cities as a participant in the Ovemmatch Initiative at this
time. The Overmatch Initiative gives credit for non-Fedaral funding that
already is in place or secured, as cpposed to merely anticipated or con—
tingent upon same future event. Tn addition, as noted in corwersations
betweenmn'respectivesbaffs,mhastedxﬁcalprablwiththepre-
liminary cost-effectiveness indices provided with your letter. These
preJimi:aryhﬁicesareneededtoaddressm'salten;ativesanalysis
threshold criteria. We understand that the region is anrently developing
anwride:shjpforecastjzgnndelmidnpramnblycmldresultinaccegt—
able input data for recamuting the cost-effectiveness indices.

In sumnary, all three of the corridors menticned in your letter would
require altematives analysis to be eligible for UMIA new start funding.
Once acceptable C-effectiveness data have been develcped, TMIA will be
in a position to cansider your request to enter alternatives analysis in
one corridor. To enter alternatives amalysis in more than ane eorridor,
as notal above, both acceptable cost-effectiveness data and in-place local

funding would be necessary.

Finally,yuzlettaras]mdmmtopemitthemtoprweeiwithimpl&
menting a tiermkey plamming project using $1.5 million in Sectien 8 funds
approved in 1$89. Although the scope of the quideway system and your
hteresthedemlfmﬁirghavechargedsigniﬂcantly,magzeathatthe
tumkey approach still may have merit. We siggest that the stixdy scope be
exparﬂedtoernmpassotherpaxtsofthera;imalsystanmtherthanjust
the portion located in Hemmepin County. The study scope should also
mizeﬂmt,ﬁFedemlﬁxﬂngismbe'obtajzgi,tbeumﬁ{eym
Dent process will need to be designed in such a2 way that Federal recuire-
Tents can be net, TYTA has been discussing these procedimal issues with
other cities that are considering a tizmkey procurement, and we would be
bappy to discuss them with the Twin Cities as you move forward.

While these matters are being resolved, WMIA is willing to work closely
with FHWA, the State, and local agencies irvolved in the T-35W corridor
smdiestoaszzethattbedmftEISamtlymﬁerdevalcpmentmeetsau
of IMIA's envirormental requirements. We will also work with you to
determine what additional envirommertal work would be required in the
Hiawatha corridor since the 1985 FEWA-spansored EIS did not adequately

cover all of the proposed light rail project.
ItisclearthattheTwincitia:regimhasmdesignificantprogressin
plamning for a fixed guideway system. Gbvicusly, a mmber of steps still
need to be conpleted. You have my assurance that UMPA will cartimie to
work with you to the maximm extent possible to further the project
expediticusly. S
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Kathy Despiegelaere John T. Finley, Chairman

District 3

. Ramsey County Regional %{i‘%@e W. McCarty, vice Chairman
] Railroad Authority Warren W. Schaber, secretary
Documentation . District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority RO £, rgtikieae
316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

District 4

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

AGENDA
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
TUESDAY, AUGUST 28, 1990

1:30 P.M. - LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - 316

Approve the 1991 proposed Tax Levy of $3,915,266, which,
in accordance with the Truth in Taxation Law, must be

certified to the County Taxation Department by September 1,
1990.

* Action is requested.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

i Board Action Requested

Regional Railroad Authority

Originating Department Approve the 1991 proposed tax levy of
$3,915,266 which, in accordance with the

] . 9 -
i a2 2 @J g//Z/yg; Truth in Taxation Law, must be certified
Authorized Signatui Date to the County Taxation Department by

September 1, 1990.

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution
2) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere
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{ (
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2 R O Received By
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Risk Manager
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
August 28, 1990
Board Date




Resolution

Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

1990 No. R90 - éag

August 28

WHEREAS, The Truth 1in Taxation Law requires the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority to certify a proposed tax levy
each year to the County Auditor; and

WHEREAS, The Minnesota Department of Revenue has notified
the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority that the proposed
tax levy to finance the 1991 budget must be certified by
September 1, 1990; and

WHEREAS, A provision of the Truth in Taxation Law 1is that
the approved tax levy for the 1991 budget cannot be more than the
proposed tax levy certified by the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority by September 1, 1990; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

. hereby establishes the proposed tax levy to finance the 1991

budget in the amount of $3,915,266, which is equal to the levy
approved in 1990.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

[ District 5
ailroad Duane W. McCarty
g Hal Norgard

District 7

AUthor 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

S o -
FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning L%iéj-

SUBJECT: 1991 Budget - Proposed Tax Levy for Truth in Taxation Notice

DATE: August 16, 1990

The Truth in Taxation Law requires the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority to certify a ‘"proposed" tax levy each year to the County
Auditor. The Minnesota Department of Revenue has notified the
Authority that the proposed tax levy to finance the 1991 budget must be
certified by September 1, 1990.

AN IMPORTANT PROVISION OF THE TRUTH IN TAXATION LAW IS THAT THE
APPROVED TAX LEVY FOR THE 1991 BUDGET CANNOT BE MORE THAN THE PROPOSED
TAX LEVY CERTIFIED BY THE RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY BY
SEPTEMBER 1, 1990.

It is our recommendation that the proposed tax levy to finance the 1991
budget be set at $3,916,266 which is equal to the levy approved in
1990.

This amount will provide sufficient funding for all anticipated
programs and projects. The reason we are submitting this figure is to
allow the Authority the flexibility to review this decision during this
year'’s budget process.

The proposed budget, which will be presented to the Rail Authority
later this year, will be less than the levy proposed for certification.
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
TUESDAY, AUGUST 28, 1990
10:30 A.M. - Large Conference Room - 316
Minutes of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Meeting
of August 14, 1990.
Chairman’s Comments
Update on Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor - Discussion

Scheduling of Work Sessions - Discussion

Assumptions for park/ride facilities for the Midway Corridor

Ten-year budget for LRT in LRT Coordination Plan - Discussion

LRT Coordination Plan - Implementation and Organization
- Discussion and Possible Action

Adopt first level evaluation criteria and alignments for further
study for Northeast Corridor

Authorize BRW to prepare grant applications for LRT funds to
Mn/DOT at a-cost not to exceed $5,000.00

Ratify Partial Payment No. 10 to BRW, Inc. in the amount of
$107,744.28

Ratify Partial Payment No. 2 to SRF, Inc. in the amount of
$18,865.32

Ratify Partial Payment No. 3 to SRF, Inc. in the amount of
$27,848.91

Approve Amendment #2 to Contract Agreement No. 65438 with

State of Minnesota, Department of Transportation, and authorize
the Chairman of the Railroad Authority to sign on behalf of the
Railroad Authority

* Action is requested.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

August 14, 1990

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

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Duane McCarty
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Commissioner Warren Schaber (entered following Item 1)

Also Present: Robert Clarkson, Hugh Faville, Steve Wilson, Gary
Grefenberg, Paul Mandell, Terry Lindeke, Gary
Simpson, Karen Tero, Toni Baker, Terry Schutten,
Dave Warner, James Tolaas, Jill Goski, Kenneth
Weltzin, Dick Elasky, Peter Vanderpoel, Kathryn
DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning

Minutes - of the July 24, 1990 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board meeting held on
July 24, 1990, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - 0

Motion adopted.

Commissioner Ahrens at this time asked if No. 5 could be moved up, as she
will have to Teave at 11:30, and she would like to hear any discussion.

The Board considered No. 5 at this time, however, the minutes will appear
in the regular agenda order.

Chairman's Comments

Chairman Finley had no comments at this time.
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Cedar Street Bridge over I1-94

Chairman Finley believes at the last meeting we had Mn/DOT here, and they
thoroughly went over and analyzed the I-94 bridge, and we have a memo as to
the cost of preparing for it now. It is appropriate that Cedar Street be
made available for light rail transit as this is the choice for surface
alignment,at this point the question is who would be paying for it. It
seems appropriate all the times we were saying we were telling everyone
else, you have to apply for light rail, now we have an opportunity to

apply for light rail in a project that has not started construction, and
maybe we should Tisten to our own advice to all the other entities that

we have given it to.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere wished to remind the Board that at the last meeting the
issue was the width of the bridge, this is sufficient for LRT, but the
structural capacity, right now the bridge is supposed to be constructed

with a grass median, adding LRT now would save about $150,000 later.

She has advised Mn/DOT about matters to consider in the cost issue, and

one is that Darrel Jurgen is a member of the LRT Advisory Committee, he

has made statements, not specific cost participation, but about Mn/DOT's
participation in planning for LRT. In her conversations with Hennepin County
they say that in several instances Mn/DOT has accommodated LRT when the align-
ment has been determined for that.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere informed the Board that Richard Elasky is here today to
respond to any questions.

Commissioner Hunt had a question, at the last Capitol Architectural Board
Meeting they discussed the alignment, and she left before they finished,

and she would like to ask Gary Grefenberg if they ended up with a consensus,
and did most of their consensus end up with Cedar Street.

Gary Grefenberg addressed the Board, at the end of the meeting Commissioner

Hunt referred to, there was closure that the two surface alignments that needed
further study were coming up Cedar, crossing the Cedar Bridge, and going along
12th toward the Service Buildings, and the second momentarily escapes him,
and the other one was on I-94 or Como or University, and using this behind the
Capitol, down Jackson, so one of the primary alternatives that they will continue
to study with the Ramsey staff includes at large the study tunnel alternatives
are further behind, they do not want to make a final decision on which alignment
they preferred until the tunnel study was up to speed with the at grade align-
ments, but there is a good possibility that Cedar Street will be a connector
between downtown and the Capitol area.

Chairman Finley asked if Mn/DOT has thought about paying for it, can it be
included in with the total cost of the I-94, or is that subject to negotitiations.

Mr. Elasky informed the Board that Mn/DOT has thought about it, and Ms. De-
Spiegelaere has summarized it fairly well in terms of position, he does not
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know if he should go through all of the details. There is sufficient

width on the structure to accommodate LRT, the structural capacity would

have to be modified with positioning of some beams. Contracts have already
been let, anticipating construction during the 1991 construction season. [t
is integral to the structural modification for 94 which has to be done next
year. The other factor is that they are carrying steam lines, District
Heating, so this has to be dealt with during the summer months, so they

would not have any other opportunity to do it next year. The two options
that are available would be to prepare a supplemental agreement to the existing
contract, and that could be done, the bridge people indicated that this would
be approximately $216,000 if it were to be added today. The other key factor
is that this is a steel structure, and steel delivery is running from six to
nine months, and 1in order to do a supplemental agreement, we would have to
insure that the steel would be here for next year. The change would have to
occur almost immediately.

Mr. Elasky continued, the other option obviously is to come badk and retrofit
when a firm decision is made of finding implementation dollars. If we do wait
and retrofit, it is possible to retrofit, it is possible to do that. The cost
could go up, however, the cost would be $366,000 if we were to retrofit some
time in the future. The difference in these options would be about $150,000.
Obviously, there is a risk involved here in term of the additional expenditure,
regardless of whether it is county or state funds. The Department feels that
the risk is too great to invest the additional dollars now, without really
knowing that we have firm commitments. If the County wanted to advance those
dollars, the department would certainly be willing to draw up the supplemental
agreement. This is a decision for the County Board.

Mr. Elasky had another suggestion, from the Metro District perspective, there
is a high degree of interest on the part of Commissioner Levine, and the Deputy
Commissioner in cooperating with other agencies on transportation. He would
suggest that perhaps the County Board could direct a formal request to the
Commissioner asking for consideration of the additional expenditures.

Mr. Grefenberg mentioned that there was some concern that if Cedar is used

to carry LRT across the freeway that the design for this into the Cedar

Bridge be done in a careful and studied manner, as they designed that bridge

not to just be a freeway overpass, and they have been working with the Department
of Transportation on this. What we need to do fairly quickly is to ascertain where
LRT goes on the bridge, he would not necessarily make the assumption that the
only place is the median, the median should be one of the places on the bridge,
and therefore, that study on how we accommodate the bridge may have some impact
on how much money it is going to cost. So, it is incumbent upon public sector

to ascertaining if LRT runs across the bridge what portion of the bridge it

uses. This may affect the amount of money. He would like to work with Mn/DOT
and Ramsey County Staff to begin to explore that issue further. If his under-
standing is correct, much of the additional funds are there to make sure that

the median can carry LRT. If we are not using the median, but one of the two
streets on either side of the median, do they need to spend these extra funds

in shoring up the bridge.
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Mr. Elasky said they probably would not, but if you are talking about lanes
of traffic, they may be able to get by with less capacity on the structure
in terms of overall capacity.

Mr. Grefenberg pointed out that those questions need some preliminary answers
fairly soon.

Chairman Finley asked if the decision was made to use Cedar Street at a later
date, would Mn/DOT revisit the question of funding. Mr. Elasky thinks they
would. Almost all of these situations are very unique, and the Department

does not have a formal stated policy in terms of participation in terms of

LRT in general. The Assistant Commissioner will be making a presention

regarding this in the future, at which time the department will have a formalized
position.

Chairman Finley suggested that the Board take Mr. Elasky's suggestion, pass a
resolution, instructing the Chairman to request from the Commissioner consider-
ation to accommodate LRT at this point on that bridge, to be funded by a
Supplemental Agreement with the highway funds, to make that request of the
Commissioner at this point, and see where we go from there. .
Commissioner Hunt said the question remains as to whether or not it would be
possible to have enough design decisions made. Maybe this is too premature to
expect to get an answer that the DOT prior to any final decisions being made
as to where on the Cedar Street it would go.

Chairman Finley feels this is a problem as we would not know until after the
tunnel study. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said we should know this by October.

Commissioner Hunt asked that Chairman Finley repeat the motion.

Chairman Finley repeated that the Board request that a letter be sent over
his signature to Commissioner Levine to see whether or not they could fund.
He is sure if he looks at it, he is going to go back to the staff and see
what the actual costs are going to be for funding of LRT accommodation on
Cedar Street.

Commissioner Salverda commented by endorsing the beefing up of the bridge
for the future, we are sending a signal that LRT is coming, and to express
our commitment. With the retrofit there is nothing worse in the public eye
after the fact. This will be an indication of our commitment to the big
picture.

Commissioner Salverda moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Hunt. .
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WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
determined with the advice of its Downtown LRT Advisory Committee
that the preferred location for LRT, if it is on street level in
downtown St. Paul, is on Cedar Street and Fourth Street; and

WHEREAS, The Minnesota Department of Transportation is
planning to replace the bridge over I-94 on Cedar Street in 1991
without making accommodations for LRT; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Chairman John T. Finley is requested to send a letter to
Commissioner of Transportation Leonard Levine requesting that the
engineering plans for the Cedar Street bridge over I-94 Dbe
revised to accommodate LRT in order to avoid greater expense
later and that the funds for that additional engineering work and
increased construction costs be provided by the Minnesota
Department of Transportation.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - O K10~ é&
Motion Adopted.

Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor

Chairman Finley discussed the delay in this forecast as the Met Council
does not have the model done which is delaying the entire process for the
Midway Corridor.. After the July meeting, he had sent a letter to Steve
Keefe regarding our schedule and the forecasting, but to date he has not
?%q a response. Should we take it away from Met Council and let BRW do

Qavg warner‘from BRW was present, and he informed the Board that Met Council
is in a position to deliver the forecast with the next two weeks.

Chairman Finley stated that we are still being delayed in our process,
and asked what this will mean. Mr. Warner said your decision would not
be made until March when the EIS is completed.

Chairman Finley feels this will put this Board three months behind.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere suggested that this might be a matter that should be
brought to the attention of the Legislators, as this is a problem.

Chairman Finley requested that Ms. DeSpiegelaere put together a letter to

the Legislators regarding this, we are very concerned, we are being asked

to make a decision, and cannot make this decision on the basis of information
available. This letter should be sent personally to the members of the
Legislative Delegation, and a copy to Steve Keefe as to our situation, and
the delay in the process.

The Board was in agreement on this.

Commissioner Schaber left during the discussion of this matter.
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Progress on LRT coordination Plan

Chairman Finley gave his feeling on the Coordination Plan, there are some
serious things that concern him, it was the manner in which it was brought

in, our staffs did not have a lot of input into the recommendations that came

to the LRT Advisory Committee, as he understands it in meeting with Ms.
DeSpiegelaere and some of the staffs from the other counties. They came, and
now it is there, and it is the recommendation that the RTB do it. He has been
sitting on the RTB now for almost a year, and when he originally got on it, he
thought that it would probably be a good idea for construction, but he no longer
has that feeling. It is volatile, it is political, we have an election year
right now, the way it is set up, if you remember, is the Met Council appoints
the RTB members, so first of all, you have appointed officials appointing
elected officials, which is is a little inconsistent. Then you have the
Governor appointed three people, and they have no engineering people at all

to oversee an actual construction. What we were always thinking of, at least

he was, you think of planning that you could save, you look at operations and

we already felt that the MTC should operate, but there has always been a

gap as to who was going to pound the nails, and put down the track. There are
some pros and cons in this LRT Coordination Committee, and he thinks some of

the things that they cited as disadvantages of a County Joint Powers for exampl
are actually advantages. We have public works, engineering type people emp]oy‘
Even with the City of St. Paul, he went to the Mayor a few months ago, and said
that we have to get, when we were looking at the Midway Corridor, people with
measuring sticks. We do not need people who can think pie in the sky, we need
someone who says this fits in 120 feet, or whatever. That is what you need, the
engineers, surveyors. So, he does not really concur with the recommendations,
and more importantly, he does not like the way it came in to the Advisory
Committee without a lot of input with the staff, where the staff could come back
to the respective bbards at an early date.

Chairman Finley continued, now, the position it is in, and he does not wish

to cut off Commissioners Ahrens and Hunt, but he wants to get to the part of

it, they passed it back to the staffs. There is a recommendation now for the
staffs to try to respond to it, it would be self-serving if they do anything
saying that the Counties should be doing it, unless they concur with the
recommendation, it is very difficult for them to analyze it. If you say a
consultant should to it, or BRW says they should continue doing it, or whatever,
everything becomes self-serving except the recommendations that came in. He
just not think that was what was intended to begin by either the RTB or probably
the Advisory Committee. He thinks we wanted the analysis, but we also wanted a
Tot of staff input, at least from his standpoint.

Commissioner Hunt said the last LRT Advisory Committee Meeting was a very inter-
esting one. She thought there were some unfortunate things about it, there wa

a lot of staff bashing that went on that was not quite appropriate. Things '
could have been said in a much better manner. One of the things that she feels

is positive that came out of this report is something that this Board has been
talking about a long time ago, and that is that the individual counties should
not be doing the construction, and there are some counties that would just as
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soon have done it that way, but from our standpoint, because the Midway
Corridor crosses two counties, we felt very strongly, and have discussed in
the past that it should not be the individual counties that do this.

Commissioner Hunt feels that there is a lot of food for thought in the
report that came out from the consultants, and she thinks they are very

able consultants, perhaps they should have consulted more with some of the
staff, but on the other hand, they did list a variety of alternatives. The
prospect of the Department of Transportation filling this kind of a role
certainly should be explored because there is a lot of experience there at
that level that is not at the RTB level, or necessarily at the County level.
Another observation she would have is that there was a lot of discussion

on turnkey, this is something that we had expressed some concerns about on
that whole process. She thinks the consultant has some very good background
on turnkey that backed up the recommendation that the Midway Corridor not be
on a turnkey basis, and that it might be considered for some other alternative.

In conclusion, Commissioner Hunt would Tike to say that the other item on the
agenda today, that is Item 7 the UMTA response to the request for Federal Funds,
and this letter is very significant from the standpoint of what they are saying
and what it does to Hennepin County's maintaining in the past that they were
going to get this $24 million which is really down the drain, and as she pointed
out at the meeting, she would Tike to see if there is some staff way, without a
lot of extra staff work, that we are able to get this information. She pointed
out to the Committee as a point that as a point that this had been called to

her attention that UMTA has not funded any LRT. The funding that has gone on
for LRT has strictly come from specific legislation that was passed by Congress.
Why we are talking about turnkey as being important because that is the way we
are going to get UMTA fund, when no one is getting UMTA funds anyway, then she
thinks that we are looking that the advocates of turnkey are advocating
turnkey on the basis of a false premise.

Chairman Finley thinks that the letter says what Ms. DeSpiegelaere and he
felt when they came back from a meeting a year and a half ago, and reported
to this Board where we felt that it was. That it was very, very tenuous,

and when we heard around that the money was there. They really did not think
it was there, but that Mr. Clymer was essentially saying that.

Commissioner Ahrens addressed the Board, after the meeting last week, she did

not appreciate the staff and consultant bashing that went on. There were two
things that were discussed, the turnkey and the traditional approach. The
traditional approach for the first segment for our segment and Hennepin's segment
was not received well by Hennepin County at all. In fact, they said they were
doing their own analysis of turnkey. She thinks that we have to watch that

real carefully, and be very assertive about that because most of that segment

is going to be built in our own county. She is not saying that certain things
could not be turnkey, perhaps they could.
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Commissioner Ahrens continued, another issue is the structure for the
governance of this whole construction thing, and one of the things that the
consultants did, and they said it clearly where there was a lot of dicsussion
about their recommendation on the use of the RTB. They said very frankly that
was not their first choice. Their first choice was sort of No. 5, only it was
not the No. 5 chart described, it was a separate entity in which they called
the LRT Construction Commission, but would be made up of, it was really a
hybrid, she referred to Page 24 of the full report. Regardless of what came
in, we were looking at something that would be more tailored to the specific
needs. The other thing which she thought was important was that they said as
the segments are built, and we move out from segment to segment, you can have
a different Construction Commission or governing board, whatever you want to
call it, maybe even based on the segment that is being built. She thought it
was much more fluid than the report was.

There was a lot of discussion, Commissioner Ahrens said, about the Joint Powers
issues, and whether this would be a good idea. After her experience on this
Committee, that she is absolutely opposed to any Joint Powers which would include
a whole lot of people, be they elected or appointed, that have no vested interest,
no real interest. This has been part of the problem with the LRT Advisory
Committee. We have counties on there that are not building, who don't really
don't care, some come to the meetings, and some don't. They either come and

vote the wrong way in terms of their own interest, which has happened, or they
are completely uninformed, and they sort of go with the wind. She does not

think that is useful, and that goes for the appointed as well as the elected
people. The people who frankly are the ones who d:scuss things are from Anoka,
Hennepin and Ramsey County, and they are the ones who are prepared, based on
their own kind of preparation and interest. If we are going to discuss Joint
Powers, it has to be those counties who really have a basic concern about what

is being built.

Chairman Finley agreed this is a good point which Commissioner Ahrens had
mentioned to him the other day when they were discussing the report. This is
sort of a hybrid of the Joint Powers. After thinking about what she had
mentioned, he thinks that is probably true that it may be the best way to do
it, leaving the structure essentially in place, except that the joint con-
struction be the counties into where the line goes, and the other counties who
have an interest, for example, Anoka, even though they are not on the first
construction, that they maybe have a non-voting membership, or whatever. There
is some type of a hybrid, at the present time the momentum is there under the
present structure. Again, one of the things that concerns him is that here we
are changing a structure again that, for the first time has actually had pretty
good coordination, regardless of the fighting, regardless of the respective
positions, this structure has pretty much worked in the last year and a half
that the Legislature set up with the RTB and the Advisory Committee. What it
has brought out, if nothing else, is the different interests of the different
people. But, we have the same thing on the same issue even within St. Paul.
S0, it is not just a matter of being from Anoka or Hennepin, he still maintains
that our biggest problem is right here, not with the RTB or the Advisory
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Committee because this is the real nuts and bolts, this is where we are
going to have to get it resolved from our standpoint. Chairman Finley
feels that the issue is going to be a Legislative decision in any event,
and he does not know if we need any action at this point, but we did want
to make sure that you had this information.

As he understands it, Chairman Finley said the Committee was to go back to
the staffs for a report, which would have probably helped everyone, had
that taken place before it ever came to the Advisory Committee.

Commissioner Hunt said, as the Chairman has touched on earlier, she thinks

the whole picture could change after the election. The different appointments
could be made by whomever is Governor, we will have a discussion that could
take place during the election races that are going on - this could have a
bearing on the shape of things after the first of January. The question is

at what point do we come up with a final agreement.

Chairman Finley thinks that the Coordination Plan calls for submission to the
Legislature by the RTB of a Coordination Plan. He agrees, the Governor is
going to control the Metropolitan Council seat, the RTB Chairmanship, and at
least probably two on the RTB, plus there are appointed positions that will

be coming up on the Metropolitan Council, he is not sure how many are up

in the next year, but those seats can change, and they appoint the RTB

of which there are some seats coming up in 1991. A1l seats come up during

the next term of-the Governorship, so it could be completely turned around
even if it stayed in the same party. You start thinking about structure, so
he tries to get away from the people who are there, and Took at the structure,
and he is not so sure that the structure as it is right now could work regard-
less of who was Governor, just because of the volatile nature of how it would
be set up with different appointments to the Met Council, RTB. The people
will decide who the elected officials will be.

Commissioner Salverda commented that Chairman Finley is sharing some
frustration with the RTB, and Commissioner Ahrens with the Advisory Committe.
In your contacts with other members of the RTB, do they have the same
frustrations as Ramsey County, or are we isolated.

Chairman Finley stated he does not have frustrations with the RTB, he is
talking about on the long term, the real construction of light rail transit.
The present structure, he does not have a problem with the RTB Board at all,
but he is looking at it that this could change, and the membership could change
because of the way it is set up through legislation. He does not have any
problems the way it is right now, he thinks that we are in a good negotiating
position with the present structure with the membership, but that is not always
going to be that way, that is his point. We should not base the total con-
struction of a light rail transit based upon personalities, it should be the
method of appointment and that is his point. The method of appointment has

to be dealt with if the RTB is going to do it, so that there is some continuity,
some strength to see the process through, and not really, subject to it.
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Chairman Finley reiterated, he does not have frustrations with the RTB, but
he also knows that they do not have the construction capabilities within
their staff as they have never been in the construction business to do

it. It would be a whole gearing up of a public works staff for them to

do it, unlike Mn/DOT or the counties.

Commissioner Ahrens said they have to come in because of the legislation

with some kind of recommendation, and we certainly want to have input into
that. It would seem to her that this Board should come to terms with what

we would find as acceptable alternatives for the governance, it maybe two,

or three that we could Tive with. They have not discussed the Highway
Department doing this, she thinks that has some real benefits, and she
personally feels very supportive of that. They have not talked about the
hybrid, if we want to go in that direction, and what we would see as a hybrid.
There may be another alternative out there that we would want to look at, but
she does not think that we can that at this meeting necessarily, but she does
think that since we are being driven to a decision because of the process,
that we, as a Board, need to participate in that decision, and we need to come
to terms with, whether it is what we can live with, we may want to put it in
terms of our preferences, A, B, and C. Clearly, she thinks we are saying that

there are some things that we do not want to live with, and they would not be,
on the Tist. She would like to see us come at it that way, otherwise, she know
that other people are pressing their own agendas in this whole picture, and

they may jump into this and say this is the way it should be, and run around
selling this. Meanwhile, we may still be struggling.

Commissioner Hunt, in response to Commissioner Salverda, does not wish to say
that it is frustration as much as challenging, and she thinks that we have

been able to maintain our own position in the Committee activity fairly
successfully just by sheer determination, and some good staff work from Kathy
DeSpiegelaere who really helps us tremendously on these very complex kinds

of things at those meetings. But, she did want to say that she thinks there

is another matter in connection with the Coordination Plan which she does not
believe theX gave discussed, and this was an item that came up when Commissioner
Ahrens was/th re, she had some reservations when she heard about it. Commissioner
Hunt voted in favor of it, but she thinks it is well that we put it on the agenda
some time, and talk about it. This is in speeding up the construction of feeder
lines into the main spine between downtown St. Paul and Minneapolis. In
connection with the RTB, the RTB, over Mike Ehrlichmann's signature, has put out
material that indicates that the Midway Corridor line would be a sort of a
demonstration project, and once that were established, and in place, it would be
determined whether or not we should proceed further, and whether or not LRT was
going to be successful. That has been in the material that has come out from
the RTB. On the other hand, the LRT Advisory Committee when it discussed the
amount of money that would be brought in by a sales tax in the metropolitan .
area, discovered that there would be much more money than was needed on the
regular schedule, they speeded up the construction schedule for additional

lines.
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Commissioner Hunt continued, without fully understanding the consequences
of how that might affect the whole project,she did support that, but she
thinks it might be well for some second thoughts as to whether or not that
is a good recommendation, as it has some pretty significant implications.

Commissioner McCarty said that perhaps we need to get more information
to the news media, as there was an article in the Tocal newspaper from
a member of the RTB last week, clearly stating that it was the RTB in
the last year with their national experts that developed our plans,
Group A, B and C. There is a lot of confusion as to who is doing what.
Perhaps we ought to have Chairman Finley representing us more actively
with press.

Commissioner Ahrens added, what she objects to is having a facade, a paper
speed up when all the experts,who know anything about LRT all over the
world, tell you that it takes a certain amount of time to do this. To just
say we don't like your timeframe, we are going to speed it up, cut out four
years, she does not know who is fooled by this. This is the objection she
had. If it could in reality be speeded up, that would be fine, but this was
a paper speedup that was not based on any reality.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said this is on today's agenda, this is the last item for
discussion, the ten year schedule and budget for LRT, the sales tax.

Commissioner Schaber asked if the "Tribune" went on record editorially as
being opposed to RTB being the group that in effect was going to
do construction, which laid out some fairly strong feelings on that issue.
Chairman Finley said it was.

Commissioner Schaber thinks that Commissioner Ahrens suggestion is a good one
we should have our own alternatives, if we want to do it that way, we should
say so, but if we have another suggestion, we should at some point in time be
ready to have our feelings known.

Chairman Finley agrees, the hybrid type thing, but not have it structured as

a Commission, but possibly the two counties, with Mn/DOT doing the work, there
are various alternatives, and those of us who have been around here for a long
time and see how things really work sometimes get a better feel for how things
can be accomplished, rather than have someone come in, look at it on paper

and theory. Mn/DOT has a lot of experience at building the system. Whether it
be Mn/DOT or RTB the one concern he has is that citizen participation may be
gone, that is a real reality which can create some problems.

Commissioner Schaber feels there is advantage to our having an on hands
construction, as we are going to be blamed if someone else takes it over.

Chairman Finley said they had a meeting, and some of the Commissioners had
a feeling, and he somewhat feels the same way, we are either going to be in
or out.
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Commissioner Schaber would like to know where the shops for this line
are going to be built, how is our line going to get there.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained the proposal is to build the yards and shop
south of 94, in Hennepin County, they have a site there. As plans progress,
all lines would connect with that facility.

Commissioner Schaber said then there is a logical step that we can assume
will happen. Chairman Finley added that Hennepin County RRA bought the
property already, and he pointed out on the map the location.

Chairman Finley requested that the staff do whatever the Advisory Committee
asked them to do, represent us well as usual. Our Commissioner members

of the Advisory Committee have a sense of what we have been saying, as he
thinks they sort of spurred this, that possibly some more alternatives
should be looked at. Staff does not really have to do the analysis, but one
thing that could be touched upon in meeting with the other staffs is that
our Board feels there are other possibilities, hydbrids is what is being
proposed, supervision and construction being done by one, and supervision

of the construction by someone else, like Joint Powers, or whatever, turnkey
or not turnkey.

Commissioner Ahrens Tleft the meeting at this time.

Grant Applications for Engineering Funds

Chairman Finley discussed the memo in the documentation, the three
grant applications.

The Board agreed that application should be made for all three projects.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said it would also be possible to apply for funds to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Northeast Corridor,
although that was not included as a recommendation.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere wanted to make the Board aware that application for
these grants will require additional staff to work on these projects if
they are funded.

Commissioner Hunt moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Norgard.
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WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has been
invited by the Minnesota Department of Transportation to submit
grant applications for LRT funds; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That applications are authorized to be submitted
for the following projects:

i Approximately $1 million to continue Phase TIT preliminarcy
engineering for the Midway Corridor.

Approximately $150,000 for the Ramsey County portion of the
South Corridor Environmental Impact Statement.

Approximately $250,000 to conduct an alignment study in the
Northwest Corridor.

A
Roll Call: Ayes - 5, Nays - 0 }z)f/g,f —/
Motion adopted.

UMTA Response to Regquest for Federal Funas

Chairman Finley discussed the UMTA letter regarding funding, and the fact
that no UMTA funding is proposed for the Midway Corridor, although UMTA
indicated that was one they would view favorably.

Commissioner Norgard asked where does this leave Hennepin County with
regard to their grant.

Commissioner Hunt said that Commissioner Derus had mentioned they were
unhappy with the response, and this put them back to square one.

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

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for LRT for the
Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, One assumption for the Environmental Impact
Statement concerns the provision of park/ride facilities on each
of the three alignments (Soo Line/I-94, University Avenue, and
Pierce Butler Route/Burlington Northern) under consideration; and

WHEREAS, The ridership forecasting model has indicated that
all three alignments could benefit from the provision of 1,000 to
1,600 park/ride spaces at station areas; and

WHEREAS, BRW has surveyed cities where heavy rail and light
rail systems have been constructed to determine the policies
relating to provision of park/ride services; and

WHEREAS, Three alternatives, (1) Provide park/ride
facilities +to meet demand; (2) Provide no park/ride facilities;
and (3) Provide park/ride facilities where space 1is available
have been considered; and

WHEREAS, The three alternatives have been compared to Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority’s goals for LRT; Now

Therefore, Be It hamaki Q .

RESOLVED, That park/ride facilities will be planned, for the
purposes of preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement for
the Midway Corridor, i : on all three
proposed Midway Corridor alignments; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

will reconsider this matter on the basis of comments received on
the Environmental Impact Statement for the Midway Corridor.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary
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MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning/;ZL/

SUBJECT: Park/Ride Assumptions for Midway Corridor Environmental
Impact Statement and Phase I of Preliminary Engineering

August 19, 1990

In order to complete the Environmental Impact Statement for the Midway
Corridor, an assumption about provision of park/ride spaces for LRT
patrons on each of the three alignments will need to be made. A
memorandum from BRW that includes a recommendation on this subject is
attached. A proposed resolution has been prepared for your
consideration.

The provision of park/ride spaces may be a controversial subject.
There are obvious advantages to LRT users if park/ride facilities are
available to them. If park/ride facilities are not provided, parking on
neighborhoods streets may occur and parking permits may be required
near LRT stations. LRT users may seek to park in off-street lots of
businesses near LRT stations. The land for park/ride facilities and
continuing maintenance of them has a cost. St. Paul staff members have
indicated that St. Paul may prefer not to have any park/ride spaces on
any of the three Midway Corridor alignments, but may want to keep the
land around LRT stations for development.

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s goals that are relevant to
this subject are:

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

Increased use of transit by existing auto users could be anticipated
if park/ride facilities are provided at LRT stations. That may
reduce the need for roadway expansion.




Page Two

To enhance economic development in Ramsey County.

There are two divergent views 1in regard to park/ride facilities
relating to this goal. While LRT may wuse land that could be
developed for other purposes, it may also offer an opportunity for
joint development at station areas that could benefit the transit
agency or the City.

To respond to mobility needs in Ramsey County.

Provision of park/ride facilities would improve overall transit
services and mobility.

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

It could be argued that the provision of park/ride facilities will
bring autos into neighborhoods, rather than encouraging LRT patrons to
use the feeder buses. The autos would increase air pollution, although
they would not be used for the entire trip, since the occupants will be
diverted to LRT.

The neighborhood impacts of having LRT patrons parking on residential

streets or in off-street lots of businesses also are related to this
goal.

Need for Action:

In order to complete the Environmental Impact Statement, assumptions
must be made about park/ride facilities. The decisions made now by
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority can be revisited, although it
would be preferable to assume the alternative with the greatest right
of way impacts for the Environmental Impact Statement, and modify that
later after comments on the park/ride facilities are received 1in the
review of the Environmental Impact Statement.

Recommendation:

For the purposes of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Midway
Corridor, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority will assume that
park/ride La-ilities will be provided on a space-available basis on all
three Midway Corridor alignments. The conditions relating to
space-available basis will be as indicated in the BRW memorandum.

KD/blk
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MEMORANDUM

August 17, 1990
Kathy DeSpiegelaere

Richard P. Wolsfeld
Peter Smoluchowski

RE: Park-and-Ride Facilities for the Midway Corridor

QVERVIEW

Three park-and-ride alternatives in the Midway Corridor are evaluated and an
approach for the provision of park-and-ride facilities is recommended. The
first alternative provides park-and-ride facilities based on an unconstrained
forecast of the need. The second alternative provides no park-and-ride facili-
ties in the -Corridor. The third alternative provides for park-and-ride facili-
ties wherever adjacent land is available. This comparison, along with research
on the experience of other cities, led to a recommendation. The research (see
Appendix) showed that there are a variety of philosophies, no hard-and-fast
rules, and that most systems have tried to use a “common sense" approach to the
provision of park-and-ride based on transit goals and localized constraints.

PROVIDE FORECASTED PARK-AND-RIDE SPACES

Under this alternative, park-and-ride facilities are provided along the corridor
based on an unconstrained (free, unlimited parking) forecast of the demand.
Preliminary projections suggest a total of approximately 1,000 - 1,600 spaces
would be demanded for any of the three proposed Midway Corridor alignments.

Advantages

Minimizes parking on residental streets and in off-street lots of adjacent
businesses by transit users.

Increases access options to transit system, expecially by new riders.

Maximizes ridership retention.

ATV e T A RO e L

MINNEAPOLIS PHOENIX TUCSON ST. PETERSBURG
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0 Parking 1s available for non-transit use during off-peak (evenings and
weekends). .

0 Potential future joint use development of property.

Disadvantages

0 Requires acquisition of approximately 12 acres or 560,000 square feet of
land.

Increases operational and maintenance cost - 1ighting, snow removal,
landscape maintenance.

Utilize land adjacent to stations for parking lots.
0 Encourages automobile use and increases traffic congestion at LRT stations,

0 Reduces taxable property.

PROVIDE NO_PARK-AND-RIDE SPACES

Under this alternative, no park-and-ride facilities would be provided in the
Corridor.

Advantages
0 Minimizes right-of-way acquisition for park-and-ride.

0 Increases the availability of land adjacent to stations for near-term
development/redevelopment.,

Increases feeder bus usage allowing for the provision of better service.
Reduces capital costs ($2,500 to $10,000/space)

Minimizes operating and maintenance costs associated with park-and-ride
lots.

Disadvantages

0 Reduces ridership
Maximum loss = 3,300 riders
1,600 x 2 rides/day x 1.2 passengers/vehicle x 1.3 turnover = 4,990
assume 66% = 3,300
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0 Increases the possibility of LRT patrons parking on neighborhood streets
and in off-street parking lots of adjacent businesses.

0 Reduces the visual impact of the station and preceived level of service.

PROVIDE PARK-AND-RIDE SPACES WHERE POSSIBLE
For this alternative, a policy of providing park-and-ride facilities where land

is available has been considered, such as existing government-owned properties,
underutilized or abandoned properties.

Advantages

0 Increases access to transit system with minimum capital costs.

0 Maximizes ridership retention,

0 Increases parking availability for non-transit use during off peak hours.

0 Minimizes reduction of property on the real estate tax rolls.

0 Increases potential future joint use development property.

o Minimizes parking on adjacent streets or off-street parking lots of busi-
nesses.

Disadvantages

0 Park-and-ride facilities are not uniformly distributed along the system.

o Potential inconvenient locations or odd configuration of parking facilities
leading to low usage.

Patrons come to expect park-and-ride facilities at every station.
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SURVEY OF CITIES

A telephone survey of 15 cities with light and heavy rail transit systems was
conducted to determine their park-and-ride policies. The intent of the survey
was to find out how far from the each cities' downtown the closest park-and-ride
facilities were located as well as design standards of park-and-ride facilities.

Although circumstances are different in every city, in most cases, where there
was not a formally adopted policy, park-and-ride facilities are jocated in less
dense urban areas usually at suburban locations, Where adjacent land to the
station is available at political and/or financial acceptable costs, park-and-
ride facilities are planned for each station.

The Midway Corridor presents a unique situation where the LRT line 1inks two
major downtowns. The situation is similar to the LRT 1ine between Los Angeles
and Long Beach. Within this eleven mile corridor, there may be opportunities
depending on individual station locations that park-and-ride facilities would
enhance both the convenience and ridership of the system, without adverse impact
of adjacent properties.

The following table depicts a summary of a portion of the survey findings
regarding location of park-and-ride facitities.

Distance from Downtown to the
City Nearest Park-and-Ride Facility

Atlanta (Heavy Rail)
Baltimore (LRT)
Buffalo (LRT)
Calgary (LRT)

Dallas (LRT)

Los Angeles (LRT)
Pittsburg (LRT)
Portland (LRT)
Sacramento (LRT)
Saint Louis (LRT)
San Diego (LRT)
Washington (Heavy Rail)

iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
iles
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RECOMMENDATION

Park-and-ride should be provided where at possible LRT stations in the Midway
Corridor after an individual station site evaluations have been made. The
number of spaces provided will be based on the availability of land, Site con-
ditions may meet one or more of the following conditions:

0 Excess or underutilized City, County or State owned property adjacent to
station sites.

Vacant land available adjacent to the station.
Substandard buildings underutilized on property adjacent to stations.
Willing seller.

Land available from "partial taking" for other LRT purposes (substations,
turn lane, etc.)

Potential for sharing of replacement parking and park-and-ride uses.

. Where neighborhood and commercial parking requires mitigation of LRT
parking impacts.

RW/blp
cc: File 62-5004
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APPENDIX

SURVEY OF TRANSIT AGENCIES

Questions:

1. Do you have a policy to determine the location and size
of park-and-ride lots along the transit system?

2. How far from the downtown are the closest park-and-ride
facilities?

< At park-and-ride lots, what are your design standards

for the maximum and minimum distances from the station
platform to the first and last parking stal1?

ATLANTA MARTA
Jerry Pachucki, Director of Planning:

No formally adopted public standards other than all parking
stalls shall be within 1,000 feet of the station platform.

Parking requirements are decided on a station by station
basis by using the following questions.

0 Is it an origin or destination station?
0 What is makeup of the market area for each station?

They have done patronage/facilities studies to determine the
characteristics of the park-and-ride facilities. The results
of the studies included the following items:

Market area

Turnover rates

Peak requirements

Average rider/car ratio
Maximum amount of traffic

The following are the distances along the line from downtown
to the first park-and-ride facility.

Direction Distance

North Line 4 3/4 miles
South Line 1 3/4 miles
East Line 1 mile

West Line 11/2 miles
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They have used the feeder bus system in the determination of
the overall design of the station and capacity.

In the park-and-ride requirements for the new line they are
planning are the following:

Type of Station Number of Stalls

Station #1 Destination 0
Station #2 Destination 0
Station #3 Destination 300-600
Station #4 Overflow for Station #5 1200
Station #5 Terminus/Origin 2500-3000

The parking facilities are adjusted to the shape of the
available parcel and the type of design constraints encoun-
tered.

The kiss-and-ride areas are a percent of the total required

park-and-ride area. They have converted some of the park-
and-ride to space for taxi access.

BALTINORE

Mr. Reichert:

Park-and-ride lots occur at less developed areas. The clo-
sest station with park-and-ride facilities is three miles
from downtown.

They try to build about 75 parking stalls at each station.
The 1ot is located no more than 300 feet from the platform
and the farthest stall is no farther than 500 feet.

BOSTON MBTA
Michael Brennen:

They have no formally adopted standards but look at each
site as an individual case study.

0 They charge for park-and-ride stalls. The cost ranges
from $2.00 - $4.50. (The average parking space in down-
town Boston 1s between $12-15/day or $350/month). A
recent increase in parking rates has not decreased
transit use.

They work with each community in which they are pro-
posing a park-and-ride lot to avoid illegal parking
around the lot and mitigate negative impacts on adja-
cent areas,
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He found that patrons will always choose the most convenient
and least expensive alternative to park around stations.
Strict enforcement of illegal parking in a zone around the
stations is 1important when requiring patrons to pay for
parking.

The average sizes of 1lots along the system are the
following:

Light and Heavy Rail: 1,500-100 stalls
Commuter Rail: 1,000- 20 stalls

They are planning to build larger parking facilities at
major highway intersections.

BUFFALO
Gordon Thomson:

There was no provisions for park-and-ride within the City of
Buffalo when the line was first planned and constructed.
The only existing park-and-ride facility is located 6.5
miles from the downtown at the north terminus station where
an existing university parking lot was converted.

Presently, the construction of a second park-and-ride lot is
under consideration at the next station closer to the down-
town and all parking stalls will be within 700 feet of the
station platform. The 700 feet was determined from study
completed in Cleveland and Newark airport. The studies
showed that space beyond 700 feet from a pedestrian shelter
was not used.

CALGARY
Carolyn Kushner:

They had park-and-ride for bus transit before LRT was con-
structed and had a departmental policy that there would be
no park-and-ride lots closer than five kilometers (three
miles) from the downtown. They wanted to intercept the
vehicles outside the dense urban development.

Presently, they have a Council-approved policy that each
station shall have a park-and-ride 1ot and it shall be sized
so that 15 to 20 percent of all transit users within the
geographic area of the station ~ill be provided park-and-
ride stalis. The first policy was 10 to 15 percent, but it
has been increased by five percent by Councilimembers.
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They have concerns that the increase in park-and-ride will
affect the ridership on the bus system. The system was
initially set up with an intensive feeder bus system, walk
on, kiss-and-ride facilities, and short-term turnaround.

Calgary's policy is that a transit stop shall be located
within 1,500 feet of each resident. As a result of this
policy, park-and-ride facilities adjacent to their stations
are no farther than 1,500 feet away.

Park-and-ride facilities were first provided as an option
for people to get to the transit system. Now they have
evolved into a right. If there isn't space available at the
station, people become very angry and feel that the system
has not adequately served them.

There is no charge to users of the park-and-ride spaces and
50 percent of the spaces have electrical plugins because of
severe winter weather.

The total park-and-ride system contains 5,000 stalls, and
there will be 1,000 additional stalls built in September.

The park-and-ride facility closest to downtown is at
Franklin Avenue Station, which is located 2.9 miles from the
downtown,

CLEVELAND

Mr. York: He worked both on the Dallas (DART) and Atlanta
(MARTA) system.

To determine the need for park-and-ride lots, the patronage
model for park-and-ride need should be run unconstrained.
When the results of the model are known, the individual sta-
tion sites should be looked at in terms of:

0 Land availability

0 Land cost

o Length of time projections (ten, twenty, or thirty
years)

The general rule is to place the largest park-and-ride
facilities at the terminus stations and reduce the amount of
the parking availability as the system approaches the down-
town area.

A rule of thumb for cost feasibility of a single park-and-
ride space 1s about $5,000, including cost of acquisition
and construction.




€:25 BRIW INC.

DALLAS DART
Jay Kline:

The park-and-ride facility closest to downtown is located
one mile from downtown.

Generally, all the parking stalls are within 1,000 feet of
the platform.

EDMONTON
Jim Stein:

They have no formally adopted policy. Their transit design
guidelines do not even include park-and-ride facilities.
Park-and-ride facilities depend solely on the availability
of city-owned land around the stations. The City of
Edmonton has a land bank which over the years has acquired
substantial amounts of the parcels.

Their LRT system consists of nine stations of which five are
below grade and four are at-grade. Three of the four at-
grade stations have park-and-ride facilities.

He felt that park-and-ride was vital to the success of an
LRT system. The number of park-and-ride stalls could be
doubled and still be filled to capacity. He felt that
people would use the system more when they could drive and
park at the stations.

LOS ANGELES

David Seaver:

Have no formally adopted policy. The Red Line has no park-
and-ride and the Blue Line that links downtown Long Beach
and Los Angeles has park-and-ride facilities within 2 1/2
miles of downtown Long Beach and 11 miles of downtown Los
Angeles.

The new Green Line, which will run equidistance from Los
Angeles and Long Beach, has park-and-ride facilities at all
but three of the fourteen stations.

The size of the park-and-ride facilities was based on the
cost of the land.
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PITTSBURGH PAT
Dave Wohlwill:
They have no formally adopted park-and-ride standards,

They have rebuilt two 1ight rail 1lines. The first was
rebuilt on the Pittsburgh Railways, and the first park-and-
ride facility is at Potomac Avenue and is 8.28 miles from
downtown. The second was a rebuilt trolley car line which
runs perpendicular on the hillsides surrounding the down-
town. Because of the topography, there are no park-and-
ride lots along the route. Development of park-and-ride
lots along a second line would be too expensive.

They are presently working on a park-and-ride study, They
plan to place the lots where there is inexpensive land
available. The 1largest lot is next to a suburban mall.
However, they have a large parking garage facility at the
last station which 1s about two to three miles from downtown
for people who drive to the CBD. Patrons park in the facil-
ity and then take the train to the downtown area.

PORTLAND TRI-MET

goe Walsh:

There were no formally adopted standards but decisions to
provide park-and-ride lots were determined by opportunity,
common sense, avajlability of land and good access from
arterial streets.

In the initial construction of the LRT system, there was a
conscious policy to have no park-and-ride facilities within
the City 1imit of Portland. Presently, Gateway/99th Avenue
1s the closest park-and-ride facility to downtown and is
located about five miles from it.

They are going through a revision of the park-and-ride lots
design standards. There will be a greater percentage of
compact parking, the size of car stall will be smaller and
the size of the lots will be between 200 to 300 stalls.
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT

Jeffery Gualco:

Park-and-ride lots are located four to nine miles from the
downtown.
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The parking configuration tends to reflect the shape of the
parcel available.

The park-and-ride standards are:

0 First car not more than 50 feet from platform
0 Last car not more than 800 feet from platform

Station Name Distance from CBD Number of stalls

Butterfield 9.42 Miles 800
Watt/I-80 West 7.96 Miles 230
Watt/Manlove 7.69 Miles 310
Roseville Road 7.44 Miles 1,100
Power Inn 5.73 Miles 290
Marconi Arcade 5.66 Miles 280
Swanston 4.4 Miles 260

SAINT LOUIS BI-STATE
John McCarthy, Sverdrup:

0 They were very cost conscious. Most of the park-and-
ride lots were acquired with no or 1ittle money. In
most cases, the land was under-utilized and/or owned by
other governmental agencies.

They located most of the park-and-ride lots and sta-
tions where the transit line intersected a major state
highways which occurred about a mile apart. They have
now tried to extend the 1ine to intersect major
interstate highways, such as I-70 and I-170.

There are no park-and-ride lots within the city limits of
Saint Louis because there wasn't any land available that
tould be acquired for 1ittle or no cost. They were not
willing to tear down existing developments. Within the city
1imits, they employed feeder bus system to provide access to
the transit patrons. The first park-and-ride lots occur
about ten to twelve miles from the downtown.

They are planning a park-and-ride structure over their
existing yards and maintenance shops on the edge of downtown
in conjunction with the Amtrak and Greyhound bus terminal
and a new station.

They have considered charging for the park-and-ride spaces
where non-transit users tend to use the free spaces, i.e.,
at the airport and near the university.




DEC 17 9@ 16:2Zc BRW INC.

SAN DIEGO
Chris Auginstein:

They have no formally adopted standard but build facilities
wherever they can. They try to construct park-and-ride
lots of at least 100 to 200 spaces.

Forty-Seventh Street Station is the closest located in an
urban area and is about 3 1/2 miles from downtown,

Larger lots of 600 stalls are located near major highway
intersections. The freeway lots are developed with joint
agreements with Cal Trans (State Transportation Agency).

Parking usage has in most cases exceeded expectations.

The most important issue in the design of a park-and-ride
facility is security. Lots need to be exposed and seen from
all directions, well 1it, and contain phones. They are
working on joint use of the park-and-ride lots with small
businesses such as Fotomat to provide surveillance of the
surrounding areas during working hours.

They have developed joint use arrangements with shopping
ctenters to use the peripheral parking spaces for park-and-
ride. Usually the number of spaces is between 20 to 40
stalls, for which the transit company provides the
insurance, maintenance and presents a public service award
to the shopping center owner.

TORONTO TRANSIT COMMISSION
Dominic Garsito:

o No formally adopted public policy. In most cases, they
have acquired whatever surplus land is available next
to the stations. In all cases the parking stalls are
within 2,000 feet of the station.

Their policy has been to locate park-and-ride lots at
the terminus stations. Presently they have two ter-
minus lots of 1,370 and 1,500 stalls. If other sta-
tions have park-and-ride lots, they are the result of
the station acting as a terminus station before the
system was extended.




DEC 17 ’SQ 16:27 BRW INC.

WASHINGTON

Rick Bochner:

The District of Columbia decided that there would be no
park-and-ride facilities within its boundaries. There are
large parking facilities at the terminus stations. Sizes of
the terminus parking facilities are between 3,500 and 4,300
stalls. Park-and-ride lots are located between four and
eight miles from the downtown.

Standards for distances of park-and-ride stalls from the
platform are:

o First Car - 100 feet
o Last Car - 1,500 feet
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MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning;ZZZ;H/

SUBJECT: Ten Year LRT Budget for LRT Coordination Plan

DATE: August 20, 1990

The Joint LRT Advisory Committee, at its meeting on August 29,
will consider a 10-year budget for LRT. A copy of the material
on this subject from the Committee’s August 8 meeting is
attached. If the new material is available before the Auqust 28
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority meeting, I will bring
copies of it to your meeting.

The alternatives being considered are a 1/2 cent or 1/4 cent
sales tax, with differing time periods for beginning work on new
LRT corridors. Bonding or pay-as-you go options are being
considered. After Commissioners Hunt and Ahrens, members of the
Joint LRT Advisory Committee, read the most recent letter from
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration, they requested that
staff consider the assumption for this analysis that federal
funds will provide a significant portion of the capital costs.

Recommendation:

For discussion.

KD/blk
Attachment
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@ ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS FOR PREPARATION OF
10-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Use Constant 1991 Dollars

Increase in Cost of the LRT System Will Be the Same as
Increase in Sales Tax Revenue

Group B Corridors by Name Will Not Be Staged

An Average Cost/Corridor Will Be Developed for Group B
Corridors, Including the Cost of the Minneapolis Tunnel
Extension ($771.9M /5 = $154.4M)

‘Group C Corridor Average Cost is $81.5M ($407.3M / 5)

Three Group B Corridors (B-1, B-3, and B-5) Will Be Assumed
To Be Federally Funded

Federal Funding Will Not Exceed 75% of the Cost of Group B
Federal Corridors

Up to S200M of Federal Funds Will Be Available

Interest Income on Fund Reserves and Interest Expenses on
Fund Deficits Will Not Be Considered

1/2% and 1/4% Sales Options Will Be Developed
"Pay as You Go" Will Be Used as Funding Method

Various Months Between Corridor Project Starts Will Be
Analyzed




ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS FOR 10 YEAR
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

1/2% Sales Tax, 12 Months Between Corridor Projects, and
"Pay as You Go"

1/4% Sales Tax, 30 Months Between Corridor Projects, and
"Pay as You Go"

8/1/90

1/4% Sales Tax, 36 Months Between Corridor Projects, and

"Pay as You Go"

1/4% Sales Tax, 42 Months Between Corridor Projects, and
"Pay as You Go"




& @ Q.

COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 12 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR PROJECT STARTS
(1991 $M AND 1/2% SALES TAX)

CALENDAR YEAR

ITEM
e 199_5 1996 1997
[COSTS 56 56 17

A-1. Downtown St. Paul/Midway

A-2. Downtown
[Minneapolis/University/Y & §

B-1 Group B (FE 6/93 & FEDS$)
B-2 Group B (FE 6/94 & N-F$)
[B-3 Group B (FE 6/95 & FED$)
B-4 Group B (FE 6/96 & N-F§)
B-5 Group B (FE 6/97 & FED$)
C-1 Group C (FE 6/98)
C-2 Group C (FE 6/99)
Subtotal

[REVENUES

fegional Sales Tax (1/2%) : - |_106 ) 106

Federal Funds = ) 10 40 25 25 25 25 25

County (10% of Group B) Y N 1 1 5 6 8 5 4

Subtotal 17 147 136 137 139 136 135

Net OIS gy . BN ... B (4) | (6) | (58) @y 1 e 4§ (6 1 28 4

Cumulative 130 126 80 22 9 (19) (25) (5)

Note: Cost of all Group B Corridors and Minneapolis Tunnel Extension were totaled and averaged, to arrive at a
cost/corridor of $154.M '

Note: $200M of Federal Funds are utilized.




COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 30 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION
(1991 $M and 1/4% Sales Tax)

)

CALENDAR YEAR
1996 1997 1998

ITEM

COSTS
A-1. Downtown 21
inneapolis/University

A-2. Downtown 56
St. Paul/Midway

B-1 Group B (FE 6/94 & FED$)
B-2 Group B (FE 12/96 & N-F$) - - 47
B-3 Group B (FE 6/99 & FEDS$) = - S - 12
B-4 Group B (FE 12/01 & N-F$) - - - - - i 5
Subtotal 64

IREVENUES
Regional Sales Tax (1/4%) 53 53

Federal Funds . 37 9

County (10% of Group B) - - 1 5

Subtotal

53

53

58

62

89

91

67

33

1

(49)

(75)

(41)

16

7

3

Cumulative

33

34

(15)

(90)

(131)

(115)

(103)

(96)

(93)

Note: Cost of all Group B Corridors and Minneapolis Tunnel Extension were totaled and averaged, to arrive at a
cost/corridor of $154.M

Note: Only $166.M of Federal Funds are utilized.




® o Q.

COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 36 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION
(1991 $M and 1/4% Sales Tax)

B CALENDAR YEAR
1993 1996 | 1997 | 1998

A-1. Downlown 38 21
Minneapolis/University

A-2. Downtown 12 56
S1. Paul/Midway

8-1 Group B (FE 12/94 & FEDS$) '
B8-2 Group B (FE 12/97 & N-F$)
E!_J Group B (FE 12/00 & FEDS$)
B-4 Group B (FE 12/03 & N-F$)
Subtotal - 53

REVENUES
Hegional Sales Tax (1/4%) 53 53 53

Federal Funds . =g 36 7 4

County (10% of Group B) : i -- -- -- 1 4 5

Subtotal 60 79 90 64 62
Net 2 (74) (34) 20 33 20 | 9

Cumulative (86) (120) (100) (67) _(47) (38)

Note: Cost of all Group B Corridors and Minneapolis Tunnel Extension were totaled and averaged, to arrive at a
cost/corridor of $154.M

Note: Only $127.M of Federal Funds are utilized.




COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 42 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION
(1991 $M and 1/4% Sales Tax)

CALENDAR YEAR

ITEM

1996

1997

1998

COSTS
A-1. Downtown
Winneapolis!Universily

21

A-2. Downtown
St. Paul/Midway

56

B-1 Group B (FE 6/95 & FED$)

B-2 Group B (FE 12/98 & N-F$)

35

B-3 Group B (FE 6/02 & FED$)

1

Subtotal

38

REVENUES
Regional Sales Tax (1/4%)

53

53

Federal Funds

36

27

2

County (10% of Group B)

1

1

4

Subtotal

53

53

58

62

88

90

81

59

33

2

(48)

(73)

(28)

23

37

36

21

Cumulative

33

35

(13)

(86)

(114)

(91)

(54)

(18)

3

Note: Cost of all Sroup B Corridors and Minneapolis Tunnel Extension were totaled and averaged, to arrive at a
cost/corridor of $154.M

Note: Only $115.M of Federal Funds are utilized.




SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS FOR 10-YEAR

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Level of
Sales Tax

1/2%

Frequency
of Corridor
Starts

Federal
Funds Used

12 MN.

$200M

Total LRT
Cost 1991$
1992-2001

Federal
Funds As
Percent of
Total Cost

Maximum
Deficit

Fund
Balance 2001

Number of
Corridors
Started

$1,250M

16%

($25)

$50M

1/4%

30 MN.

$166M

1/4%

1/4%

36 MN.

$127M

42 MN.

$115M

$780M

21%

($131)

($67M)

$703M

18%

($120)

($30M)

$643M

18%

($114)

$12M
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BONDING ANALYSIS TO BE COMPLETED ®

10-Year, 1/4% Sales Tax, and 30 Month Start Between
Corridors

20-Year, 1/4% Sales Tax, and 24 Month Start Between
Corridors

Add "Interest Income/Interest Expense" Line in Analysis
Assume 7% Coupon for 10-Year Bond

Assume 8% Coupon for 20-Year Bond
: Eond Issue Cost of 2%

Federal Share Is 20% of Corridor Cost
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MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning ;%ff7ﬂ

SUBJECT: LRT Coordination Plan -- Implementation and Organization
Options

DATE: August 20, 1990

At the last Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority meeting, you
received a summary of the O’Brien-Kreitzberg report on who and how LRT
should be implemented. My brief summary of the report and
recommendations is attached.

The staff of the Joint LRT Advisory Committee has met several times to
discuss the directives given us by the Joint LRT Advisory Committee to
develop a 1list of the advantages and disadvantages of various
organizational options and to <consider how a transition from one
organization to another could occur. I may have written material to
distribute on this subject at your Regional Railroad Authority meeting,
but none is available at this time.

It was agreed that each of the organization options would be developed
further by the respective organizations. Anoka, Dakota, Hennepin, and
Ramsey County staff members are meeting on the joint powers options,
considering how it would work and what the strengths and weaknesses are
of that approach to implementing LRT. Other agencies proposed to
implement LRT, Minnesota Department of Transportation, the Regional
Transit Board, and the Metropolitan Transit Commission, are doing the
same work.

One option you may wish to consider is to define principles that are
important to Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners in
assessing which organization or combination of organizations 1is best
able to implement LRT. I have, therefore, proposed principles for your
consideration at your August 28 meeting:

1. The active involvement of 1local elected, rather than appointed
officials, is important to ensure accountability to constituents.




Community participation at both the regional and neighborhood
levels is necessary in implementing LRT.

There should be regional coordination, but a single point of
authority for LRT implementation to ensure that paralysis by
indecision or disagreement does not occur.

Because County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners have
become knowledgeable about LRT and because County Regional
Railroad Authorities are the only organization that has been
successful in furthering LRT plans, their continued involvement in
LRT should be included in implementing plans.

No organization in Minnesota 1is -equipped with the staff to
implement LRT. A stable organization with a history of
construction of major public projects should be the implementing
organization for LRT.

The organization that implements LRT should agree to the
commitment of staff and policy-maker time to make progress on LRT.
Plans prepared by Regional Railroad Authorities should not
languish because of insufficient resources if another organization
is selected to implement LRT. We ascribe to the San Diego
philosophy of having LRT engineering plans prepared for LRT
corridors so that they <can be constructed as funds become
available. LRT should be a high priority for the implementing
organization and should not come in second in competition for
resources with other transit or highway projects.

Good-faith promises made to the community by Regional Railroad
Authorities that their concerns will be considered as LRT plans
progress should be honored by the agency that is charged with
implementing LRT.

There have been many changes in LRT responsibilities over the
years. Rather than a quick fix that will result in the need for
additional changes, a long-term approach that will vyield a
consistency in LRT responsibilities should be considered. The
public needs to know who to go to for information. Changes
require duplication of efforts and there is a lag time before
progress can be made.

It is important that the agency responsible for LRT implementation
have involvement throughout plan development, engineering studies,
and construction of the LRT system. Fragmentation of
responsibilities should be avoided.

Recommendation:

For discussion and possible action.

KD/blk
Attachment




LRT SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

Planning - Comprehensive LRT Plan

Preliminary Design/Environmental Impact Statement (10%)

Preliminary Engineering (30%)

Final Design (100%)
Construction
System Testing

Open for service

DEFINITIONS OF LRT COMPONENTS

Facilities
Civil elements of system including roadbed,
bridges, tunnels, stations, parking lots, yards
and shops.

Systems
System-wide elements including vehicles, tracks,

electrification, signals, fare collection
equipment.




LRT IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS

- All methods follow the same sequence of events from planning
through construction and opening for service.

- The difference between the implementation options 1is the
division of responsibility and risk between the owner and the
contractor.

Traditional
Owner or its consultants design all elements to 100% level of
engineering. Contracts for elements of systems and facilities
are separate and with owner.

Design/build
After completion of 30% design by owner or its consultants,
contractor takes over on some elements. There are multiple
contracts managed by owner.

Turnkey
One contractor for entire project for a fixed price after 30%
engineering. Contractor, not the owner, manages the individual
contracts.

Superturnkey
Turnkey with contractor participating in funding of project

through loans, leases, or joint development.

Conventional
Traditional for facilities; design/build for systems

Systems turnkey
Traditional or design/build for facilities; turnkey for systems
elements.

Recommendations

The recommendations by O’Brien-Kreitzberg are:

For the Central Corridor, a conventional implementation
strategy (the traditional approach for the facilities and
design/build €or the systems elements) is recommended.

Due to the interest in turnkey implementation on the part of
local officials as well as the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMTA), it is recommended that one of the
federally funded Group B corridors (Hiawatha, 35w, or
Minneapolis Northeast) should be selected as a demonstration
project for turnkey implementation (both facilities
and systems).




OPTIONS FOR ORGANIZATION TO IMPLEMENT LRT
O’'Brien-Kreitzberg assessed five options for implementing LRT.
They are:

1 Joint powers organization of regional railroad authorities
directly involved in LRT projects.

Metropolitan Transit Commission
Minnesota Department of Transportation
Regional Transit Board
Do New Light Rail Transit Construction Commission
For each option, it was assumed that the organization would have

responsibility for all aspects of LRT, including planning,
design, engineering, and construction.

Recommendation

The recommendation by O’Brien-Kreitzberg is that the Regional
Transit Board be responsible for LRT implementation.
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o Mealr®....

MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

For over thirty years, Mn/DOT has been working on parts of the Interstaic Highway system in the
Melropolitan Arca. As our interstate system approaches completion, the 1990s posc significant
transportation challenges for Mn/DOT in the Twin Cities Mctropolitan Area. To preparc Mn/DOT
to meetl these challenges the Metropolitan District was created effective September 1, 1989. Our
goals arc to provide:

m A consistent Metropolitan philosophy.

m Consistent client service levels.

m Consistent Metropolitan-wide planning.

» Improved coordination with Metro Council and Metro Transportation agencies.
= A metro-wide freeway management effort integrated into District operations.

m Improved resource utilization.

m More focused Metropolitan leadership.

To best address these mounting challenges, Mn/DOT consolidated the Oakdale and Golden Valley
Districts to form the Metropolitan District on September 1, 1989. Mn/DOT top staff felt that a con-
solidated Metropolitan District is best able to exhibit leadership in the melro arca.

William M. Crawford became the first District Engincer of the newly-formed Metropolitan District.
At the close of September, the Freeway Operation Office joined the Metro Districl. As of today,
March 6, 1990, the Metro District’s organization looks like this:

District ~ Engineer Darlene Lazer

William Crawford Administrative
Assistant

\ ¥ ] ! ]
Steve Baker Sandra Vargas Pat Hughes Dick Stehr Chuck Weichselbaum

Office of Office of . Office_ of Office_ of Elmer Morris
Planning & Administration Operations Traffic State Aid
Development Management

o

M Freeway Operalions

Planning Budget/Financial Meaintenance
Managemennt B Construction M Traffic Engineering

Programming

; Malerials :
Desion Management N g&ﬁ;u:hm

Hydraulics Administration M Materials
Pre-Design Human Resources
Right of Way Public Afiairs

; Total Complement: 1310
Design Surveys Dala Processing
Corridor  Mgnt. _Totai Budget: $65,000,000

(Development)

IIIIIIII?-‘E_UJ_“
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e Resolution

i |
cglllor::d Board of

fulpay RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is
conducting an alignment study of the Northeast Corridor for LRT;
and

WHEREAS, Recommendations for first level evaluation criteria
and for alignments for additional study have been reviewed at a
public forum on July 23, reviewed with the Technical Committee
and have been recommended by the Northeast Corridor Task Force
and the Intergovernmental Committee; Now, Therefore, Be It

Resolved, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
adopts the following as the first level evaluation criteria for
the Northeast Corridor:

1. Serve most of the Northeast Corridor study area.
2. Serve major trip generators.

Minimize route circuity and travel time.

Capability for high-speed transit service.

Have adequate right-of-way width.

6. Provide opportunity for future expansion;
and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
recommends the following alignments for additional study in the

Northeast Corridor:

Sub-Area 1l: Downtown Area

This area includes the connection between the alignment
alternatives and the downtown circulation system. For purposes
of this study, it will be assumed that LRT will operate on Fourth
Street with a connection in the vicinity of the Gillette Plant
property. specific recommendations on connections to each
alignment will be provided at a later date.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




T Resolution

egional
Siroad Board of

S RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

Sub-Area 2: St. Paul Area

This sub-area includes the geographic area between the Chicago
and North Western Railroad on the south and the Willard Munger
Trail. There are several alignments and potential alignment
combinations recommended for further study in this sub-area.
They are:

o Burlington Northern Railroad

o Arcade Street/T.H. 61

o Arcade Street/T.H. 61/Willard Munger Trail to Burlington
Northern Railroad

o Mississippi/Westminster/Willard Munger Trail to T.H. 61
o I-35E

Other combinations of these segments may also be possible but are
not recommended for study as separate alignment alternatives.

Sub-Area 3: T.H. 36 Area

This sub-area includes the geographic area north of the wWillard
Munger Trail to I-694. There are three alignments recommended
for further study in this sub-area:

o Burlington Northern Railroad from Willard Munger Trail to
I-694

o T.H. 61 from Willard Munger Trail to I-694
o I-35E from Willard Munger Trail to I-694

Sub-Area 4: I-694 Area

This sub-area includes the entire geographic area north of I-694.
These are three alignments recommended for further study in this
sub-area:

o Burlington Northern Railroad from I-694 to downtown White Bear
Lake.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary
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e RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

T.H. 61 from I-694 to Goose Lake, following the Burlington
Northern Railroad north of Goose Lake to downtown White Bear
Lake.

Burlington Northern Railroad from the I-694/I-35E interchange
to downtown White Bear Lake.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary
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MEMORANDUM

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

/I
FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning ;Z

SUBJECT: Recommended First Level Evaluation Criteria and
Recommended Alignments for Further Study for Northeast
Corridor

DATE: August 20, 1990

Recommendations on criteria to be wused for evaluation of LRT
alignments as a first step in assessment for the Northeast
Corridor are proposed. Those criteria were used to develop
recommended alignments for further study in the Northeast
Corridor.

The evaluation criteria and proposed alignments have been
reviewed and recommended as proposed to you by both the Northeast
Corridor Task Force and the Intergovernmental Committee.

A memorandum from SRF outlining the specific recommendations and
the basis for the recommendations is attached.

Recommendation:

Consider proposed resolution on criteria for evaluation and on
alignments to be studied further in Northeast Corridor.

KD/blk
Attachment




ACTION REQUESTED
NORTHEAST CORRIDOR LRT ALIGNMENT STUDY

1. RECOMMENDED FIRST LEVEL EVALUATION CRITERIA

The proposed evaluation criteria to establish the set of
alignment alternatives for further study include (changes of
consultant/staff recommendations are as recommended by the
Northeast Corridor Task Force and are underlined or deleted):

Serve most of the Northeast Corridor Study area.

Serve major trip generators.

Minimize route circuity and travel time.

Capability for high-speed transit service.

Have adequate right-of-way width aveiiabie.

Provide opportunity for future expansion.
Additional criteria will be used for more detailed evaluation of
retained alternatives.

2. RECOMMENDED ALIGNMENTS FOR FURTHER STUDY

The recommended study alignments, after applying the evaluation
criteria, include:

Sub-Area 1: Downtown Area

This area 1includes the <connection between the alignment
alternatives and the downtown circulation system. For purposes
of this study, it will be assumed that LRT will operate on Fourth
Street with a connection in the vicinity of the Gillette Plant
property. Specific recommendations on connections to each
alignment will be provided at a later date.

Sub-Area 2: St. Paul Area

This sub-area includes the geographic area between the Chicago
and Northwestern Railrocad on the south and the Willard Munger
Trail. There are several alignments and potential alignment
combinations recommended for further study in this sub-area.
They are:

. Burlington Northern Railroad

. Arcade Street/T.H. 61




. Arcade Street/T.H. 61/Willard Munger Trail to Burlington
Northern Railroad

Mississippi/Westminster/Willard Munger Trail to T.H. 61
« I=35E

Other combinations of these segments may also be possible but are
not recommended for study "as separate alignment alternatives.

Sub-Area 3: T.H. 36 Area

This sub-area includes the geographic area north of the Willard
Munger Trail to I-694. There are three alignments recommended
for further study in this sub-area:

. Burlington Northern Railroad from Willard Munger Trail to
I-694.

T.H. 61 from Willard Munger Trail to I-694.
. I-35E from Willard Munger Trail to I-694.

Sub-Area 4: I-694 Area

This sub-area includes the entire geographic area north of I-694.
There are three alignments recommended for further study in this
sub-area:

Burlington Northern Railroad from I-694 to downtown White Bear
Lake.

T.H. 61 from I-694 to Goose Lake, following the Burlington
Northern Railroad north of Goose Lake to downtown White Bear
Lake.

Burlington Northern Railroad from the I-694/I-35E interchange
to downtown White Bear Lake.
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STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS
TRANSPORTATION m CIVIL @ STRUCTURAL mPARKING m LAND SURVEYORS

SRF No. 0901380
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NO. 2
TO: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning, RCRRA
FROM: Charleen Zimmer, AICP

DATE: Revised July 23, 1990

SUBJECT: DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS
NORTHEAST CORRIDOR LRT ALIGNMENT STUDY

The purpose of the Northeast Corridor LRT Alignment Study is to
perform the technical analysis necessary to assist in the

selection of a preferred alignment for Light Rail Transit in the
Northeast Corridor.

The first step in the study process is to define the LRT
alignment alternatives to be evaluated. A workable number of
feasible alignments will be selected using a set of basic
evaluation criteria. Data from the Comprehensive Light Rail
Transit Plan for Ramsey County, current LRT design guidelines,

and other supplementary data will be used to screen the range of
alternatives.

The purpose of this memorandum is to identify the recommended
selection criteria, summarize the initial evaluation results, and
present the alignments recommended for further detailed study.

OBJECTIVES

As expressed in the Ramsey County Comprehensive LRT Plan, the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s (RCRRA’s) goals for
LRT are stated below. Evaluation criteria were used which focus

on potential response to the RCRRA’s goals and objectives for LRT
in Ramsey County.

1. To integrate a Ramsey County LRT system with other counties’
LRT systems, with other transit services and other
transportation services in the metropolitan area.

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

Suite 150, One Carison Parkway Nonth, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55447
612/475-0010 FAX 612/475-2429




To enhance economic development in Ramsey County.

To decrease costs of transportation services in Ramsey
County.

To respond to mobility needs in Ramsey County.

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

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

STUDY AREA

The study area is the geographic area within which a Northeast
Corridor alignment would operate. The Northeast Corridor study
area is generally the eastern half of Ramsey County north of I-94
and the Chicago and Northwestern Railroad. The study area should
not be confused with the corridor service area, which is the area
from which the IRT alignment will draw its ridership. Each
proposed alignment in the study area will have a slightly
different service area. The definition of a geographic study
does not presume an LRT alignment or a specific terminus of an
LRT line.

The proposed study area and the communities within are identified
in Figure 1. The area is bounded by Rice Street on the West, the
Anoka/Ramsey County boundary on the north, Century Avenue
(Ramsey/Washington County boundary) on the east, and East Seventh
Street/Johnson Parkway/Chicago and Northwestern Railroad on the
south. This area includes part of the City of St. Paul,
Maplewood and North Oaks and all of Little Canada, North St.

Paul, Vadnais Heights, Gem Lake, White Bear Lake and White Bear
Township.

INITIAL EVALUATION CRITERIA

The purpose of this initial evaluation step is to narrow the full
range of possible alternatives to those which are most feasible.
The initial evaluation criteria were used to identify alignments
or portions of alignments that have weaknesses severe enough to
threaten the 1likelihood of successful implementation of LRT.
These criteria identify major deficiencies such as excessive
route circuity and right-of-way constraints that can hamper
transit ridership, impair traffic flow, or negatively impact
neighborhoods.
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The initial criteria used for selection of alternative alignments

are listed below. Any recommended alignment should have these
characteristics:

1. Serve most of the Northeast Corridor study area. The LRT
Comprehensive Plan for Ramsey County identified several LRT
corridors with minimal overlap in service area. This
criterion helps to minimize overlap with the Northwest and
East Corridors.

Serve major trip generators. In order to maximize
ridership, the corridor should directly serve as many
current and emerging major trip generators as possible,
particularly high density residential areas.

Minimize route circuity. A direct route will reduce travel
times for LRT riders thereby enhancing the competitiveness
of the service with the automobile.

Capability for high-speed transit service. LRT on local
streets and in residential areas must operate at lower
speeds and cross frequent intersections. High-speed service
is preferred based on RCRRA objectives.

Have adequate right-of-way width available. Ideally, the
alignment should accommodate double-track LRT and provide
for efficient traffic flow within the existing right-of-way
so as to minimize community impacts and lower costs.

Provide opportunity for future extension. The alignment
terminus away from downtown St. Paul should be located so as
to permit staged extension in coordination with future land
use development and regional LRT expansion.

SELECTION PROCESS

The range of alignment alternatives was initially develcoped by
identifying all continuous primary north-south alignments within
the study area. These included the Soo Line, I-35E, T.H. 61, the
Burlington Northern, White Bear Avenue and McKnight Road. Each
of these basic north-south alignments have multiple options for
connecting into downtown St. Paul and for terminus locations. In
addition, various segments of these alignments can be combined
together to create new alignments. Figure 2 shows initial street
and highway alignment possibilities that were then screened
against the evaluation criteria. Figure 3 shows railroad and
trail alignment possibilities.
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Criterion 1: Serve Most of the Study Area

Two alignments operate on the fringes of the study area: the Soo
Line Railroad and Chicago and Northwestern Railroad/McKnight Road
alternative. As a result, neither alignment would serve the
entire study area. In addition, their ridership service areas
significantly overlap those of adjacent LRT corridors.

Figure 4 shows the projected service area around the Soo Line
Railroad alignment. The western part of the study area is well
served by this alignment, but not the southern and eastern
portions. Residents south of White Bear Lake would find the
alignment inconvenient in terms of access. This service area
overlaps that of the Ramsey County Northwest Corridor.

Figure 5 shows the area served by the East Seventh Street/Chicago
and Northwestern Railrocad/McKnight Road alignment. This
alignment serves the eastern part of the study area, but not the
western half. The service area of this alignment takes on an odd
configuration due to the abrupt change in direction taken at
McKnight Road. This service area overlaps that of the Ramsey
County East Corridor.

Since these alignments also do not provide direct service to

significant transit trip generators, they are not recommended for
further study.

Criterion 2: Serve Major Trip Generators

The range of initial alignments was guided by the objective of
directly serving the major trip generators in the study area.
IRT lines can be further strengthened by anchoring the terminus
with active land uses.

Transit trip generators located in the Northeast Corridor were
identified in the LRT Comprehensive Plan (see Figure 6). These
include the Maplewood Mall, St. Johns Hospital and White Bear
Lake CBD, among others. Maplewood Mall is the only designated
Regional Business Concentration in the study area and is
undergoing expansion. White Bear Lake has a concentrated retail
base and strong recreational activity.

LRT alignments are desired that can link with or terminate in
these primary locations and provide service to the secondary and
emerging generators. Such alignments include T.H. 61, the
Burlington Northern and White Bear Avenue. The Soo Line, the
McKnight Road alignment and an I-35E alignment extended beyond
I-694 would be less successful in serving major existing and
future trip generators.
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Future growth should also be served by LRT. Employment and
population in the corridor is expected to grow 10 to 12 percent
by year 2010. Growth rates may be higher in the areas north of
I-694 that have vacant land and are well served by freeways and
railroads. The alternative alignments will be evaluated in more
detail in later tasks regarding service to future growth areas
and the extent to which LIRT might stimulate or focus growth in
the Northeast Corridor.

Criterion 3: Minimize Route Circuity

Two primary alignment possibilities perform poorly in terms of
overall travel time to the end of the line. These are the Soo
Line Railroad and McKnight Road. In addition, many possible
street alignment combinations would add travel time due to
circuity of the route. These longer distances translate to
longer travel times, 1lower ridership, and high capital and
operating costs. Other primary alignment alternatives are
significantly more direct, although downtown and cross-connectors
will affect actual travel times.

Criterion 4: Capability for High-Speed Transit Service

The RCRRA objectives support the concept of an LRT system which
significantly reduces travel time for transit riders. This is
necessary to compete successfully with the automobile and capture
new transit riders from congested streets and highways. Most of

the 1local street alignment possibilities do not meet this
important criterion. Thus, most residential street options were
considered inappropriate for detailed study.

Criterion 5: Availability of Right-of-Way

The overall right-of-way required to accommodate Light Rail
Transit will vary with the alignment facility and LRT system
features. For initial screening purposes, a set of minimum
desirable cross-sections were developed. These cross-sections
depict LRT on different types of alignments including local
streets, highways and railroads as shown in Figures 7, 8 and 9.
LRT is assumed to be double track.

It should be noted that a desired cross-section and specific
right-of-way requirements must be determined for each alignment.
Both will vary depending on local circumstances. This requires
an in-depth evaluation of existing conditions. The data
presented in this memorandum were developed for preliminary
assessment purposes only.

For freeway alternatives, the minimum desirable right-of-way
includes width for a station platform. A constant width is
preferred to avoid weaving the freeway mainlines between
stations.
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For each potential LRT alignment segment, the existing right-of-
way width was determined from county plat maps. These widths
were compared to the minimum desirable cross-sections as shown in
Table 1. Where capacity improvements are planned on Mn/DOT
roadways, the improved segment was utilized as the base for
determining right-of-way availability. This preliminary analysis
does not include any right-of-way required for stations or park-
and-ride lots.

TABLE 1
MINIMUM DESIRABLE CROSS-SECTIONS FOR LRT

Minimum Desirable Width
Alignment Type of Right-of-way (feet)*

LRT + 2-lane street 61
LRT + 4-lane street 93
+4-lane expressway or freeway
+6-lane freeway
+8-lane freeway
on exclusive railroad right-of-way 34
+ single track railroad 70

+ double track railroad 90

* Additional right-of-way would be required at station
platforms, intersections, interchanges, etc.

As a result of this very preliminary analysis, a number of
alignments or alignment segments were identified as having severe

right-of-way constraints. (Additional information is provided in
the Appendix.)

1. Arcade: East Seventh to Wheelock Parkway

2. East Seventh Street:
Burlington Northern to Arcade
Arcade to Earl Street
Earl Street to White Bear Avenue




3. White Bear Avenue:
East Seventh Street to Chicago and Northwestern Railroad .
Chicago and Northwestern Railroad to Larpenteur Avenue
Ripley Avenue to County Road B
County Road B to County Road C
County Road E to County Road F
County Road F to T.H. 61

4' TIH. 61:
Wheelock Parkway to Willard Munger Trail

5. Other:

Maryland Avenue: Prosperity to White Bear Avenue
Prosperity Avenue: Maryland Avenue to Wakefidd
Parkway Drive: Wheelock Parkway to T.H. 61

These segments should be avoided where possible. Alignments with
several such segments, such as White Bear Avenue, are not
recommended for further study.

Criterion 6: Opportunity for Future Extension

All alignments should terminate north rather than south of I-694.
This location will eliminate substantial traffic crossing I-694
to reach a southern station location. It would also allow for
easier. future extension to the north. All alignments selected

for detailed study should have the potential for future
connections north of I-694.

ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS RECOMMENDED FOR DETAILED STUDY

After application of the initial evaluation criteria, recommended
alignment alternatives were identified. Figure 10 shows these
remaining alignments. Conceptually, the corridor is divided into
four sub-areas. Within each sub-area, there are several feasible
segments for routing LRT. Segments can be combined to form
various alignments. Detailed evaluation of these segments and
the alignment alternatives identified below is recommended.

Sub=-Area 1: Downtown Area

This sub-area includes the connection between the above alignment
alternatives and the downtown circulation system. For purposes
of this study, it will be assumed that LRT will operate on 4th
Street with a connection in the vicinity of the Gillette property
as recommended in the Midway Corridor Environmental Impact
Statement/Preliminary Design. Specific recommendations on

connections to each alignment alternative will be provided at a
later date.




Sub-Area 2: St. Paul Area
This sub-area includes the geographic area between the Chicago
and Northwestern Railrocad on the south and the Willard Munger
Trail. There are several alignments and potential alignment
combinations recommended for further study in this sub-area.
They are:

Burlington Northern Railroad

Arcade Street/T.H. 61

Arcade Street/T.H. 61/Willard Munger Trail to Burlington
Northern Railroad

Mississippi/Westminster/Willard Munger Trail to T.H. 61
I-35E

Other combinations of these segments may also be possible but are
not recommended for study as separate alignment alternatives.

Sub-Area 3: T.H. 36 Area

This sub-area includes the geographic area north of the Willard
Munger Trail to I-694. There are three alignments recommended
for further study in this sub-area:

Burlington Northern Railroad from Willard Munger Trail to
I_694 .

T.H. 61 from Willard Munger Trail to I-694.
. I-35E from Willard Munger Trail to I-694.

Sub-Area 4: I-694 Area

This sub-area includes the entire geographic area north of I-694.
There are three alignments recommended for further study in this
sub-area:

Burlington Northern Railroad from I-694 to downtown White Bear
Lake.

T.H. 61 from I-694 to Goose Lake, following the Burlington
Northern Railroad north of Goose Lake. (T.H. 61 is built on a
causeway through Goose Lake. Inclusion of LRT through this
segment would require additional filling in the 1lake and,
thus, would have significant environmental impacts.)

Burlington Northern Railroad from the I-694/I-35E interchange
to downtown White Bear Lake.
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APPENDIX

RESOURCE MATERIALS
RIGHT-OF-WAY AVAILABILITY
ACTIVE RAILROADS IN NORTHEAST STUDY AREA

ROADWAYS UNDER MN/DOT JURISDICTION IN NORTHEAST
CORRIDOR




A. RESOURCE MATERIALS




RESOURCE MATERIALS USED FOR INITIAL EVALUATION

RCRRA LRT Comprehensive Plan
Aerial photos (1985)

Photo log of potential alignments
Street series map

Ramsey County plat maps

Railroad map

Existing transit routes/ridership
Traffic volumes

Munger Trail ordinances




B. RIGHT-OF-WAY AVAILABILITY




TABLE B-1

Right-of-Way (feet)
Minimum
Location Segment Existing Desirable

B. RIGHT-OF-WAY AVAILABILITY

BURLINGTON NORTHERN ALIGNMENT

East 7th Street to C&NW RR

C&N RR to Arcade Street

Arcade Street to east of Earl Street
Railyard east of Earl Street to Maryland Avenue
Maryland Avenue to Frost Avenue

Frost Avenue to County Road C

County Road C to Wolters Boulevard extended
Wolters Boulevard extended to T.H. 61

T.H. 61 to 1,000 feet north of County Road F
North of C.R. F to Ramaley Street

Ramaley Street to 2nd Street

35E ALIGNMENT

Pennsylvania to T.H. 36
Westminister: Maryland to T.H. 36
T.H. 36 to I-694
I-694 to White Bear Avenue
35E/I-694 to BN RR
BN RR: I-694 to north of C.R. F

T.H. 61 ALIGNMENT

East 7th Street to Arcade
Arcade to Wheelock Parkway
Wheelock Parkway to Willard Munger Trail

Edgerton: Payne Avenue to Willard Munger Trail 66

Sco Line RR to 35E N/A
35E to Willard Munger Trail 340
Willard Munger Trail: 35E to Wheelock Parkway 100

Wheelock Parkway to T.H. 61 120

Willard Munger Trail to County Road B 170

County Road B to County Road C 170 - 210

County Road C to County Road F 210 min
. County Road F to Second Street 175 min




\

RIGHT-OF-WAY AVAILABILITY (Continued)

Right-of-Way (feet)

Location Segment Existing

Minimum
Desirable

WHITE BEAR AVENUE ALIGNMENT

7th Street: BN to Arcade Street
Arcade to Earl Street
Earl Street to White Bear Avenue

White Bear Avenue: East 7th to CNW RR
CNW RR to Larpenteur Avenue
Larpenteur Avenue to Ripley Avenue
Ripley Avenue to County Road B
County Road B to County Road C
County Road C to Beam Avenue
Beam Avenue to County Road D
County Road D to County Road
County Road E to County Road
County Road F to T.H. 61

Johnson Parkway: CNW RR to Maryland Avenue
Maryland Avenue: Prosperity to White Bear Avenue
Prosperity Avnue: Maryland Ave. to Wakefield LK.
Wakefield Lake to County Road B

Hazelwood: Frost Avenue to Beam

SO0 LINE RATIROAD ALIGNMENT

35E to Magnoclia Avenue

Magnclia Avenue to Wheelock Parkway
Wheelock Parkway to I-694

I-694 to Rice Street

Rice Street to T.H. 61

CNW RR/MCKNIGHT ROAD ALIGNMENT

BN RR/Sooc Line RR to Edgerton
Edgerton to Flandrau Street
Flandrau Street to McKnight Road
McKnight Road to Larpenteur Avenue
Larpenteur Avenue to Holloway
Holloway to County Road B




RIGHT-OF-WAY AVAILABILITY (continued)

Right-of-Way (feet)
Minimum
Location Segment Existing Desirable

CNW_RR/MCKNIGHT ROAD ALIGNMENT (Continue)

County Road B to T.H. 36
T.H. 36 to County Road C
County Road C to County Road D
Lydia to White Bear Avenue
County Road D to County Road E
County Road E to South Shore Boulevard
South Shore Boulevard to White Bear Avenue
White Bear Avenue to T.H. 61
T.H. 61 to Ramaley Street

36:¢ 35E to T.H. 61

T.H. 61 to Hazelwood Street

Hazelwood Street to McKnight Road
Roselawn Avenue: Westminister to T.H. 61
Parkway Drive: Wheelock Parkway to T.H. 61
Arlington: Westminister to Arcade
Maryland Avenue: Westminister to Arcade
Parkway Drive/Frost Avenue: T.H. 61 to Hazelwood
Beam Avenue: T.H. 61 to White Bear Avenue




C. ACTIVE RAILROADS IN NORTHEAST STUDY AREA




C. ACTIVE RAILROADS IN NORTHEAST STUDY AREA

The Rail Operation office in Mn/DOT maintains a map which charts
the number of train movements on each rail 1line 1in the
metropolitan area. Table C-1 and Figure C-1 describe current
train movements on active rail lines in the Northeast Corridor
LRT Alignment Study Area.

TABLE C-1
TRAIN MOVEMENTS IN NORTHEAST CORRIDOR

Railroad Segment # of Trains

Burlington Northern Beam Avenue to M & D Jct. Infrequent
I-35W to M & D Jct. 8/week
M & D Junction to Hugo 8/week

Soo Line CBD to I-694 3/day

I-694 to Wisconsin 5/day
Central Tracks

Chicago & Northwestern CBD to Wisconsin 9/day

EVALUATION

Burlington Northern

The Burlington Northern tracks in the northern part of the study
area are not heavily utilized with about one train per day.
Light rail transit could share these tracks or be built
alongside. The Burlington Northern Railroad 1is willing to
discuss potential use by LRT with RCRRA. Burlington Northern
Railroad tracks could be needed under several alignment
possibilities as shown in the attached figure.

Soo Line

The Soo Line tracks in the study area are used on a daily basis.
In addition, they represent the only access by which the
Wisconsin Central Railroad currently gains entry to the Twin
Cities. The Soo Line has indicated, in the past, their
willingness to negotiate with the RCRRA.
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Chicago and Northwestern Railroad

The Chicago and Northwestern Railrcad tracks in the study area
represent this railroad’s only connection into the Twin Cities

and is their mainline to Chicago. An average of nine trains per
day use these tracks.




D. ROADWAYS UNDER MN/DOT JURISDICTION
IN NORTHEAST CORRIDOR




D. ROADWAYS UNDER MN/DOT JURISDICTION IN NORTHEAST CORRIDOR

Figure D-1 identifies the roadways under Mn/DOT jurisdiction in
the Northeast LRT Corridor that are being considered for light
rail transit. Table D-1 lists the capacity improvements being
proposed by Mn/DOT in the preliminary draft of the Metro 20-Year
Plan.

TABLE D-1
PROPOSED CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS ON MN/DOT ROADWAYS

Highway Segment Project Description

I=35E I-94 to I-694 Expand tc 8 lane freeway
W. Jct. I-694 to T.H. 96 Expand to 6 lane freeway

T.Ha. I-35W to T.H. 61 Expand to 6 lane freeway
T.H. 61 to I-694 Rebuild to 4 lane freeway

I-35W to I-35E Expand to 6 lane freeway
E Jct. I-35E to T.H. 36 Expand to 6 lane freeway

I-94 to T.H. 96 No improvements planned
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION q

Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authority

. Originating Department Authorize BRW to prepare grant applications

|

|

l

/ ] < ' 4 | for LRT funds to Mn/DOT at a cost not to
Z,%Q%‘% !%z:z/ﬁ; ; exceed $5,000.

Authorized Signa Date :
|

|

APPROVAL IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution

2) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere

L ! g /i P ]
Budgeting and Accounting b \j( f-’ R é/ é/;u/ﬁﬂ Date / Time

County Attorney. Kool Lag Lm0 Received By
Risk Manager.

Data Processing.

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

Committee / Meeting Date f ignature
August 28, 1990 ; M‘J

Board Date Signature d’“




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority wishes to
submit grant applications to the Minnesota Department of
Transportation for LRT funds for:

L Continuation of Phase 1II preliminary engineering for the
Midway Corridor.

Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for the
South Corridor.

3 Preparation of an alignment study for the Northwest Corridor;
Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
authorizes BRW to prepare the grant applications at a cost not to
exceed $5000 and that funds for preparation of the applications
shall be provided from the consulting account in the 1990 budget
adopted by Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, And Be It
Further

RESOLVED, That the Chairman of Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority 1is authorized to sign a contract for this
work.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




John T. Finley, Chairman

RAMSEY COUNTY District 3
Diane Ahrens

District 4

Ruby Hunt

District 5

ailroad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

Hal Norgard

Authority Disrct 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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning }4%f;#
} I

SUBJECT: Preparation of Grant Applications to Mn/DOT

DATE: August 20, 1990

At the August 14 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, you
authorized the preparation of grant applications for LRT funds
for the following work:

3 . Continuation of preliminary engineering Phase II for the
Midway Corridor.

2. Environmental Impact Statement for the South Corridor.
3. Alignment study for the Northwest Corridor.

BRW prepared last vyear’s grant application for Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority for the Midway Corridor preliminary
engineering. BRW has estimated that grant applications for the
three projects would cost $5,000.

Recommendation:

Consider the proposed resolution authorizing BRW to prepare the
grant applications for a cost not to exceed $5,000 to be funded
from the consulting account in the 1990 Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority budget and authorize the Chairman of the
Railroad Authority to sign a contract for preparation of the
grant applications.

The completed grant applications will be returned to Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority before the September 28
deadline for submission.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION I 0

. | Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authority |

Originating Department

Authorized Signature Date

Ratify Partial Payment No. 10 to BRW, Inc.
in the amount of $107,744.28.

ACTION IS REQUIRED

-Request Justification

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted the professional services
of BRW, Inc. for the purposes of conducting Phase I Preliminary Engineering/Environ-
mental Impact Statement Studies for the Midway Corridor. Contract No. RCRRA-89-003
governs the performance of services and terms of payment. Payment in the amount of
$107,744.28 for the period ending June 30, 1990, has been issued in accordance with
contract provisions and Rail Authority Resolution No. R-89-70. Payment documenta-
tion is being submitted for ratification in compliance with the latter. Attachments
are: 1) Proposed resolutin ratifying payment

Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment No. 10

BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 58740 and attachments

i L Seee e e S

y 7 )
Budgeting and Accounting Z A s Lo _ : Date / Time
Y : --.\ | \_,..._ L =N b
County Attorney__s‘m— " =’ 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 / }gnature Date
August 28, 1990 jgﬂd&,-——ocao—-——ﬁ—ﬁ 8/21/90

Board Date Signature (] M Date




- Resolution
Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of BRW, Inc. for the
purpose of conducting Phase I Preliminary Engineering/Environ-
mental Impact Statement studies for the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA-89-003, and the First Amendment thereto, govern the
performance of services of and terms of payment to BRW, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. has satisfactorily completed portions of
the work identified in the referenced agreements, and provided
detailed invoice documentation for services and costs accrued
through June 30, 1990; and

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA 89-003, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R89-70) the
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments to
BRW, Inc. for work completed and invoiced in accordance with the
agreement; and :

WHEREAS, Resolution R89-70 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

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 58740, Partial Payment No.
10, and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through June 30, 1990; Now, Therefore, Be
It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $107,744.28

for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through June 30, 1990 is hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

CHARGE TO: Dept. Regional Railroad Authority Date _ August 13, 1990

Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO.

Claim # Date Paid Object Amount

PA800 020102 107,744 .28

J—

15-17 18-20 32-41
107,744 .28

Total
&) PAY TO: [ ¥ CRA07

8 First Name & Initial 9-22
BRW, Inc.

Last Name or Firm Name 23-52
Thresher Square

. 53-76
151700 Third Street South

8 Address 9-32
Minneapolis, MN

City State 33-54 Zip Code 55-59

06 Chéek SEEE Pk ZES Partial Pymt 10; Inv. #58740; Phase I PE/EIS Studies fo?
9-60 Midway Corridor
ka Agreement #PA800; Acct. 59103-020102; 6/30/90

(6) SEND TO: Use only if Payee and/or
Address differs from
Address Ttem 4

(7) aAttach to the back of this form: Original Invoices, Receipts, Certified Claims

or other documents,

Preparer's Signature: /s/ Bette Rurysh

(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: _ MZL&)
[

NOTE: The vendor's Social Security Number will be used to %eport tax4ble 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 (02 - 89)
FOR INSTRUCTIONS SEE ACCOUNTING SYSTEM PROCEDURES MANUAL




RAMSEY COUNTY REGICNAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 10

PROJECT: PHASE I PE/EIS STUDIES FOR THE MIDWAY CORRIDOR
OONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA—-89-003

PROJECT QOST CENTER: 59103 AGREEMENT NO: PA 800
DATE: AUG 13 90

BRW, INC.
THRESHER SQUARE
700 THIRD STREET SOUTH
ST.PAUL, MN 55102 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55415

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59103-020102 PERCENT COMPLETED 46.5%
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 30 JUNE 90 $650,539.91
LESS 5% RETAINAGE $32,527.00
AMOUNT DUE $618,012.91
LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $496,652.13

ALIONABLE PAYMENT FOR THIS PARTIAL: $121,360.78

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.

RCRRA SHARE HCRRA SHARE TOTAL

$22,793. $2,960.20 $25,753.
$16,204. $2,162.13 $18,366.
$11,462. $1,450.12 $12,912.
$25,132. $3,244.59 $28,377.
$50,216. $6,662.10 $56,878.
$55,234. $7,274.62 $62,508.
$74,637. $9,938.04 $84,575.
$75,747. $10,078.03 $85,825.
$107,136. $14,316.72  $121,453.
$107,744. $13,616.50 $121,360.
$546,309. $71,703.05 $618,012 °

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT: $1,398,039.00
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS (INCLUDING THIS PAYMENT) $618,012.92

AMOUNT REMATINING QN AGREEMENT $780,026

3




INVOICE
58740

MINNEAPOLIS +« DENVER + PHOENIX « TUCSON + ST PETERSBURG

- Mr. James Tolaas Mr. Ken Stevens DATE: June 30, 1990

Ramsey County RRA Hennepin County RRA

316 Courthouse A-2307 Government Center JOB NO: 41-8923 through

15 West Kellogg Blvd. Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237 41-8939, 62-8944,

St. Paul, MN 55102 62-8954, 26-8956,
62-9004 through

62-9010, 26-9001

INVOICE PERIOD: June 1 - June 30, 1990
INVOICE DATE: June 30, 1990
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER: 41-1625272

through 26-9003

For Professional Services provided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad

Authority and the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in preparation of
Phase I Preliminary Engineering and an Environmental Impact Statement for light
rail transit in the Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreement No. RCRRA 89-003.

DUE THIS PAST AMOUNT ~ TOTAL INVOICED
AGENCY BILLING INVOICED TO DATE

Ramsey County RRA 113,415.03 $ 461,647.99 $ 575,063.02
o Less 5% Retainage 5,670.7X% 23,082.394c 28 753.1¢'S
o Due This Billing 107,744.262® § 438,565.605?% 546,309.881

Hennepin County RRA 14,333.16 $ 61,143.73 $ 75,476.89
o Less 5% Retainage 716.66 3,057.22\2 3,??3.8;‘s
0 Due This Billing 13,616.50 $ 58,086.574 % 71, 074

NOTE: See the attached details on cost by work tasks and allocation of cost to
each RRA.

I hereby certify that the above
statement is just and correct and
payment has not been received.

A
BRW, INC. 7

.

2 o= P s
// Aty Y J.JZJ/{/MI 4
Pavid .M. Warner, PE
Senior-Associate

* THRESHER SQUARE =+ 700 THIRD STREET SOUTH + MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55415 « PHONE €'2 770-0700

-l




ATTATCHNENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREENENT RCRRA - 89003
COST DETERMINATION BY NORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA
INVIOCE PERIOD : JUNE 1, 1990 - JUNE 30, 1990
FILENAME: 89003_1

RCRRA : HCRRA
WORK TASK J08 DIRECT ALLOCATION ALLOCATION
NUMBER LABOR EXPENSES 13 TOTAL AMOUNT AMOUNT

0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT 41-8923 $3,814.20 $51.63  $3,865.83 | B9 $3,440.59 $425.24
1 PROJECT INITIATION : 41-8924 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | 881 $0.00 | $0.00

2 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 41-8925 $8,288.54 $448.78  $8,737.32 | 901 $7,863.59 $873.73
PROGRAN
SYSTEM PLANNING AND 41-8926,41-8937, $40,752.40 $175.48 - $40,927.88 | B8B% $36,016.53 $4,911.35
ENGINEERING 62-8944,62-9009 ]
26-8956,26-9002;

ROUTE ENGINEERING AND 41-8927,41-8938; $33,506.72 $276.61 $33,783.33 | 8BL $29,729.33 $4,054,00
DESIGN i 62-9004,62-9010;
26-9001,26-9003,

'
1

1

PROTOTYPICAL STATION 41-8928,41-8939, $1,081.60
10NE DESIGN 62-90035,62-9014]

v 901 $973.44 $108.16

SUPPORT FACILITIES 41-8929,62-9006. $0.00 .00 11002 $0.00

Ll
"

COST ANALYSIS \ 41-8930,62-9007! $0.00 88 $0.00

901 $0.00

'
]
1
1
[
'
[
L
"
1

FINANCE AND MANAGEMENT | 41-8931,41-8936,
ANALYSIS :

[

9 IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING 41-8932 ' $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | 902 $0.00 $0.00
10 ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES  41-8933,42-8954,) $31,938.35 $1,067.28 $33,0035. BAY $29,044.95 $3,960.68
62-90135,26-9007 !

11 SELECT LOCALLY PRE-
FERRED ALTERNATIVE

[}
Ll
¥
1
'
1
]
[
]

41-8934 ' $0.00 , 8BL $0.00 | $0.00

12 WORX PROGRAM- PHASE I1 | 41-8933,62-9008, $0.00 . 88 $0.00 |
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING | '

13 CAPITOL AREA TUNNEL 126-9005,41-9023, 1240.2 ' 100% $1,240.20 |
162-9029 ;

162-9016

[

14 DOMNTONN AREA TUNNEL 126-9004,41-9022, 5106.4 : 1007 $5,106.40

1$125,728.41  42,019.78 $127,748. $113,415.03 | $14,333.16




ERW. INC

JUHE 30, 19%C
IHVOICE KG. DRAFY
JOb N0, 0Z670.07

PROFESSIGHAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDING JUKE 3G, 1990

PROFESSIOHAL PERSOMAEL

JEMSEH, STEVEY
THOKAS. MICHAEL

TOTALS

T07AL LABDR

TOTAL THIT INWUICE 5




ERW. INC

JUKL 30, 1990
IMVDICE ¥O. DRATT
JOb WO, 04igy Z3

PROFESSIDMAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIGD EXDING JURE 30. 199C

PROFECSIOVAL PERSDHAEL

AANUKT

FEIHCIPAL
WOLSFELD. RICHARD

TECHRICIAH I
ASHLAKD. CARDL
HAMRICK. CLAUDIA
ROMHOVDE. KenCH

SUBTDTAL:

LT R L

TOTALS

TOTAL LAGDE

KIDMAY LET SYWITEM EME

PROFECSIDMAL SEFVICES FOR THE PERIDD EXDIME JUHE 30, 1900

576, 80




BRH, INC
. IRVOICE MG, DRAFT
JOb KO, 04idy. 23

PROFESSIOHAL PERSOMMEL
HOURS
PRIMNCIPAL
ERICKSDM. GARY

PROFESSIORAL II
SKOW. BRADLEY

PROFESSIONAL I
HORRITZ, EAREAKA

TECHHICIAY II
ELUH. BAREARA
RCHELIS. JO¥ SCOTT
SUETOTALS

TECHRICIAH I
JENSEM, KEMMETH
KRUEGER. DUFF

SUBTOTALS

TOTALS

. TOTAL LAEDR

TOTAL THIS JOB &

HIDHAY LRT ROUTE EME

PROFESSIOHAL PERSOMKEL
ARDUKT
TECHHICIAY I
JERSEY, KEMMETH : 660 T.oh

TaTAL LARDR

TOTARL THIZ JOb




ERM, INC.
IMVOICE ®OE. DRAFT
JOE KO. 04189 23

HIDUAY LRT DWKTR SYS FLM

PROFESSIOMAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDIMNE JUKE 30. 1990

PFROFESSIONAL PERSDMMEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICRSON. BARY

ASSOCIATE

BERTELSEM. JOn#

—_——

FROFCESIOMAL II

SKOW. ERACLEY

SE. TECHHICIAN
HAKFORD, DOKALD

TECH®ICIA¥ II
ELUM, EARBARA

TOTALS

TOTAL THIS

HIDHAY LEKT DEHTH TUMMIL JOE KO, GZé96.04

PEOFESCIONAL PERCDMHEL

FRIFNCIPAL
ERICKSDH, GaRY




ERH. IWC

INVDICE #O. DRAFT
. JOE ¥0.

0418¢, 23

PROFESSIONAL II
ISCHER, DOUsLAS

TOTALS

TOTAL LARDF

HIDMAY LRT CAP TUNHIL

PROFESSID=AL SERVICIZ FOR THE FERIOD E#TIMe JUHE

FROFESSIONAL PERCOMMEL

PRI®IIPAL

ERICKSDE, GAFY

PEOFESSIOHAL II
FISCHER, DOu=LAS

TOTALS

ToTal LAEDR

HIDNAY LRT-COMSURITY

PROFESSICmAL SERVITE: FOR THL PERIOC EMLIMG JUH:

50, 1990

FROFESSIONAL PERSOHRLL

. PRIFCIFAL




EPH. INC.
INVOICE ¥E ORelT
JOE ¥0. 0gi8¢ 22

MOLSFELD. RICHARD .5 x 095

SE. ASSOCIATE
HARKER, DAVID

PROFESSIDHAL T
COLEURY. ELIZAELTH

TECHRICIAR III
PATRICK. CHRISTOPHER

TECHMICIAM IX
HAKKINGOX, TOR

TECHRICIAY I
ASHLAKD. CARDL
EEYER. BIMA
EUCKLEY. SUSAY
DEMEY., PAHMLLA
BRATRIN. KAREF
HAHRICK. CLAUDIA
HEXDERSDOH. JAKE
JEHSEM, KEWRETH
KRUEGER, DUFF
MERRILL. GREGOEC
NOLITOR, LIKE~
HIHART, JAHES
FOPE. LEZLIAMME
SCHOGHERECRE. KATHY

SUETOTALS

»
O
]

(== I~ B

o

=

oy R o O
(=41

(= ]

(TI

w -
b~ Y S S R N I I - R N - I ']
VL D O w o o)

-
(21 ]
a

TOTALS

TOTAL LABOF

HIDWAY LFT-SYITER PLARL JOE ME

PEGFESSIOMAL SERVICES FOR THE PEFIOD EMDIXE JUrE 30, 1990

PR ESSIONAL PERSOMALL




INMVDICE PO
JOI. ¥0

HUURS RATE
SE. ASSOCIATE
PRESTOX. HOWARD .0 78.00
HARNER., DAVIL : 78.00 656.00
SUETOTALS ’ 1.404.00

SEDCIATE
HODRE. DDUGLAS g . ioe. 20

PROFESSIORAL I
SHITH. MILLIAR

TECHRICIAN I
ASHLAMD, CARDL
HARRICK. CLAUDIA
HENDERSO#, JAME
JERSEY, KEMMETH
KRUEGER, QUFF
NOLITOR., LIMDA
ROMHOVDE. HAsCY

SUETOTALS

LT -

! fa W ©o

s

L)

TOTALS

MIDRAY LRT-ROUTE EW¥E

PROFECSIOAAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIDD EMLIWE JUHE 3C.

FROFESSIOHAL PERSONMEL

anpu!
FRINCIPAL
WOLSPELD, RICHARD 3.5 145.2¢ £de Bu

SR ASSOCIAGE

WEEHER, DawIl 3.0 5. 00 1oF6q 0o

. PROTESSIONAL II

ICZ2OREK. EDWARL




INVDICE ¥D. DRAIT
JOt ¥0. 0418y, 23

Eu3CO. BREXT JRY .20
TROE. NILLIAN ’ .20
SUETDTALS

TECHAICIAR II
AXDERSDH. LAURIE
ELUN. BAREARA
HARSOM., KATHY

SUBTOTALS

TECHMICTAY I
ALLEY, DAVID
BUCKLEY. 3SUSAM
JEXSEN, KEWMETH
HINFREY. MAR:

SUETOTALS

e

[T I

TOTALS

HIDWAY LET-EMVIROM STDY JOE MG 02235 33

PROFESSIOWAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOC EXDINC JUHE 30,

FROFESSIONAL PERSGHAEL

PRINCIPAL
KOLSFELD, RICHARD

SE  AGSDLIATE

HARMER, DaVIT

ASIGIIATE
HEFPELMAKE  TORY

PROFESSIOMAL II
KUMKEL. BETH
#ILES, MAR:
POMMREHY. SUSAH




IPVDICE MG, DR&FY
JOE HD. 04189.23

TROC, WILLIAR A : a57 .
SUETOTALS 8, 263.

FROFESSIONAL I
GEDRGESDY, TINM
SFLCEN. ROREET
HIMIKER. CHRISTIAM
HORMITZ. EARDARA
RINGROSE. WICHAEL
NITZIE, JEAMKE

SUBETOTALS

17¢
26%.
1.588
2

1. 016.
196,
3, 266.

s

o

L I == |

~0

SF. TECHMICIAY
EARTEL, DAVID

TECHHICIAY III
PFATRICK. CARISTOPHER

TECHAICIAY IT
ArDERSDH, BETTY
FASRELIUS, CARCLE
HAWKINSON, TOu

. LANPPA, JASDH
MASAR, CARDL

SUETOTALS

Tl

e

3
53
3
3

W

TECHHICIAN I
ASHLAMD, CARCL
ECYER. 8Ina
EFATRIN. KARLM
cREEM. KEHT
HEHRICK, CorUDLA
REMDERGOH, J&kE
JEHSER, KEMRETH
KRUEBER. DUFF
HCKERCIE, ERYAW
HIHART, JARZD
ROMHOVDE, #eed
CCHDOMEREBE®:. KATHY
WIMFEEY, MAE-
cIRAERRAY, RICHALL

SUETDTALL

=] i ) L3 O) O D 0 O
[T o
v I o B R ¥ |

u
o R

L
o O
o o

TOTALL




ERM. IMC
INVDICE MC. DRAFT
JOE ¥0. 0418923

HIDWAY LRT DHHTH SYE PLM JOE MO, 0418¢.3

PROFESSIDMAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EXDING JUKE 30, 1990

FROFESSIOMAL FERSOMNEL
AROURT
PRINCIPAL
MOLSFELL. RICHARD ¢ . 1.284.40

FROFTSSIOMAL II
HILES, AaRK

PEOFESSIONAL I
HINIKER. CHRIGTIAM

TECHRICIAY III
PRTRICK. CHRISTIPFHER

TECHNICTAH II
HrREIMIDE, TO=

TECHHICTIA® I
ASHLAMD. CARD.
EEVER, BIMA
BUCKLEY. SUShe
HAMRICK, CLAUDIA
HEMDERSTR, JAw:
JEHSEH, KEMKETH
KOLA-BAMKOLE. FELICIA
HERRILL. GREET®C
HIHART, JAHES
POPE. LEZLIAFML
ROMHOUDE, MA¥CY
SCHODKEREERS. WATHY
SUBRTOTALT

[52 T = B ) B < R 8- ]
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ERMW. INC.
IMVOICE ¥C. DRAFT
Job #O0.  041&r 23

HIDHAY LRT DWKTM RTE E¥S JOE RO, 04189.3

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDINE JUHE 3G, 1990

PROFESSIOWAL PERSOMMEL
HOURE RATE ANDURT
PRINCIPAL
WOLSFELD., RICHARD 4.1 135.20

TOTAL LAKDR

HIDWAY LRT DKTH TUMALL

PROFESSTORAL SERVICES FOR ThAc FERIOD ERDIME JUHE 30

PROFESSIDHAL PERSDABHEL

FRINCIPAL
MOLSFELD, RICHARD

PROFESSIONAL 11
HILES, HARY

TECHMICIAY I
ROMHDVDL, wAxlv

TOTALS

TOTEL LALDE

Thiab THIC JOE & 2, 098.




ERMW. IMC.
IHVOICE MG, DFAFT
JOL RO, Ga18? 25

H1DWAY LRT CAPITOL TUKKE : WO, 04190.23

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ERDIME JUME 30, 1990

PROFESSIOHAL PERSOMMEL

PRIMCIPAL
WOLSFELD, RICHARD

TOTAL LAEDR

TOTAL THIS JOB &

% SYSTEM PLAN/JEMS JEE KO,

£5I0HAL SERVICES FOR THEC PERIOD EMDIMo JUME 30. 1990

FROFESSIOHAL PERSORMEL

PROTESSICHAL I
BUMDERSCH, ROGERT
RILEY., STEPHER

SUBTETALS

TOTAL LAEOR




I¥VOICE RO, DRAf
JOE 8D 04189 Z3

MIDWAY LRT ROUTE EME DSS JOE KO. 06290.0<

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ERDINE JUME 30. 1990

PROFESSIODHAL PERSOMMEL

SF  ASSOCIATE
SHOLUCHOMSHI. PETER

SF. PROFESSIOMAL
NALLOV, STEFHEM

FRIVESSIONAL TI
RILEY. STEPADH
WICHHAY, TODD

SUETOTALS

PREMFESSIORAL I

HCRKITZ, ERREARA

SF  TECHWICIAH
ELAMRENSHIF., TIMOTHY

TECHHICIA® III
HORD-CHEPTAK., CANETS
PATRICK., CHRISTUPHER

SUBTOTALE

TECHHICIAY II
ELUM. BRREARA
RAMKIHEOH. TOH
JOsT, ScOvT
wICKLUKD, DAVIL

SUBTDTALZ

i

T =T
o

[ut

TECHHICIAH I
LLYER. &=
COMKEL. DuMCaE
oURALERSDE. ARdA
HAMRICK, ~ CLALIIA
JEMIEM, KEXRETH
KRUEBER. BUFF
MCCORMICE. AnGLLA

=

s

(= T 4

O




IMVDICE ¥D. DRACT
JOE WO, 0418%. 23

RULITOR. LIMGR 1 26.00 3.
SCHOOMENEERG: KATHY 3:2 26.00 8
SUBTOTALS : 47

TOTALS ' 19,945

TOTAL LAEDR 1%, 949,

HIPWAY LRT DWHTH S¥S PLY JOE ¥D. 06280 09

PRCFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIDD EMDIME JURE 30, 1990

PROFESSIOMAL PERSOWMEL
HOURZ : ANOUKT
SK. ASSOCIATE

SHOLUCHOWSKI. PETEF i 1. P8e. 00

SE. PROFESSIOMAL
HALLOY, STEPHEX

FROFESTIDNAL T1
RILEY, STEPHE#
NICHMAX. TODD

SUETOTALS

SF. TECHEICIA®
ELAMKERSHIF, TIAOTHY

TECHAICTIAY TII
MORD-EHEPTAK  CAMPIZ

TECHRICTAR II
JOST. SCOTT

WICKLURL, Devirt

ZIMNERKZY. HARE
SUETOTALS

oy £ £ oY

TECHRICIAY I
SHLAWD. CARCL
EEVER, BIWA




ERM. IMC
IXVDICE MO DRAMY
JOE ®O.  041&F. 23

CORMEL. DUMCA
GUKDERSDH. AkdA
HERDERSOM. JAWL
JEHSEN, KEKWHETH
HERRILL. GRESORE
SUETOTALS

o

26.00
26.00
26.00
26.00
26.00

-

[
e 2
QA w =~

Lo I T = T = B = R o)
L5 B B - S - S

(5]

TOTALS a7. 12,135,

TOTAL LAROR 12,155.

HIDWAY LRT DWMTH STAT DS Jot: K. 6290, 14

FROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDIME JUKE 30, 1990

PROFESSIGHAL FERSOHMEL
HAURS ARBURT
PRIKCIFAL
JARVIE, PETER 8.0 v 1. 081,

HIDHAY LRT CULTURAL RES

PROFESSIDHAL™ PERSOHNEL
HOURS ARNURY

ASSOCIATE
HUDAK, JOSCFA 5.0 i.092. 00




ERY, IKC
IKVBICE N0 ORAFT
JOB ®0. 0Gdie?. 23

PROFESSICxAL I1I
BAILEY, THOMAS
TECHHEICIAY I
BRATRIX. KAREH
HANRICK. CLAUDIA
SUETCTALS

TOTALS

HIbkAY LRT DRI TURREL Jib MG, QeI ¢

PROFZSSIDHAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOC EMDINE JUKE 30, 1990

PROFESSIOXAL PERSOMMEL
RATE
SR, ASSDCIATE
SHOLUCHOWSKI. PETER } 78. 063

TUTAL LAEOR

TOTAL THIS

HIDHAY LRT CAP TUMHEL

PROFECSIONAL SEFVICLS FOR THE PERIOL EXDING JURE 30, 1990

PROFESSICNAL PERSOHHEL
HOUKS
Sk ALEDCIATE




SHOLUCHOWSKI. PETER

IMVOICE TOTALS

TOTAL LAGDE

TOTAL CORSULTAMTS
TOTAL EXPEMSE
TOTAL FEE

TOTAL IMTEREST

125, 600.28

IFVOICE RC. DRAFT

JOE RO.

78.00

TOTAL LABOR

0641e7.25




ERW. IHC.

EILLIME SUNNARY

CURREXT PERIOD COSTS -- LABOR -- -~ EXPEMSES --
HOURS ARCURT REIRE. DIRECT4IND
TOTALS 2526.3 39, 111. 76 2,026. 49

COSTS THIS RUM

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL CONSULTAMTS
TOTAL EXPEMSE
TOTAL FEE

TOTAL IMTEREST

#x EMD OF BILLIME RUM xx




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION ”

| Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authority I
Originating Department Ratify Partial Payment No. 2 to SRF, Inc.

‘/ g ' in the amount of $18,865.32.
' _3elt0
Date

Authorized Signat

ACTION IS REQUIRED

Request Justification
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted the professional services
of SRF, Inc. for the purposes of conducting Alignment Studies for the Northeast
Corridor. Contract No. RCRRA-90-001 governs the performance of services and terms
of payment. Payment in the amount of $18,865.32 for the period ending June 30,
1990, has been issied in accordance with contract provisions and Rail Authority
Resolution No. R90- . Payment documentation is being submitted for ratification
in compliance with the latter. Attachments are:

1) Proposed resolution ratifying payment

2) Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment No. 2

3) SRF, Inc. Invoice No. 2 and attachments

j /7 :
Budgeting and Accounting !( {—?/ A (fn Aj &/ 2//7¢ Date / Time
County Attorney. : Wi, Vo X ( — 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
August 28, 1990 jj% 8/21/90

Board Date Signature / . Date




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch,
Inc. for the purpose of conducting alignment studies for the
Northeast Corridor; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA-90-001, govern the performance of services of and
terms of payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. has satisfactorily
completed portions of the work identified in the referenced
agreements, and provided detailed invoice documentation for
services and costs accrued through June 30, 1990; and

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA 90-001, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R90- ) 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 R90 - 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

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. Invoice No. 3, Partial
Payment No. 2, and attachments thereto, provide the correct
documentation of payments due Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. through
June 30, 1990; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, Payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. 1in the
amount of $18,865.32 for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority’s share of services rendered through June 30, 1990 is
hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

CHARGE TO: Dept. Regional Railroad Authority Date August 14, 1990

Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO.

Claim # Date Paid Object Amount

PAOL7 020102 $18,865.32
'-d

15-17 18-20 32-41

$18,865.32
Total

(4) PAY TO: ZEE
§ First Name & Initial 9-22

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAIISCH, TINC
Last Name or Firm Name 23-52

® 57

ZELOne Carlson Parkway North, Suite 150 Sen o

Sec No
g€ Address 9-32
Minneapolis, MN 55447

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

(5) On Check Stub Put: [@ﬁ Partial Pymt 2; Inv. No. 2; NE Corridor Alignment Study
9-60
Z%L Agreement PAO17: Acct. 59107-020102; 6/30/90

For Risk Management

Address differs from
Item &

to the back of this form: Original Invoices, Receipts, Certified Claims
i.er documents,

Preparer's Signature: /s/ Bette Kurysh

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

e

”

Authorized Signature: : 2 /

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

BA-354 (02 - 89)
FOR INSTRUCTIONS SEE ACCOUNTING SYSTEM PROCEDURES MANUAL




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 2

PROJECT: NORTHEAST CORRIDOR ALIGNMENT STUDY
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA-90-001
59107

PROJECT COST CENTER: AGREEMENT NO:

DATE: 10 AUG 90
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
ONE CARLSON PARKWAY NORTH, SUITE 150

MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447
ST.PAUL, MN 55102

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59107-020102

TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 30 JuN 90
LESS 5% RETAINAGE

AMOUNT DUE

LESS PREVIOUSLY APFROVED PAYMENTS:

PREPARED BY: S{Z T.

ENTERED BY: % P

8.8%
$21,512.85
$1,075.64
$20,437.21
$1,571.89

ALIONABLE PAYMENT FOR THIS PARTTAL:

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.

$18,865.32

_— =

$1,571.89
$18,865.32
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$20,437.21

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT':
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS
(INCLUDES THIS PAYMENT)
AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT

WO us W=

$244,865.00
$20,437.21

$224,427.79




STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Consulting Engineers-Land Surveyors
One Carlson Parkway North, Suite 150

Minneapolis, MN 55447

Telephone: (612) 475-0010

Refer to File:
Invoice Date:

Invoice No.:

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Director of Light Rail Transit Planning Period Ending:

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Room 316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102

re: NORTHEAST LRT CORRIDOR STUDY
Agreement No. RCRRA-S0-001

0901380
6/30/90

2

6/30/90

Summary of professional engineering services rendered durina June:

CURRENT
PERIOD

Total Labor and Overhead 19,456.59

Total Direct Non-Salary Costs 401.64

CUMMULATIVE
TO DATE

215108,

404,

TOTAL FEE EARNED 19,858.23

Less 5% Retainage 992.91

21 ,;512.

1,075,

TOTAL

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE

20,437.




COMMISSION # 901380
NORTHEAST LRT CORRIDOR STUDY
PERIOD ENDING JUNE Z0. 1990

EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION RATE/HR AMOUNT

425.00
920.00
3320.00
80.00
&828.74
198¢6.75
31.35
1415.70
355.53
439 .23
772.20
12.10
1189.59
86&.25
322.91
182.66
202.13
E2.93

14.52

Fausch Principal 85.00
Robinson Principal 80.00
Zimmer Principal 80.00
Kern Associate 80.00
Gardner Trans. Planner 63.82
Loetterle Trans. Planner 44 .15
Dusheck Land Survevor £2.70
Wilev Landscape Architect 36.30
Peake Sr. Technician 50.79
Hoffman Sr. Technician 39.93
Paulu Sr. Technician 39.&0
Tassoni Technician 36.20
Martinez Technician Sl
Baker Technician 34 .65
Grover Technician 321.35
Luberda Admin. Assistant 44,55
Bersie-Ashfeld Word Processor 41 .25
Charlev Word Frocessor 27.72
Roscoe Clerical 18.15

P.
e
C.
J.
W.
Fia
22
ks
g
J.
D.
A.
L
W.
L.
B.
D.

O O, WRHOLMULWLOOOWMWOOOWLMWULO

TOTALS . 19456. 59




DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (SUMMARY)
PERICD ENDING JUNE 30. 1990

NORTHEAST LRT CORRIDOR STUDY

EEEKKEKEKEEFERE KRR KKK KR KKK KRR K KKK AR KKK R KA KK KR EK AR R TR KRN E R R R KRR XK F K FF R F X KRN K &

CATEGORY

MILEAGE

PARKING

IN-HOUSE COPY DUPLICATION
BLUELINE PRINTS

FILM & DEVELOPING

SUPPLIES

CPP 10 X 12 PAPER

CPP 12 X 18 PAPER

CPPAB 10X12 PAPER. ADHES.BACK
CRPFAB 10X12 FILM. ADHES.EARCK
CPF 20 X 24 FILM

BRUNING BOND PRINTES

[

wmo OO b in

tmar Ir o«
(s

in
i

EXPENSES




DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (DETAILS!
PERIOD ENCING JUNE 20. 1990

NO. NO. TOTAL KO, NO. TOTAL
SOURCE ORGS  EACH LENGTH  WIDTE  COPIES  STATS UNITS  MILES  AMOUNT CHARGE

11.70
1.30

23.40

23.40

19.50

58.24

16.90
B

limmer
Tassoni
Robinson
linmer
Gardner
Loetterle
Martinez
Dooley
Robinson
limmer
Iimmer
W Gardner
V Martinez
V Martinez
[n-House
In-House
In-House
In-Kouse
In-House
In-Kouse
Accounts Pavable
Accounts Pavable
In-Houge
In-House
In-House
In-House
In-Houce
In-House
In-House
In-House
[n-House
In-House
In-House
In-House
In-House
In-Kouce
In-House
In-House
In-House
In-
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION / z

Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authority

|
!
Originating Department I
) |

Z z&iﬁ cigelrt.o 5//7/70 |
Authorized Signat Date }
|

i

Request Justification .

Ratify Partial Payment No. 3 to SRF, Inc.
in the amount of $27,848.91.

ACTION IS REQUIRED

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted the professional services
of SRF, Inc. for the purposes of conducting Alignment Studies for the Northeast
Corridor. Contract No. RCRRA-90-001 governs the performance of services and terms
of payment. Payment in the amount of $27,848.91 for the period ending July 31,
1990, has been issued in accordance with contract provisions and Rail Authority
Resolution No. R90- . Payment documentation is being submitted for ratification
in compliance with the latter. Attachments are:

1) Proposed resolution ratifying payment

2) Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment No. 3

3) SRF, Inc. Invoice No. 3 and attachments

ooy

<
Budgeting and Accounting - // Date / Time
County Attorney_.<= X W\, Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

Committee / Meeting Date ’Signature
August 28, 1990 jcj

Board Date Signature d X




Resolution

Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch,
Inc. for the purpose of conducting alignment studies for the
Northeast Corridor; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA-90-001, govern the performance of services of and
terms of payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. has satisfactorily
completed portions of the work identified in the referenced
agreements, and provided detailed invoice documentation for
services and costs accrued through July 31, 1990; and

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA 90-001, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R90- ) 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 R90- 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

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. Invoice No. 3, Partial
Payment No. 3, and attachments thereto, provide the correct
documentation of payments due Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. through
July 31, 1990; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, Payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. 1in the
amount of $27,848.91 for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority’s share of services rendered through July 31, 1990 is
hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

‘(1) CHARGE TO: Dept. Regional Railroad Authority Date August 14, 1990

..) Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO.

Claim # Date Paid Ob ject Amount

PAO17 020102 $27,848.91

\ | S e’

15-17 18-20 21-25 32-41

$27,848.91
Total

(4) PAY TO: é

8 First Name & Initial

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC,
Last Name or Firm Name 23-52

® 5376 -
ZCSOne Carlson Parkway North, Suite 150

8 Address 9-32
Minneapolis, MN 55447

City State 33-54 Zip Code 55-59

On Check Stub Put: éb}Partial Pymt 3; Inv. No. 3; NE Corridor Alignment Study

-60
Z@i Agreement PAO17; fcct. 59107-020102; 7/31/90

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

(7) Attaci: to the back of this form: Oiriginal Inveices, Receipts, Certified Claims

0 thier documents,
L othe i : /s/ Bette Kurysh
Preparer’'s Signature:

(8) 1 declare that the above materials and/or services have been received, are
for Ramsey County, allowed by law, and approved for payment.

. Authorized Signature: )

L

NOTE: The vendor's Social Security Number will be used to réport 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 (02 - 89)
FOR INSTRUCTIONS SEE ACCOUNTING SYSTEM PROCEDURES MANUAL




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 3

PROJECT: NORTHEAST CORRIDOR ALIGNMENT STUDY
OONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA-90-001

PROJECT OOST CENTER: 59107 AGREEMENT NO:
DATE: 13 AUG 90

RAMSEY COUNTY REGICQNAL STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.

RATLROAD AUTHORITY ONE CARLSON PARKWAY NORTH, SUITE 150
316 COURTHOUSE MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447

ST.PAUL, MN 55102

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59107-020102 20.8%
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 31 JUL 90 $50,827.49
LESS 5% RETAINAGE $2,541.37
AMOUNT DUE $48,286.12
LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $20,437.21

ALLOAABLE PAYMENT FCR THIS PARTIAL: $27,848.91

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.

$1,571.89

$18,865.32
$27,848.91 SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT
$0.0°
$0.00 ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT: $244,865.00
$0.00 LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS $48,286.12
$0.00 (INCLUDES THIS PAYMENT)
$0.00 AMOUNT REMAINING QN AGREEMENT $196,578.88

$0.00
@

VWoOJoaunmbswnE

$48,286.12




STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH. INC.
Consulting Engineers-Land Surveyors
One Carlson Parkway North. Suite 150

Minneapolis. MN 55447

Telephone: (612) 475-0010

Refer to File: 0901380
Invoice Date: 7/31/90

Invoice No.: 3

Period Ending: 7/31/90

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Director of Light Rail Transit Planning
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Room 316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Blivd.

St. Paul, MN 55102

re: NORTHEAST LRT CORRIDOR STUDY
Agreement No. RCRRA-90-001

Summary of professional engineering services rendered durina July:

CURRENT CUMMULATIVE
PERIOD TO DATE
Total Labor and Overhead 27 .451 .61 48 .,560.28

Total Direct Non-Salary Costs 1.863.03 2.267

TOTAL FEE EARNED 29.314.64 50,827,

Less 5% Retainage 1. i (i 2.541.,

TOTAL : . .286.

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE




COMMISSION # 901380
NORTHEAST LRT CORRIDOR STUDY
PERIOD ENDING JULY 31. 1990

EMPLOYEE

F. Robinson
C. Zimmer

D. Evler

J. Kern
Kennedv
Gardner
Loetterle
Wilevy
Hoffman
Paulu
Martinez
Baker
Grover
Jullie
Luberda
Bersie-aAshfeld
Charlev
Dooley
Roscoe

meoauxrECOarr TMTEXR

T

L ]

CLASSIFICATION
Principal
Principal
Principal
Associate

Sr. Enaineer
Trans. Planner
Trans. Planner
Landscape Architect
Sr. Technician
Sr. Technician
Technician
Technician
Technician
Technician
Admin. Assistant
Word Processor
Word Processor
Clerical
Clerical

TOTALS

RATE/HR

80.
80.

80

54
63

=9

35

44

41 .
27
26.
18.

00
00

.00
80.

00

.58
.82
44 .
36.
39.

15
30
93

.60
%<
34 .
31.
26.
D

&5
o)
40

25
72
23
15

NN ENOBOUMOULMBOULMULOOWLWUM

o

AMOUNT

440.
3160.

160.
.00
27
.35
1766.

3600

9094

2083
15

00
00
00
25

00

.62
20
3009.

124 .2

1767.
639.
290.

779.¢&

181.
116,
116G

8l.¢&8&




. DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS ( SUMMARY )
PERIOD ENDING JULY 31. 1°90

NORTHEAST LRT CORRIDOR STUDY

A EE R KK R KK AR KKK KKK AR KKK R KEEKREEKEKERXXE AT AR AT AR ET KRR R R A K E R AR A X

CATEGORY

MILEAGE

PARKING

SPECIAL DELIVERY

POSTAGE

IN-HOUSE COFY DUPLICATION
PRINTING

EQUIPMENT RENTAL

FILM & DEVELOPING
SUPPLIES

CPP 8.5 X 11 PAPER

CPP 10 X 12 PAPER

CPP 12 X 1& PAFER

CPPAB 10X12 PAPER. ADHES.E~CK
CPF 10 X 12 FTLM

BRUNING EBOND PRINTS
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TOTAL DIRECT EXPENEES




DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (DETRILS!
PERIOD ENDING JULY 31, 1990

. NO. TOTAL NO. NO. TOTAL
SOURCE EACH LENGTE  WIDTH  COPIES  STATS  UNITS  MILES  AMOUNT CHARGE

Kern 0 L.
Garaner 33.0 60.
Paulu &
Baker
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Dooles
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hardner
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Accounts Pavable
Accounts Pavable
Accounts Pavable
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SOURCE

In-House
In-House
[n-House
In-House
[n-House
In-House
In-House
In-House

DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS (DETRILS:

PERIOD ENDING JULY 31. 1990

NO. NO. TOTAL
ORGS  EACH  LENGTH  WIDTH  COPIES

NC.
STATS

NC

UNITS

MILES

AMOUNT
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AT CASHIER'S

WINDOW TO OBTAIN CAR

8
-

07-24-90
g1

WINDOW TO OBTAINCAR ———u—_

[=]
=

2325

*325
"2500
al175
22-0935
14-12

THIS CHECK MUST e e

L %)
B
L
8 AT TL
THIS CHEC

WE ARE NOT IESFONSIiLE FOR ANY .l._OSS Ol._iASE

-

WE ARE NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY LOSS OR DAMAGE

;jff
oo L
| PARKING

RECEIPT FOR | RECEIPT FOR
PAID PARKING PAID PARKING

76577 _ LocaTion 26579 Location

ngQSF AMOUNT $ 2~GD AMOUNT

7:24-90 DATE 7-16-90 DATE

CASHIER j CASHIER

4 g

110
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BILL TO: STRGAR=ROSCOE-FAUSCH INC SENDER ACTIVITY SUMMARY A
C.ARL1S_ON PARKHAY N S*E I.EO : giTE 109;05;
LYMOUTH, MN 556447 INVOICE NO. 4-023-61740 ACCOUNT NO. 1170-840:

TRACKING NOS ENDER'S NAME RECIPIENT .lTIUN AND |PACKAGES NET
REFERENCE iND ADDRESS PséF OF Dé & HWEIGHT SERVICES CHARGES Cl'lﬂ.gGEE

4790916966 - 1/ NA|PRIORITY LTR
DI%CUNT

NKLE
EI.M Cﬁ.THER t CO
W _MONROE ST

Igvsnég gs/$%/90159

w2

'l'RGAR ROSCOE - FAU‘SCH %
CﬂRLSON PARKHAY N S E l.ED 60605 AA
62179331 1|DROP OFF 06/20/90

4776560596, §AHES D _HANSON

PRIORITY PAK

Ehlfsg DESIGNE DI§CDLNT
WL 53708 AA
29790 09:00
INSON

£0OX | HmIromm

TRGAR-ROSCOE -FAUSCH_INC
CARLSON PARKWAY N STE ].ED

H» MN 55447
62244210 1|DROP OFF 06/28/90

4??65608} I L ARDNER
ROSCOE F&USC EIC

CiRLSON ARKHAY N S 0
LYMOUTH MN 1?5447

62264243 DROP OFF 06/28/90

= | =M

TANDARD
EISCD&NI "
CA_91411 AA

/29/90 13:20
. ROMAN

wo <D;§!‘ MUEHW (ﬁml’_

=Mk

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE

QUESTIONS? CALL OUR BILLING SERVICE CENTER, B00-822-1147, 7 AM = 7 PM (CST) MONDAY-FRIDAY







“cepeerr

.BILL TO: ETRGAR -ROSCOE-FAUSCH
CKING NOS

INC
RLSON PARKHAY N STE
‘ FERENCE

MOUTH » MN
4776560854

SENDER ACTIVITY SUMMARY PAGETE 1
INVOICE NO. 4-035-43542 ACCOUNT NO. 117

PACKAGES
& WEIGHT

1/

0
150
55447 83

ENDER'S _NAME

MATION AND
ND ADDRESS RY

SERVICES
STANDARD TBE
DISCOUNT

00000
/5,00

CHARGES

17.50
-2.50

by 1389

~ SR

ACS

IBIL
"i n'é E noscos -FAUSCH _INC 3
CARLSON PARKHWAY N s;&

PLYMDUTH:
DROP OFF 07/11/90

150
55447 Ik460606 AA

62182875 \andas

LR |- 4

HE#
/380

Amf

Jobh

A/C
AC

e
SENDER SUBTOTAL PAY THIS AMOUNT

QUEST‘IONS" CALL CUFl BII..L!ING SERVICE CEN'T'EH. Md !47 TAM-7 PM (CEF} MONDAY—FHIDAY

: AJRB!LL

PACXAGE
TRACKING NUMBER

- ———— — |

H??bShD&SH

. : ﬁnﬁwum CONTIENTAL ULSA. ALASIA AND MANMIL

DOMESTIC SNIPMENTS WITHIW THE
THE INTERNATIONAL A WRYBILL FOR SHIPMENTS TD PUERTD ACD
OQUESTIONS ? CALL 800-230-5355 TOLL FREE

aar | 'u:"?sssugﬂsq ;.,,m-,-.;;k[ﬁo
“Te-adea-s Nl
i ---.;a"f::'ﬁt'a"a"ﬁ‘:';

Dapwmmw No.

v gt 1

SENDER'S COPY

vk A TR
A ve dw aﬁ A
-fﬁ%gy’&3’75{2"232ﬁf2;[;;;“

“Chicogo ., :

svﬁa;a-acsccsqrnuscu ING
g CARLSGN PARKKAY A 315 :sa
“PLYFCUTH T 154471

EYDUR BILLING REFERENCE INFORMATION (First 24 characters wil ppear on invoxce.)

I|;Fnéwmamwannmwmnn
Sreet ¢

Aooress - . AT 2 Ty
coy e | ZIP reawea

T o.

PAYMENT | DN] oo Sancer 2] 54 Fecomrts Fac Accl Mo 3] 84 3 Pary FocEx Acci o4 (7] 88 Credh Cars: State

5[] casn

SERVICES
{Checx only one bax)

DELIVERY AND SPECIAL HANDLING

Prorty Overre™
Sennce
(Divery Dy next
Business momeng * |

1 O Raames
16 [ mevex Lerren -
12 [ Fevex pax »
13 [[] revex sox
va [] repex ruse

Economy Servnce

Standsrd Overnight
Servce

{Dairvary by Nt
busaness afemoont)

s [

s6 [ Feoex LETTER *
s2 [ remex pax
53 [] revex sox
s4 PR revex ruse

Hea: Service
(hor Extr; o ey
pacxage over 150 DS )

70 [] meavrweiGHT **

DEFERRED
80 [ PEivmweionr ++
*Dactred Vake Limd 5100

**Call lor Osevery screoue

2

ID HOLD FOR PICX-UP (78 o e v
i [ canverweazar
3 DELVER SATUAGAY s crmrem [

o O o :
5 mmmm ﬂ]
Mleire g Smmae SOrahary SO ACORC |

s[Jomer —

rﬂmmm___

o

AND LIMIT OF LIABILITY

SERVICE CONDITIONS, DECLARED FALUE %

Feoeral Express Use
Base Crarges

L-dh-‘im\qt
in o curent Serece
sencer s copy of s awrDdl lor FECHTTERON.

&ma&lmwkmd d ]

Declarec Vaiue Charge

SATURDAY oCx - U.P
Eown crarpe

s
0]




American Eagle Express
5909 Baker Road
Suite 560
Minnetonka, Minnesota 55345
3

612-935.557

STRGAR—RDSCDE-FAUSCH, INC.

1 CARLSON P

LSUITE 150

ARKWAY NORTH

PLYNOUTH, MN SiS447

The amounts shown by
month are in TOTAL and
do not necessarily equal
any specific invoice or
item.

DATE

DAY .m_, REFERENCE ,

07/05/90/ 01 07248~

7709 /901074585

V7/09/90 01074072

STATEMENT
DATE

07715/90

PREVIOUS BALANCE
MONTH DUE AMOUNT DUE

JOB/DEPT./p.Q. ) CHARGES

799012 -~

27.2
5.00
2.20

17.20

4.70

lagy'” """’/

Y ‘e

wp/ b,

Wwas raq,{’, £Ais 7/{«'?

799013

07/709/90 01074070 799014, ~
TT709750) (G107 550> Fopebsc
V7709/90 01074110 799016 .—

07712/90
07712790
07/13/90
07/13/90
0/7712/%0

01076197
01076194
010764844
010772z2
010772zz

"adorID &

799018~
799017~
799019 -
799020 —
799021 ~
THANK YOU FOrR uUsIng AMER

2400 (,

/380

-y /30
\--ﬁJ "_-—_‘
399

Ji 1260 Amtl  Z2yp

Amt

éc. 50

27, Y
12.20

S2y
Ac=2/

S2y
ACS=

72y

s

19.70
16.70
18.20
18.45
16.70

—_—

THIS STATEMENT
REFLECTS 15 DAY
BILLING PERIOD

CREDITS BALANCE

138027 .20
1380 5_00
1 3/012.2

2,017 .20
13€0-4_7¢
13¥419.70
176016 .70

€2/ 18.20
/329018. 4%
262146.70
133011 .45

167.50

tcounts Due and Payable Upon Receip..

Service Charge will be added on all Past Due invoices at the rate of 11484 per month.

1567.50
PLEASE PAY

THIS AMOUNT

i




16080 23RD AVE., N. PH. 612-475-1828 3 06/29 /90
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447

. F. 0. No.

Acct. No.
Jab Nc.

ﬁﬁ’ OMEGA LITHOGRAPH, INC. Q‘ﬁ

STRGAR—ROSCGE~FAUSCH, INC.
Suite 150
Une Carlson Farkwav North
Hinneapclis, MN  SS5347
TERMS: NET

Quantity Description Price

100 NE LRT Study 160,00

00,56

At

Sub Toctal

1580.00 O, 00

TH&NE. YOU FOR YOUR




(  oate

iy 1) s ™ bz
15090 23R0 AVE., N. PH. 812-475-1828 W7 /10790 49372

MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447

OMEGA LITHOGRAPH, INC. 1, ‘ﬁ

F. 0. Ng. 52
Acct. Ne. 87133
cob Mo. S&02

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Suite 150
One Carlson Farkwav North
Minneapolis, MM SS5347
TERMS: NZT IO DAYS

Quantity . Description

1,000 Fublic Forum

srariD @ : CQ&,)JSZi N
21390 oy 000 _ g 525

Comm. 1380

A/C

Sub Total Sales Tax

LOO .00 .~ Q.00

o

THANE YOU FOR YOUR OREDER




( oare

16080 23RD AVE., N. PH. 812-475-1826

OMEGA LITHOGRAPH, INC. Q\"ﬁ 07/23/90
MINNEAPOLIS, MN  5B447 )

P. 0. No.
Acct. No.
Jaob No.

STRGAR—ROSCDE—FAUSCH, INC.
Suite 150
One Carlson Parkway North
Minneapolis, MN 55447
TERMS: NET 30 DAYS

Quantity Destription

100 «— NE Public Forum

Comm. 1380 .— ar D@ /TéL/égzg
1380 amy 5RO

Amt

. A
M:GC B el i 11}

Sub Total Sales Tax

9.20 ,~ 0.00 —

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ORDER

ndited. in 1TPA 2/ 20




( DATE | NUMBER 9

07/30/90

15090 23RD AVE., N. PH. 812-475-1828 !

OMEGA LITHOGRAPH, INC. Q‘ﬁ
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447 -

P. 0. No.
Acct. No.
Job No.

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Suite 150
One Carlson Parkway North
Minneapolis, MN 355447
TERMS: NET 30 DAYS

Quantity - Description

100 - Sets Public Forum —
30 -~ Sets LRT Connection Memo —
30 7 Sets Frel. Recommendations — &2.40__

Comm. 1380 .

Veador ID R ij/g-é
7 —
1350 s L2.YD  ao525

n p~
f‘L’U

it

Sub Total Saleéifax

62.40 0.00
-

THANK YOU FOR YOUR

Cotersd vaps 2-20-59




NUMBER

15090 23RD AVE., N. PH. 812-475-1826

OMEGA LITHOGRAPH, INC. Qﬁ 07/30/90 S017
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55447 i,

P. 0. No. S51
Acct. No. B7133
Job No. S5&80

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Suite 150
One Carlson Parkway North
Minneapolis, MN S5447
TERMS: NET 30 DAYS

Quantity Description

45~ Sets Agenda
1=~ Sets Prel. Recommendations
45 ~ Sets Minutes
. {0 Sets Tech Memo 2
B3.10

Comm. 1380 ~

00,5 G
130

Sub Total Sales fﬁx

83.10 0,00

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ORDER

Eostere v0p5 9-30-7)




NUMBER

74 R . INC. § = "
¢f I v g
MINNEAPOUIS, MN 55447 -'
F. 0. No. S52 -
Acct. No. 87133
Job No. S685

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
Suite 1S5S0

One Carlson Parkway North
Minneapolis, MN 55447

TERMS: NET 30 DAYS

Quantity Deécription

13 Sets Prel. Recommendations
10 -~ Sets Memo Willard Munger Trail

Comm. 1380 —

.t

-

o) 330 A

At

. s
IO —— At

Sub Total Sales Tax

8.35 0.00

- —-—

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ORDER
{._i?/f’ca/d’d‘/-"i' 7-35'70




R E NTA L Salesperson #

Date

] ' Aljmo,vslm Account #
WHOLESALERS

15395 31st AVE. N. PLYMOUTH, MN 55447
@>57-5123 or 559-9666

BILL TO: —

ST, WY,

Y%, ~F b o At
ADDRESS T { 7 ADDRESS

‘o o PAN
/:: for 23 CITY, STATE & 2P
CSTE el 5L
TELEPHONE NUMBER * "CONTAGT
DebvecyP ik Daje = -+ mmm@_;.zf.} showDate __ 0 — Show Time

QUAN] EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION | DAYS| _ RATE __|  Accessories/Special Instructions

USED DAY |EXTENSION|
35MM CAROUSEL
16MM
OVERHEAD
VIDEO REC/PLAY
TELEVISION

DELIVER TO:

NAME NAME

CITY, STATE & ZIP

ATTENTION TELEPHONE NUMBER

YO N o
- ANOTE FROM ...

MONITOR
CART

/

{

00

All claims and returns must be accompanied by this bill. Interest will be charged on all past due accounts at the rate of 1.5% per month,
Q,
o per annum.

above signed hereby accepts the above listed equipment in good condition at the above stated price and shall be responsible for
this equipment during the period of this rental. Any damage or loss of this equipment will be paid for by the above signed thereof.
Audio Visual Wholesalers assumes no obligation in case of the theft of this equipment while covered by this agreement. BE SURE
TO HAVE YOUR RECEIPT WHEN RETURNING THIS EQUIPMENT SO THAT YOU CAN SHOW PROOF OF RETURN. 2 2




AERG COMMUNICATIONS INC.

NTAL/SERYICE + SINCE 1963
.cRAL OFFICE
(‘5 N. Wash. Ave.
Minneapolis, MN
55401
1612) 333-1271
FAX (612) 333-0225

7-18-90 SScope-

55425

DATE

CHARGE TO

ADDRESS __ ____

CITY & STATE

Gloria
475—0 010

X0EL. DATE

ORDERED BY
PHONE
O rickuP

-

BRANCH OFFICE:
1621 East 79th St
Bloomington, MN

(612) B54-4222

OTHER LOCATIONS:

Fort Lauderdale, FL
Orlando, FL

Tampa, FL

Boca Raton, FL
Paim Beach, FL

_P.O. NO.

Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch

__One Carlson Parkway #150
Plymouth, MN 55447

7-23 at 5:30 PM.re 10 8E RETD.

EQUIPMENT RENTAL CONTRACT

86872

CoD

A'r'rAcii'j

CREDIT CUSTOMER NUMBER

EXEMPT.CERT.: ON FILE O
DELIVERTO _

- A East Branch YMCA
ADDRESS 1075 A.rcade St.

§t. Paul

CITY & STATE

ATTENTION
PHONE

7-23

Bill Gardener

at 9:30 paregero.
™

CODE EQUIPMENT

DESCRIPTION

RATE DAYS TO BE USED:

DAY  |EXTENSION

DAYS
USED

C Monitor
Video Projector
c VCR 1/2"
VCR 3/4™
Camera
Tripod
Lighting

Cart
Computer
Disk Drive
Printer
Computer Interface
Data Projector
35mm Slide
Lens
Sound/Slide
Dissolve
Programmer
Tape Recorder
Stacker

Stand

Screen
Draping
Amplifier
Microphone
Speaker

Mixer

Lectern

16mm
Flipchart/Easel
Overhead
Projectionist
Setup

Freight

Labor

Other

2820

8 x 8 tripod

l-table l1-floor
Anchor 3500

§:30 PM =-10:00 PM or

10:30 PM

AVX 120

75.00Q
55.0Q

CABLES AND ACCESSORIES:

COMMENTS:

#1386 °*

321.50
19.29 tax
125.00 labc
465.79 tota
Cne mic for speaker
and one for audience

Meeting is dounstairs
--ng elevatox n Ly i

n \‘ - i !
*-%E- E’:“; L R
SIRVISE

125.00

*IN THE EVENT THAT COLLECTION |
PROCEEDINGS ARE NECESSARY,

BUYER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
COSTS INCURRED INCLUDI
REASONABLE ATTORNEY FE

The 'v1see Pereby & CeSts INE above l1iled equipment «n good conds1on [or rental a1 the above stated rales and shall be responuble foe M

RECEIVED BY

#quigmaent during (he perod of the rentad Any damage of ioss of 1ad equipmen) whether reswiting lrom thelt, casualty, or 01her Cauie
wall Bt pavd By IFsee Lemet agrens 10 permil le110r 10 TEMave (i3 SQUIBMENT = = [g1see’s premises duning NOTMal Busingss RO in The

wvent thal imwoxed amounts are nol pasd when dus Letsee agrees 10 inder
Clsmy lomun expenien oblgations and abihives Lincluding reasonable ati

regigence of the ittsee

4 hoid haemien le110r 3gainst and i 1Espect of any
1) wiich atie a8 2 result 1rom use of the product or

) QU

2




Moto Lab
AM A2
296.2401

@
L (0

PHOTO AND DIAZO REPRODUCTION SERVICES

Name .7

Depariment/Section

Nddress

Blueprint Room

N
H,m 5 * by

M || IS

AM g
296-2405

Cosl Cenler

u—r’ur

‘ S.P. No. b 565(-‘)

npnm7d.|( ‘ //()

Special Instructions/Notes

]
\

™

AAACL-S L(“’lh”t£’

N9

NG6717

-xa-‘ /"r Vi oo

Photo and Diazo Reproduction Services use

ONLY

/ 2
g .rz’]t‘Ul ORI

yrp5- 0010

(tlﬁf

oM7Y

TC 32

1 Event Date
5

|

2 Cost Center

2 Balch Page

'350 2

No. of Coples

Originals | Needed

Tolal

Coples

Type of

Process

Size-specily

Feet or Inches

Description -
9

Charge
Identifier

1
0|
5

1
o L]
6 9

Unit
Price

Amount

O =
E4 H=Ng)

P
»
-

=
e

Fyw)

10K

K-()"’;Iﬁ-‘_

" 1’}:"'3

S e, Th

‘ Li-ﬂru W)

/=10

1 E)amf

e e et e ire = A §

Stgnoture

09

10

o B B I I T I T B I (SR (Wpy

Photo and Diazo Reproduction Services use ONLY

Note: Page must balance to zero

Blueprint Services

Photo Services




\ -
| e -0~
 “2Ld3 28343
STEGAR CC°CJF FAUCSH

A

o
s |5

3 453503 ' i .
_ ?Jlfﬁﬂmﬁ/vr('
4

MuT. PnQ70

: illé;!h MmN :
. DATén /a-‘? i

*zéi%gmﬂbﬁh___ ] | PURCHASE ORDER #
PURCHASER SIGN HERE cr !

8390734 i

|




H
. SmED S gW 2 S o 5
ITINNVNNWENIIN EZZZ0T=  INVOICE
Professional Color Service Inc.

3 Hennepin Avenue South * Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403-1884
Telephone (612) 332-7721 . FAX (612) 332-7791

Stgar-koscoséauscn, .ac,

209799
STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC. STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.

SUITE #1580 , SUITE #15S@
1 CARLSON PKWY NORTH 1 CARLSON PKWY NORTH
MINNEPOLIS MNS5447 MINNEPOLIS MNS55447
(612) 475-0010

CUST. JOB NO.:

JOB DESC: ORDERED BY:

DATE IN TIME IN CUSTOMER P.0. NO. h'?ia TERMANE SHIPPED VIA INVOICE DATE

i
—e2/13/921029.:031 183553 MOLNET 30 DAVS 1l Syusupps
: - NO NO. DUPES| UNIT PRICE/ PRICE/

| PRODUCT NO. DESCRIPTION "ORIG. ADDITIONALS

PROCESS 135 E-6 20/24 PLASTIC

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS

Varder 1D # 0025

gz Fot AC

LIMIT OF LIABILITY: Submitting any film. pnnt, slide. negative or art work to this firm for processing,
pnnung or other handling constitutes an AGREEMENT by you that any damage or loss by our company,
subsiciary. or agents. even though due lo the negligence or other fault of our company, subsidiary,
or agents. will only entitie you to replacement with a ke amount of unexposed film and processing.
Exceot for such repiacement. the acceptance by our company, subsidiary and/or agents of the fim.
pnnt. siice. negative or ar work is without other warranty or habiity, and recovery for any inodental
or corsegental camages IS excluded.

ORIGINAL




INVOICE #2582 .
July 18, 1990

VISIONS DESIGN STUDIO, INC.
475 No. Cleveland Ave. Stuite 207
St. Paul, MN. 55104

Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.
1 Carison Parkway North
Suite 150

Minneapolis, MN. 55447
Attn: Ms. Diane Paulu

O
%\“7%

P.O.#:
Date Delivered: 7-13-90
Job Name: Mac Slide Imaging

Cost: 35mm Slide Imaging:

17-mac files $102.00 ~

Sales Tax 6.12~

TOTAL DUE $108.12 p

Payment due within 30 days of invoice date.

VandorID & 003A 3
105 1380 g 10913 = o 535 )

AC

ok by A !Za./a_. e 27




b o, g g g~

i-ifv--‘viul‘ INVOICE INVOICE NO.

Professional Colar Service Inc.
909 Hennepin Avenue South * Minneapolis. Minnesota 55403-1884 A 79351,
Telephone (612) 332-7721 « FAX (612) 332-7791

09799

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC. STRGAR-ROSCOE~FAUSCH, INC.
SUITE #1509 SUITE #1589

1 CARLSON PKWY NORTH 1 CARLSON PKWY NORTH
MINNEPOLIS MN55447 MINNEPOLIS MNS55447
(612) 475-0010 A

CUST. JOB NO.:

JOB DESC: ORDERED BY: ;1 pp
BROER v x l.v' = H

DATE IN CUSTOMER P.0. NO. "l."l;m TERMS SHIPPED VIA INVOICE DATE

BTIMNMEZ
T &Y e e

e

07/25/98@ 7836922 1 MQ|NET 3@ DAYS |PICK-UP @7/25/90

NO. DUPES| UNIT PRICE/ PRICE/
PRODUCT NO. DESCRIPTION JORIG. FIRST ADDITIONALS EXTENSION

E24MT| PROCESS 135 E-6 20/24 PLASTIC 6.00 .00 .00

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS

\'endor ID#/O 9173 |

AIC

AIC

LIMIT OF LIABILITY: Submutting any film. print. slide. negative or art work to this firm for process...g.

printing or other hanaii~g constitutes an aGFgEEMENT by you that any damage or loss by our company. SUB TOTAL
subsidiary. or agents. even though due to the negligence or other fault of our company, subsidiary,
or agents, will only ent.:'e you to replacement with a like amount of unexposed film and processing.
Except for such repiacement, the acceptance by our company. subsidiary and’or agents cf the him. DISCOUNT
print, shde. negative or art work 1s without other warranty or liadility, and recovery tor any ncidental
or conseqential dgmages 1s excluded
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PAYMENTS
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Professional Color Service Inc.
909 Hennepin Avenue South + Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403-1884 A /8851
Telephone (612) 332-7721 « FAX (612) 332-7791

Wd9799 .

STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC. STRGAR-ROSCOE-FAUSCH, INC.
SUITE #1580 SUITE #1589

1 CARLSON PKWY NORTH 1 CARLSON PKWY NORTH
MINNEPOLIS MN55447 MINNEPOLIS MN55447
(612) 475-0010

CUST. JOB NO.:

JOB DESC: ORDERED BY: VINCE

ORDER

DATE IN CUSTOMER P.O. NO. II!:"I'!I TERMS SHIPPED VIA INVOICE DATE

@7 /24/9@ N RG|NET 3@ DAYS |W SUBURBS @7 /25 /90

NO. OF |NO. DUP! UNIT PRICE/ PRICE/
PRODUCT NO. DESCRIPTION ORIG. ORIG. FIRST ADDITIONALS EXTENSION

BMm24 PROCESS 20/24 EXP BW MINI 4.00 .00
BMm35 3.5 X 5 BW PROOF PRINTS «55 .00

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS

00175

Vendor ID &
s 1390 oy 833 7 52

JI3 — Amt AIC

Job Amt AIC

KO bl

LIMIT OF LIABILITY: Submitting any film, print. slide. negative or art w~= *o this firm for processing.
printing or other handling constitutes an AGF?EEMENT b:?cu thatany damag. or lossby our compan%. SuB TOTAL
subsidiary. or agents. even though due to the negligence or other fault of our company, subsiciary.
or agents, will only enntie you to replacement with a like amount of unexposed film and processing.
Except for such repiacement. the acceptance by our company, subsidiary and/or agents of the film. DISCOUNT
print, side. negatve or art work is without other warranty or fiability, and recovery for any incidental
or consegential camages s excluded.

SALES TAX

SHIPPING

PAYMENTS

ORIGINAL




(. .- RECEIVED OF PETTY CASH

. NO.— DATE _ 2 /2 ~ZD
~ DESCRIPTION OF ITEM / SERVICE PURCHASED AMOUNT

| Lporiol Pt | /5 2Y

25

’
4

il e
CHARGE TO ACCOU :E5 54 )

-
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2215 West Old Shakopee Road
Bloomington, Minnesota 55431-3096

RECEIVED FROM DATE

/&a»m/t&c WP 7-/3-%20

INPAYMENT OF

M@w‘.@a@g@

SALES TAX
(If Applicable)

TOTAL /

s
DIVISION An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer
@f The City of Bloomington does not discriminate on the basis of disability.

ACTIVITY NUMBER 0/ i

SIGNED BY CASH REGISTER VALIDATION

WHITE COPY: CUSTOMER: YELLOW COPY:CASHIER: PINK COPY: ORIGINATING DIVI'

IN OQ7222am srns 27

Weiee " Lo/ FN




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION l3

Board Action Reauested

Regional Railroad Authorit
5 o i = y Approve Amendment to Contract Agreement No.
Tiginating Lsparcment 65438 with the State of Minnesota, Department of

|
|
|
! . _ |
\;\7( Zj/jw :';E Z ; - 5/&(/4)& I Transportation, and authorize the Chairman of th
|
|
|
|

- 3 Railroad Authority to sign on behalf of the
Authorized Signaturé Date Railroad Authority.

ACTION REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere
2) Proposed resolution
3) Supplemental Agreement #2

= . [/ 'm,#,
Budgeting and Accounting /‘5 L 'Sf/f '/“7'”' £ éf Date / Time
County Attorney. f Lot JIAM e 1Ak MAE Received By
Risk Manager.

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
August 28, 1990

Board Date




s Resolution

Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, State Grant Contract #65438 provides funding for
Phase I Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Impact Statement
Studies for the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, The existing contract period is 24 months; and

WHEREAS, Due to delays in study progress, the work will
extend beyond existing contract period; and

WHEREAS, Amendment #2 to Contract #65438 extends the contract
period from 24 months to 36 months; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Amendment #65438 is approved and the Chairman

of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is authorized to
sign the amendment on behalf of the Authority.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ailroad Duane W. McCarty

I— District 1
Hal Norgard

Authority e

(‘ f B2 Donald E. Salverda
- District 2
q}: Warren W. Schaber
District 6
Room 316 Courthouse
15 W. Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145

MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning %%j&;?

SUBJECT: State Grant Contract No. 65438
Amendment $#2 - Time Extension

DATE: August 16, 1990

Grant Contract No. 65438 provides funding for Phase I Preliminary
Engineering and Environmental Impact Statement Studies for the Midway
Corridor. The existing contract period is 24 months. Due to delays
in study progress, the work will extend beyond the contract period.

Attached is Amendment #2 to the Grant Contract extending the contract

period from 24 months to 36 months. The contract amount and all
other contract provisions remain the same.

Recommendation:

Approve Amendment #2 to State Grant Contract #65438 and authorize the
Chairman of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority to sign on
its behalf.




July 19, 1990

Kathyrn Despiegelaire, Director

Light Rail Transit Planning

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Room 316, Courthouse

15 W. Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Kathy:

Enclosed is Amendment #2 to Contract #65438 extending contract
period from 24 months to 36 months. Please have the appropriate
people sign the amendment, and the "Acknowledgement of recipient's
Authorized Signatures". (enclosed is a copy of this form)

For your information, MnDOT paid the Ramsey County Regional

Railroad Authority $228,592.75 on April 6, 1990 for LRT Contract
#66617. This was an error on our part, the first three quarters
of 1990, $56,250 should have been dispersed per quarter, and the
fourth $54,000. What we will do is not issue payments for the 2nd
and 3rd quarters, but give you a check for $18,907.25 in the fourth
quarter (December 1990).

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

./’-.

T Y P - A
— L F A
Dale E. Maul
Management Services Section
Senior Transportation Planner




STATE OF MINNESOTA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
CONTRACT AMENDMENT

Amendment #2 to Contract #65438 between the Minnesota Department of
Transportation and the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.

WHEREAS, the laws of Minnesota for 1988, Chapter 684, Article
2 provides a state appropriation for distributing to Regional
Railroad Authorities in the metropolitan area 1f matched by other
(local) funds on a dollar to dollar basis for planning, preliminary
engineering, design and construction of Light Rail Transit (LRT)
facilities; and

WHEREAS, due to recipient being unable to complete all portions
of LRT contract within specified contract period;

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed that all terms and
agreements of Contract #65438 are expressly reaffirmed for the
purpose of the following amendment:

Section VA, Page 4 - Unless the Recipient receives
(has received) written Mn/DOT approval, the term

of this contract shall not exceed twenty-four (24)
months. "Delete" twenty-four (24); "Insert" Thirty-
six (36).




STATE OF MINNESOTA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RECIPIENT

o p RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
/ / @ /
By Y —"Cicey il For

>

Title Assistant Commisséner BY

John T. Finley

Date 7{/[(/7{ Title Chairman

APPROVED By XXXXXXXXX
COMMISSIONER OF ADMINISTRATION

Title ),0.0.:0.9.0.0.0.0.6.0.0.¢

By

Date August 28, 1990

Date

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND EXECUTION

By

Title Special Assistant Attorney
General

Date

ENCUMBERED
COMMISSIONER OF FINANCE

By

Date




Contract Number 65438

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECIPIENT'S
AUTHORIZED SIGNATURES

STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY OF RAMSEY

on this 28th day of August 1990 |, before me

r

appeared John T. Finley and XXAXXKAXXXXKXXXX

to me personally know, who being by me duly sworn, did say they are

Chairman
respectively and

(title)

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
(title)

of Ramsey County

Regional Railroad Authority

RECIPIENT

By

Title Chairman

BY  XXXXXXXXAXXX

Title xxXXXXXXXXXXXXXXKKX




KEITH LANGSETH
Senator 9th District

RR 2

Glyndon, Minnesota 56547
and

Room 24G State Capitol

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 S enate

State of Minnesota

August 16, 1990

Senator Roger Moe

Representative Robert Vanasek
Representative Henry Kalis

Hennepin Co. Commissioner John Derus

Mn/DOT Commissioner Leonard Levine

RTB Chairman Michael Erhlichman

Mn/DOT Assistant Commissioner Darryl Durgin

Senator Keith Langseth'fﬂ 7/,
Chair, Transportation Study Board

SUBJECT: Action taken at Transportation Study Board Meeting

During its meeting of August 15, 1990, the Transportation Study
Board unanimously passed a motion offered by Paul Bailey supporting
the contents of my August 14th letter (attached) which contains the
conclusion that: after the review of various options, the Transpor-
tation Study Board has concluded that responsibility for design and
construction of LRT should 1lie with the state Department of
Transportation. it is also recognized that because the counties,
cities and the RTB have all contributed in varying degrees, their
roles should be blended into the design and construction program in
a meaningful way.

The resolution adopted reads as follows: That the Transportation
Study Board endorse the letter sent to John Derus from Senator
Langseth indicating that Mn/DOT should be the entity with respon-
sibility for the design and construction of light rail transit.

COMMITTEES « Chairman, Finance Division on Agriculture, Transportation and Semi-States « Education « Finance
o 5 « Transportation « Veterans
N\ (@4 s SERVING: Clay, Wilkin, Becker and Otter Tail Counties

AT YTy




KEITH LANGSETH
Senator Yth Distnet

RR 2

Glyndon, Minnesota 36347
and

Room 24G State Capitol

St. Paul. Minnesota 35155 o | | Senate

State of Minnesota

August 14, 1990

Mr. John Derus, Commissioner

Hennepin County Board of Commissioners
2400 Government Center

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55487

Dear John:

I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you on August 3, 1990
to discuss light rail tramsit. I share with you the philosophy that
LRT offers the opportunity to improve transportation in the Twin
Cities, especially in the corridor between St. Paul and Minneapolis.
John, you are to be complimented for your leadership and intiative in
bringing LRT development to the point we are at today.

The Transportation Study Board has adopted a supportive position
in regard to LRT construction and funding as part of its preliminary
findings. It appears that LRT will be an important element in our
report and recommendations provided that remaining issues can be
worked out in some form prior to the 1991 Legislative Session. As
Chairman of the Transportation Study Board, I will be authoring a
broad legislative package prepared by the Board, which will most
likely include an LRT component. It is important for you tc know
that I believe we should proceed cautiously in funding this major
project. The first corridor, connecting St. Paul and Minneapolis
should demonstrate that LRT can improve transit's cost-effectiveness
and benefits. 1In addition, I support the concept of regional funding
as proposed, and hope to count on your support on this issue.

As discussed during our meeting, I feel that responsibility for
design and construction of LRT should lie with Mn/DOT. There will
need to be a transitional period as it relates to current responsi-
bilities. The Rail Authorities have contributed a significant amount
of time and funding, and their role, along with that of the RTB,
Metropolitan Council and local municipalities should be blended into
the program in a meaningful way.

COMMITTEES «Chairman, Finance Division on Agnculture, Transportation and Semi-States « Educanon « Finance

4 « Transportation « Veterans
N\ /#p= ;  SERVING: Clay, Wilkin, Becker and Otter Tail Counties
I rrererrr—re W




Page 2
Mr. Johns Derus

August 14, 1990

I look forward to working with you and others who support LRT a
we strive to gain approval for the Transportation Study Board'
recommendations as well as support for Mn/DOT and early 1mplemen-
tation of the Midway Corridor.

Sincerely,

<Ko b

Senator Keith Langseth

Commissioner Leonard Levine
Mike Erhlichman

Senator Roger Moe

Rep. Robert Vanasek

Rep. Henry Kalis




AUGC —=27—90 MO

Minutes of the Regular Commission Meeting Page 4
August 21, 1990

Solicit Bids for Landscaping - As recommended by the Committee,
Commissioner Paulson moved that the Commission authorize advertisement in
solicitation of bids for provision of Jandscape work to include lawn irrigation in
accordance with specified plans; Commissioner Snowden seconded the motion,
and the motion carried.

Solicit Bids for Furniture - As recommended by the Committee,
Commissioner Paulson moved that the Commission authorize advertisement in
solicitation of bids for provision of furniture for the Nicollet Garage facility as
specified; Commissioner Snowden seconded the motion, and the motion carried.

Change Order #7 to Nicollet Garage Construction Project - As
recommended by the Committee, Commissioner Paulson moved adoption of, the
following resolution; Commissiioner Snowden seconded the motion.

RESOLUTION 90 - 60

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING CHANGE ORDER NO. 7 TO THE NICOLLET
GARAGE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

WHEREAS the Commission authorized the Chief Administrator to
negotiate and execute a contract with Penn-Co Construction Company for the
construction of Nicollet Garage; and

WHEREAS we are asking that this contract be changed 10 include Item
ff1 - relocate structural sway braces and ltem #2 - relocate access trench.

WHEREAS there are adequate funds budgeted to func this change order
of $1,611.00 for this procurement

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the Chief Administrator is
authorized to issue @ Change Order to the contract with Penn-Co Consiruction
Company to include items #1 and #2 for Nicollet Garage facility in an amount
not to exceed $1,611.00

Upon a roll call vote as follows, the resolution was duly adopted:
Yea: Commissioners Paulson, Snowden, Waldron and Faricy

Nay: Commissioner Nawrocki

Absent at the Time: None

Specific Items Placed on the Agenda

Draft Regional Coeordination Plan for LRT - Ms. Auld circulated and
reviewed information contained in two documents: 1) a letter addressed to John
Derus, Hennepin County Commissioner, by Minnesota State Senator Langseth;
and 2) a position statement drafted by staff with respect to MTC's support of a
lead agency to oversee the construction of the proposed LRT system.




Minutes of the Regular Commission Meeting Page 5
August 21, 1990

On a motion by Commissioner Waldron, seconded by Commissioner
Nawrocki, and carried, the Commission authorized Ms. Auld to present the
following as the MTC's position with respect to supporting the designation of a
lead agency to design and construct the Metropolitan LRT system.

As the Regional Rail Authorities have jointly worked to develop
proposals for the establishment of a Metropolitan Light Rail Transit system and
have successfully carried the project through to its present stage of
development, MTC supports the Regional Rail Authorities as the lead agency
for construction of LRT with the understanding that the MTC (designated by
statute to operate and maintain the LRT system) will work hand-in-hand with
the staff of the agency designated for systems design, procurement and
implementation to ensure a successful transition from the design and
construction phases to the operation phase of the project.

Ms. Auld said that the State Transportation Study Board adopted Senator
Langseth's position that the Mn/DOT serve as lead agency. Staff of the
Regional Rail Authorities, said Auld, maintain the position that the Authorities
act jointly to design and construct the system,

Mr. Capell confirmed Commissioner Nawrocki's observation that
discussion of the lead-agency topic did not appear on the circulated agenda of
the Transportation Study Board. John Derus, said Auld, has made it clear that
he does not support Senator Langseth's position.

Commissioner Paulson suggested that the title of the document
circulated be changed to read: "Advantages and Disadvantages to the MTC
Serving as Lead Agency for Systems Implementation of LRT."

Commissioner Nawrocki indicated the position statement should include
language which states that the MTC is designated by statute to serve as
operator of the LRT system to be constructed. Because the system will be a
metropolitan agency, said Nawrocki, the lead agency should be a metropolitan
agency. Commissioner Waldron supported Commissioner Nawrocki's comments.

Chair Faricy indicated that Mn/DOT is the agency having the necessary
experience to construct the system. The infrastructure is lacking in other
agencies, she said. Commissioner Nawrocki responded that Mn/DOT would also
find it necessary to establish a separate component to carry out the work. The
Counties, said Nawrocki, have had experience working with joint-powers groups.

Commissioner Snowden indicated that since the final decision will not be
made by the MTC, he would recommend that the MTC be willing to support
either or both agencies (Mn/DOT and/or Regional Rail Authorities) as the
designated authority (ies) to carry out the design and construction phases of the
project system. He confirmed that the Regional Rail Authorities have
contributed "vastly" more than other agencies have contributed to the
development of light rail transit.
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Commissioner Paulson suggested that the MTC remain actively involved
in the overall development process to ensure a facile transition from
construction to operation. Ms. Auld confirmed that it is essential for the MTC
to be actively involved in the preliminary design and engineering so that when
the systems and operations aspect of the operation is handed over, the MTC
will be thoroughly familiar with the various development aspects. She suggested
that the MTC staff serve in an advisorory capacity with the responsibility to
review and comment upon preliminary design and construction plans and
processes. ;

Other Items Which May Properly Come Before the Meeting

Legal Services Report - Commissioner Paulson circulated copies of a
report on Legal services and requested that Commissioners review- the
document. He suggested that discussion of the report be placed on the agenda
of the Operations Committee scheduled to meet August 28.

Budget Timeline - Responding to a question by Commissioner Nawrocki,
Mr. Capell said that staff intends to bring the proposed 1991 budget 10
Committee in mid September and to allow the Commission a month t0 review
the proposals. Mr. Thompson indicated that the MTC is not governed by the
timeiines established by the "Truth in Taxation" legislation. He said that the
RTB concurs that the MTC submit its 1991 budget proposal in October, 1990.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 5:49 p.m.






