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WORK SESSION
MIDWAY CORRIDOR LRT PE & EIS

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 4, 1990
3:00 TO 5:00 PM
316 COURTHOUSE - LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM

Opening Remarks - Chairman John T. Finley
Study Progress and Schedule - Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Dick Wolsfeld

Alignment and Station Issues - Dave Warner, Dick

Wolsfeld, Jim Tolaas, and Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
(Including right of way needs, station location and
layout, park and ride lots)

a. Soo Line/I-94 Motley bypass
Soo Line Railroad right of way
Northwest LRT Corridor connection
I-94 median

University Avenue Station/intersection/pedestrian crossing
spacing
On-street parking (replacement needs)

Pierce Butler Route Layout description

Capitol Area At-grade alternatives
CAAPB recommendation
Tunnel analysis

Downtown Alignment issues
Downtown Task Force recommendation
Tunnel analysis
Building owner meetings

Fowm— Ocd..9 330 WTC.

Publicity Plan - Jill Goski
Ridership forecast update - Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Dave Varner

Discussion of evaluation of alignments related to RCRRA goals -
Dick Wolsfeld

Conclusion - Chairman John T. Finley, Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Printed on Recycled Paper




Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Midway Corridor LRT PE & EIS
Commissioners Work Session

ALIGNMENT AND STATION ISSUES

Light rail transit alignments and stations will be discussed
at two levels. First, a general description of corridor
alignment and station locations and overall issues will be
presented. This discussion will cover 1location of the
alignments, location of stations on each alignment, station
features and needs, the implications of providing park-and-
ride facilities, and the need for acquisition of right-of-
way.

Second, each alignment will be described in detail using
maps which will be on display at the work session. The
description will focus on specific alignments and issues
related to them, significant right-of-way needs, engineering
constraints and issues, coordination with other agencies,

major alternatives, outstanding issues, and the concurrent
study of tunnels in the Capitol and Downtown areas.

I.  DESCRIPTION OF CORRIDOR ALIGNMENTS, STATIONS AND
ISSUES

A. BN/Pierce Butler Route Alignment (map attached)
1. Alignment (8.1 miles, Oak Street to Downtown)

2. Stations (11 stations, 0.7 miles average
spacing)

3. Travel Time Downtown to Downtown 32 minutes.
University Avenue Alignment (map attached)
1. Alignment (7.9 miles, Oak Street to Downtown)

2. Stations (18 stations, 0.4 miles average
spacing)

3 Travel Time Downtown to Downtown 39 minutes.

Soo Line/I-94 Alignment (map attached)
Alignment (8.2 miles, Oak Street to Downtown)

Stations (11 stations, 0.7 miles average
spacing)

Travel Time Downtown to Downtown 28 minutes.
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D. Station Features
1% Minimum Features
a. Platform

b. Vehicular and Pedestrian Access
(including handicapped)

c. Passenger Drop-off/Pick-up
Additional Features

d. Bus Loading/Unloading

b. Park-and-Ride Lot

C. On-Site Circulation

d. Site Amenities (e.g., landscaping, serv-
ice commercial)

Right-of-Way Needs

1. Trackway

2. Minimum Station Facilities

3. Additional Station Facilities

4. Impact Mitigation (e.g., right-turn lane)
II. SO0 LINE/I-94 ALIGNMENT

A. Motley Bypass - The portion of the Soo Line
Railroad right-of-way between University Avenue
and Essex Street was purchased by the City of
Minneapolis for construction of the Motley Bypass
(a four-lane divided roadway connecting the I-94
interchange to University Avenue). Commercial
property adjacent to the Soo Line ROW would be
purchased in this area for construction of track
and a station at Washington Avenue.

Soo Line Railroad Right-of-Way - Between Essex
Street in Minneapolis and Fairview Avenue in
St. Paul, the LRT will use ROW purchased from the
Soo Line Railroad.

Discussions with Soo Line staff have resulted in
the following conclusions:

0 The Soo Line will continue to operate from
St. Paul (Short Line) to Minneapolis using
their mainline track.




o The Soo Line is very 1likely to seek per-
mission to abandon service on the East Side
Spur from the junction with their mainline
track to University Avenue.

The Soo Line is willing to discuss the sale
of the East Side Spur property. The storage
capacity they currently have along East River
Terrace in Minneapolis would have to be
replaced; the storage is used for general car
storage and to serve the Horner-Waldorf plant
in St. Paul.

Northwest Corridor LRT Connection - The most
likely location for a connection to the Northwest
Corridor 1is through the Minnesota Commercial
Railroad yard. The proposed LRT alignment and
profile, and the proposed Soo Line alignment and
profile allow for the future construction of the
Northwest Corridor.

I-94 Median - Light rail transit will occupy a
widened median from about Fairview Avenue to about
Western Avenue. The additional width will be
achieved through extensive use of retaining walls
along both sides of the freeway. Using this tech-
nique, right-of-way acquisition is not required
for construction of the track and station plat-
forms. Right-of-way acquisition may be required
for construction of station facilities. All
bridges and all interchange ramps would be recon-
structed to make room for LRT.

Capitol/Downtown Connection - Connections to the
Capitol Area and downtown St. Paul are being
evaluated and coordinated with at-grade and tunnel
alternative alignment evaluations currently under
way. Most 1likely connections 1leave the 1-94
median just west of Western Avenue, travel along
Ravoux Avenue, and cross Marion Street between the
Sears property and the Kelly Inn property.

Stations - Stations on the Soo Line portion of the
alignment will have their facilities located in a
fairly compact area. There may be opportunities
to assemble a site large enough to consider park-
and-ride facilities or joint development. Pedes-
trian, including handicapped, access will be
provided at both ends of each platform wherever
possible. Feeder bus and private vehicle drop-off
and pick-up areas and, if provided, park-and-ride
lots will probably be located on the station site.
Right-of-way acquisition would be required to
develop off-street facilities.




Stations on the I-94 portion of the alignment will
be mezzanine-type stations. The tracks and plat-
form will be located at the same elevation as the
freeway. Passengers will reach the street by
using stairs, escalators or elevators to the
cross-street level. Bus stops will be located on
the overhead bridge. Other facilities will be
located on property adjacent to the I-94 right-of-
way. Right-of-way acquisition will be required to
develop private vehicle drop-off and pick-up areas
and park-and-ride lots.

Park-and-Ride - Park-and-ride lots will be located
as close as possible to station platforms. At
I-94 stations, the lots will be located on pro-
perty adjacent to the frontage roads.

Right-of-Way Requirements - For construction of
track and station platforms, right-of-way will be
purchased from the Soo Line Railroad, and from
private property owners near Washington Avenue in
Minneapolis, and between Western Avenue and Rice
Street in St. Paul. Right-of-way acquisition may
also be required for construction of station
facilities such as pick-up waiting areas, park-
and-ride (if provided), or bus waiting areas.

III. UNIVERSITY AVENUE ALIGNMENT

A.

Alignment Assumptions - The 1light rail transit
line will be constructed in the center of the 120-
foot-wide University Avenue right-of-way. Sta-
tions will be 1located at about one-half mile
intervals.

Plan Development - A process is underway in which
agencies with direct interest in the details of
the design of the University Avenue alternative
are discussing those details. Under discussion
are the need for on-street parking by block, the
potential for providing replacement parking where
on-street parking cannot be maintained, the loca-
tions of full intersections and locations where
the median can be closed to crossing traffic, and
potential locations for development of LRT-related
facilities. The goal of this discussion is not to
finalize every detail of the plan, but to identify
the major features to the point where costs can be
assessed and impacts and mitigation measures can
be identified for the EIS. It should also be
recognized that needs and solutions identified now




may change between now and the time that construc-
tion of the LRT line begins. Participants in the
process are:

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
City of St. Paul

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
City of Minneapolis

Minnesota Department of Transportation

Northwest Corridor LRT Connection - The most
likely location for a connection to the Northwest
Corridor 1is through the Minnesota Commercial
Railroad yard. The proposed LRT alignment and
profile, and the proposed Soo Line alignment and
profile allow for the future construction of the
Northwest Corridor.

Stations - Stations on the University Avenue
alignment must be integrated into the streetscape.
It will not be possible to assemble a compact site
into which all station facilities can be placed.
The platforms will be in the median of University
Avenue, with one platform on the far side of the
associated cross street in each direction. Pedes-
trian, including handicapped, access will be
provided at both ends of each platform wherever
possible.

Feeder bus drop-off and pick-up area will be
located on the cross street as close to the inter-
section as possible. Private vehicle drop-off and
pick-up areas, and, if provided, park-and-ride
lots, will be located off-street, as close to the
intersection as possible. Right-of-way acquisi-
tion would be required to develop off-street
facilities.

Park-and-Ride - Park-and-ride is a particularly
difficult issue for the University Avenue align-
ment because of the intensity of existing develop-
ment along the alignment. First, assembly of a
parcel large enough to build a parking 1ot is more
difficult along University Avenue because of
existing development and because the land along
University Avenue is planned to accommodate com-
mercial uses. Second, parking regulations will be
difficult to enforce under any scenario; if park-
and-ride lots are not provided, LRT riders will
use public or commercial parking facilities as
unofficial park-and-ride 1lots; if park-and-ride
facilities are provided, those facilities will be
used by non-LRT riders who need a place to park in
the area.




Right-of-Way Requirements - The need for addi-
tional right-of-way will be determined during the
assessment of plan details discussed above.
Generally speaking, where on-street parking and
sidewalks of about ten feet or more in width are
required, additional right-of-way will be
necessary. Right-of-way acquisition may also be
required for construction of station facilities
such as pick-up waiting areas, park-and-ride (if
provided), or bus waiting areas.

IV. BN/PIERCE BUTLER ROUTE ALIGNMENT

A.

Transitway - Between 27th Avenue in Minneapolis
and Raymond Avenue in St. Paul, the LRT will be
located within the right-of-way purchased for
construction of the University Avenue transitway.
LRT and transitway buses will operate indepen-
dently.

Minnesota Commercial Yard - Between Raymond Avenue
and Transfer Road, the LRT will pass through the
railroad yard, requiring reconstruction of ladder
tracks. The LRT will go over the yard leads as it
rises- to the elevation of Pierce Butler Route at
Transfer Road.

Transfer Road to Snelling Avenue - The LRT will be
located in excess right-of-way between the north
side of Pierce Butler Route and the Burlington
Northern piggy-back yard. At Snelling Avenue,
Pierce Butler Route would be relocated to the
south side of its right-of-way; the ramp connec-
tions to Snelling Avenue would also be relocated.

Snelling to Lexington - Through this area, Pierce
Butler Route would be widened to the south into
existing street right-of-way to make room for
construction of LRT in the roadway median.

Lexington to Dale - LRT will occupy the south side
of the Burlington Northern Railroad right-of-way.

Dale to Capitol Area - At Dale Street, the LRT
will turn into the center of Minnehaha Avenue,
which has been widened to the north. The LRT will
then turn into the center of Como Avenue, which
has been widened to the southwest. The LRT will
then turn into the center of Marion Street to
reach the Capitol Area.




Northwest Corridor LRT Connection - The most
l1ikely location for a connection to the Northwest
Corridor is between Snelling Avenue and Transfer
Road. The proposed LRT alignment and profile
allow for the future construction of the Northwest
Corridor.

Stations - Stations will be located at major cross
streets. Snelling and Lexington stations will be
mezzanine-type stations. Others will be at-grade.

Park-and-Ride - Park-and-ride lots will be located
as close as possible to station platforms.

Right-of-Way Requirements - For construction of
track and station platforms, right-of-way will be
purchased from the University of Minnesota, the
St. Paul Port Authority, the Minnesota Commercial
Railroad, the Burlington Northern Railroad, and
from private property owners near University
Avenue in Minneapolis, and adjacent to Minnehaha
Avenue in St. Paul.
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1990

10:30 A.M. - LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - 316

Minutes of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority:
Board Meeting of August 28, 1990

Chairman’s Comments

Results of analysis of economic impacts for LRT in the
Midway Corridor with presentation by Jim Prost, BBP -
Discussion

Update on Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor -
Discussion

Authorize staff to negotiate a contract for South
Corridor LRT Study with BRW for an amount not to exceed
$170,435.

Approve community participation program for South
Corridor LRT Study and authorize nominations to be
solicited for membership to South Corridor Task Force.

Update on LRT Coordination Plan - Action may be taken.

Update on progress on acquisition of Burlington Northern
right of way - Discussion only.

Select St. Peter and Sixth Streets as Preferred Tunnel
Alignment in Downtown St. Paul to Compare to Surface

Alignment of Cedar and Fourth Streetsgww

-

igéh%?,]ﬁfyzc

Action is Requested.
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MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

August 28, 1990

The regular meeting of the Board of:the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
was called to order at 10:40 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

Also Present: James Van Houdt, Ed Glaubitz, Bob Clarkson, Hugh
Faville, Toni Baker, Gary Simpson, Julian Empson
Peter Vanderpoel, Ron Salmela, James Tolaas, Dick
Wolsfeld, Charleen Zimmer, Jill Goski, Kathy
DeSpiegelaere, Terry Schutten, David MacMillan
represented the County Attorney's Office, Frances
Glendenning.

Minutes - of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Meeting of
August 14, 1990.

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of
the regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Board held on August 14, 1990, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Chairman's Comments

Chairman Finley pointed out that the Major Forum has been scheduled at
7:00 P.M. on September 11, 1990. Notices have been sent to 1500 people,
and David MacMillan has advised him that the RRA does not meet the scope
from a legal standpoint of a governmental agency that is covered by no
meetings at the time. However, he does feel that we should abide by that.
If we can do it that day, it might not be such a bad idea. There are not
heavy elections other than the Governor's election in any of the real
close affected districts that he is aware of in the primary. So, his own
thinking is that we should change it from 7:00 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. If we
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change it to another date, we will have problems with the location for
this forum, and also with the consultant being available.

Commissioner Hunt is concerned, would we send out notices. Chairman
Finley said we would send out notices to everyone who received the first
notice, this would be a follow-up. To change a day we would have another
problem. If none of the members have a strong feelings on this, maybe

we should just send out the new notice. There were no comments from any
Board Members.

Another thing which Chairman Finley wished to mention was a letter which

was sent from Keith Langseth, essentially endorsing Mn/DOT doing the
construction, and asking the Transportation Board to approve it, which

they did do. The MTC, on the other hand, has recommended that the counties

do it. Rather than getting into this at this point, he would like the Board

to know that there are two different people lined up two different ways already.
Down below there is some item on the agenda, Item 7, so this could be discussed
at that time.

Update on the Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor

Chairman Finley asked at the close of business yesterday, where does this .
stand.

Dick Wolsfeld addressed the Board, as of yesterday the Metropolitan has
completed the forecasts for the three alternative alignments in the Midway
Corridor, and they have transmitted them to Cambridge Systematics, who

we retained with the Board's approval, to look at the patronage forecasts

to see if they can find any errors in the forecasting process. This is about
the third time that we have gone through this cycle, with Metropolitan Council
producing the forecasts, and then they are analyzed, and then we have found
things like some bus routes were inadvertently left out of the system. They
found what this patronage forecasting model does is it represents the trans-
portation system, it represents the bus system, the light rail, the road
system, sidewalks of downtown, the walking system. They did not connect

the light rail stations into the walking system correctly. So, this is now
the third cycle, so we have a better feeling we are getting closer to the
end. Our consultant now has this information, they are reviewing it, and

by the end of this week, they may say they have solved all the technical
problems, and the model is doing as well as it can in terms of producing a
forecast. Or, they may say no, they have still found some what they think
are technical errors in this area, and may have to do some more work.

is 75 to 80% confident that this is the last report, and hopefully by the
end of the week they will conclude the process. He knows that everyone
is frustrated by it, the Metropolitan Staff has done everything they could

Mr. Wolsfeld, in terms of putting probabilities on this, he would say he .
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do, in fact they have gone way above and beyond in terms of putting in

work effort to do it. As you know, we have two additional computers, so we
can make runs faster. Mr. Wolsfeld feels that they have done everything
possible to move the process along.

To summarize, Mr. Wolsfeld said he is 70 to 80% confident that this is the
last round, and we should have it by the end of the week.

Commissioner Schaber asked what the plus and minus factor will be on
this report.

Mr. Wolsfeld replied that if the population and employment projections are
correct, this means that what you forecasted is correct, and if the systems
(the competing systems) you have in there, highway, bus, and light rail, if
they perform as the model assumes, if gasoline prices are what the model
assumed, there are a whole series of assumptions that go in there. If those
assumptions are correct, its ability to produce is then in the neighborhood
of plus or minus 20%. If one of the input variable changes, that is not in
that plus or minus 20%. So, this is saying, if our assumptions relative to
the input parameters are correct, our ability to forecast, you are trying to
forecast who is going to ride light rail, the bus, who is going to be an auto
passenger, who is going to be a driver twenty years from now - that is what
you are forecasting for three different alignments, this is plus or minus 20%.

Chairman Finley: asked if this Board will know what all the assumptions are.

Mr. Wolsfeld said, yes, they had a meeting last March with all of the technical
people in the region, RCRRA staff was there, other staffs from the other RRA's,
they went over the assumptions on the price of gasoline, price of parking,

auto speeds, transit speeds, all of these input variables.

Chairman Finley commented that one of the assumptions is wrong already,
the price of gasoline. Mr. Wolsfeld replied that this could drop five
months from now.

Scheduling of Work Sessions

Chairman Finley mentioned that the Work Session last week had been cancelled,
due to the inability of some Commissioners to be present.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere informed the Board, due to the conflict with meetings
being held after Board Meetings on three Tuesdays out of the month, it has
been increasingly difficult. On the fourth Thursday we have the Inter-
govenmental Committee Meeting.
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Chairman Finley feels that the Work Sessions have been good, and we have
had excellent attendance, and with two members on vacation, we thought it
better to wait for all members to be present, it is an important time for
us to get into the nitty, gritty of the alignment decision.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said the Work Session will last about two hours.
After some discussion, the Board members mutually agreed on September 4th,
for the RRA Board to meet approximately 3:00 P.M., as soon as the Board

Meeting is over.

Assumptions for Park/Ride Facilities for the Midway Corridor

Ms. DeSpiegelaere addressed the Board, since the Environmental Impact
Statement for Midway Corridor is necessary to make assumptions on whether
park/ride facilities will be provided and where. This topic is likely to be
a controversial one. In conversations with the City of St. Paul staff, this
is by no means a formal position, they indicated that perhaps no park/ride
facilities should be considered on any of the three alignments proposed for
the Midway Corridor. The position of the RTB staff is that they feel there

should be park/ride stations at some locations, and this is her opinion also .
that these should be considered. In preparing forecasts for the Midway

Corridor, the model has indicated that a magnitude of park/ride space on

the order of 1000 to 1500 would be used on any of the three alignments.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere asked that BRW conduct a research as to what other cities
have done in regards to park/ride, and they have prepared what she considers
to be a very useful summary on the basis of conversations with other cities
about where park/ride facilities were provided. One of the things to note is
that the Midway Corridor is different from others which are connecting down-
towns to suburban areas, the Midway Corridor connects the two downtowns is

a little different. Even so, it appears that there should be some provision
of park/ride facilities.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere called on Dick Wolsfeld to present the information that
BRW has prepared, and to show you some presentation boards on the alternatives.

Mr. Wolsfeld explained that essentially where we start is the patronage model
which they are doing gives a unrestrained forecast of how people will get to
each station. So, if you have an unlimited number of park and rides, here
would be the demand for each of the stations for park/ride, and this is 1,000
to 1600 spaces inthe Midway Corridor which Ms. DeSpiegelaere is talking about.
This translates into a lot of land to provide 1500 spaces, each space takes
about 300 square feet of land. They Tooked at three alternatives, one is
don't provide any park/ride, secondly is provide park/ride as the model tells .
you, and thirdly, this is inbetween that in terms of essentially where there
is other utilized vacant, substandard property, a willing seller, then you
would go into the property, and build a park/ride.
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Mr. Wolsfeld continued, what they are recommending as an approach in the
Environmental Impact Statement in order to assess the impacts on property
acquisition is that latter approach, that park/ride facilities be planned
for the purpose of preparing the EIS for the Midway Corridor, on what they
call a space available basis. The technical memo talkes about space avail-
able basis, as publicly owned, under-utilized, or sub-standard properties.
To give an idea of what this means, they picked two alternative scenarios.
One is Lexington and I-94 and the other is Lexington and University for the
Midway Corridor.

Mr. Wolsfeld pointed these out on the presentation board, as by looking

at them you can see the implications of the policies. He described fully
the area surrounding I-94 and Lexington, the station would be under the
platform, you can get down from either side with elevators and escalators,
to the platform, and the platform sits underneath the bridge. They would
widen the bridge out for MTC buses, so if you are on a bus, the bus pulls
in, drops the people off, picks them up, and continues on its way. They

are able to handle buses by widening the bridge, and putting the buses right
on to the bridge. Under the bridge there is natural shelter from the bridge
for the platform, and they would also have some lower level shelters for
infrared heating, etc. This would be the minimum to provide the feeder bus.
This all was shown on the diagram, so there was no acquisition needed for
right of way.

Dropping people.off, or picking passengers up, we would provide an off street
facility for that park/ride, pull off, wait for passenger, then drive away.
This requires property acquisition. In this case it would require buying an
apartment complex to accomplish that, and acquiring a gas station at that
location to accomplish that. The gas station may not be a willing seller,
nor an under-utilized property, so this would be in conflict with the policy.

[f you provided the forecasted park/ride demand for this area which is some
300 spaces, we would have to go in and acquire the apartment complex,

Jimmy Lee Recreation Center and Field in order to provide that, and there

are some single family residences. They would also have to provide some

on the north side in terms of the additional gas station, apartment building,
and he showed the scale of the property acquisition that they would have to
do at the Lexington [-94 Station in order to provide park/ride that the model
says the demand is for, the 300 spaces.

This is typical of each of the stations along the facility, so you are going
to have that order of magnitude of land devoted to park/ride facilities, you
are into a fairly major property acquisition phase, and so what we are saying
is the appropriate policy is to provide park/ride facilities where there is
publicly owned land that is available, under-utilized, or sub-standard dev-
elopement, or there is a willing seller, that is where we would do the
property acquisition, otherwise, if it was a single family neighborhood, if
there was intense development, we would not go into a property acquisition
phase.
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Mr. Wolsfeld continued, the same application, if you move up the street

to the intersection of University and Lexington, assuming the light rail

is on University, he pointed out the station at Lexington, and pullouts

could be provided to provide feeder bus service on Lexington. He pointed

out Kowalski's, 0'Brien Funeral Home, White Castle, Kentucky Fried Chicken.

In this case the first would provide a place for passenger pickup and
dropoff, so they would have to acquire a dental office, and Kentucky Fried
Chicken, he doubts if you would consider either of these under-utilized or

a willing seller. The other corner would be White Castle. The third

would be to try and work out something with the shopping center where they
have some excess spaces, those people would want to park close to Lexington

so they could walk to the station. You could develop some kind of an agreement
for plowing snow, take liability, in trade for having designated LRT park/ride.
He does not know if they would be willing to do that. It would certainly be
cheaper than going in and having to acquire property. However, they could

not provide 300 spaces, they show about 210, but this might be a case where
you could work something out. You would not be taking any property off the

tax roles, so you might be able to negotiate something.

The important thing as they prepare the EIS in terms of identifying specifical
what the impacts of constructing light rail are, depending on how that park/ril
policy varies, you would have very, very different impacts in terms of right of
way acquisition. You want to be as definitive as possible in terms of defining
those impacts, so this policy is fairly important in terms of assessing what
those impacts are.

There is another station which happens to be in Hennepin County, at Franklin
where there is an area to hold 320 spaces, it is a vacant site, there is a
for sale sign on it. A year ago, it was probably a functioning business and
was not for sale, so there might be a window of opportunity there, where you
might be able to go in and acquire that, that is a willing seller.

What they are suggesting is a policy, and Ms. DeSpiegelaere has put together
a resolution.,

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said as this has not been through the Committee structure,
we thought it would be best if you set a policy direction for the EIS, and
if the committees and community at large had an opportunity to react to this
during the EIS hearing process and review period, and she would bring back
the comments to the Board.

Commissioner McCarty would 1ike to know who would be using this park/ride.

Mr. Wolsfeld the people who would use this are the one who own automobiles,

and generally are within a mile or mile and a half away where it is too far

to walk. There is no north-south bus on Lexington. Rather than have someone .
take them or pick them up, they would drive, and they may not want to wait for

a feeder bus - these people would have a demand for about 300 spaces for this
location for this kind of service.
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Commissioner Salverda commented rather than condemning property, he thinks
this approach is the best of the alternatives, and also you will be bringing
this back after the hearing process anyway.

Commissioner Norgard asked about the third alternative. Mr. Wolsfeld said

the BN-Pierce Butler route is almost identical to this one as an alternative.
At the Lexington Station there is more land, but in some cases where it is more
difficult. They have this alignment at the same level of detail.

Commissioner Norgard also mentioned that people coming from the North would
rather only go to the BN, rather than coming further into town. There should
be more land out there, rather than University and I-94. Mr. Wolsfeld said

at the intersection of Energy Park Drive and Lexington, on the southwest
corner, there is a big parcel which could serve as the park facility, although
there are development plans for that site also.

Chairman Finley wished to correct the statement, it is the northwest corner
of Pierce Butler, not Energy Park Drive.

Commissioner Schaber's concern is the fact that we may be penny-wise and

pound foolish as if we do not provide adequate parking, then all of the
forecasting we are doing for riderships, etc. and the fact is that we do not
have the numbers of people riding that we want to have that we are constructing
this multi-million dollar system for. He is not totally convinced that we
should be using what you are saying. Maybe it should be somewhere inbetween,
with some minimum of 100, then after that we may know whether we have to expand
it, or it is adequate, but regardless we just cannot say we are only doing it
if it is available, we have to make some commitments to certain minimums in
these areas, or why are we building these systems if we are afraid to spend
some monies to acquire some land for parking which is a critical part of making
this system work.

Commissioner McCarty feels that maybe we ought to be putting our energies to
encourage people to ride the LRT, he is not sure this 1is the right direction,
are we going to get people out of their warm cars on a cold day, and use the
park/ride if the train does not happen to be there. Maybe there should be a
better feeder system to get people out of their cars.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere agrees there is a need for adequate feeder buses. In the
surveys of other cities they found that other cities did not provide the park/
ride as forecast. She does not think that not providing the numbers of

spaces as forecast need for ridership will have a severe impact on ridership.
She also wanted to make the Board aware that the concern by the St. Paul
staff is taking this amount of land off the tax rolls.
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Commissioner Ahrens tends to agree that if we do not provide fairly adequate
parking it discourages people using the system, regardless of how wonderful
the feeder buses may be, she does think that we have to pull from that
clientele that would not tend to use buses, and pull them out of their auto-
mobiles. If you have to walk three blocks to get a bus to get to the stop,
she does not think you walk it, you get in your car, you drive, but then you
want to be sure you get a parking space. She supports this policy or reso-
lution, but with some real hesitancy, but when push comes to shove, we may
have to do much more than just take something when land is available. We
are in an inner city situation, you can't just apply what we would do, if

we were doing this out in Shoreview, where we might be able to take land if
it is available. In the city the land is not going to be available for the
most part, unless we make it, on any of these alignments that we are talking
about. She tends to agree with Commissioner Schaber that we should not be
penny-wise and pound foolish on this, as we are putting so much money into
it, we should do it right.

Chairman Finley feels the same way, even if we had a reduced number, as
Commissioner Schaber pointed out, even if the system calls for a maximum
or minimum of 300. If we said on every station stop we are going to have .

a minimum of 100, this is where it has to be, and based upon 100 or 200

cars, this is what we anticipate the cost is going to be at the corner of
Lexington and University, cost at 94 and Lexington is going to be this,

as well as Pierce Butler and Lexington - so we build some cost into this

so that we have a realistic number for dollars as well, which he thinks is
important. No space will be available free of charge, there has to be a dollar
figure some place, no one is going to give you the space, the difference is
whether they give it to you willingly or not. We have to have some benchmark,
even if we take it off the assessed value at the County Assessor's Office as

a benchmark figure, this is something.

Commissioner Norgard said if this light rail is going to run any other place,
other than between the two downtowns, you might be right, but if it is going
to go some place, then you should be able to put that ride somewhere, you
could for example take the swamp that the County owns on Larpenteur, we do
not use it, it is not on the tax rolls. You could put 2,000 cars out there,
take the bus and ride right into this. He doesn't care where you have the
stations, you have to get on the bus anyway, where it is one mile or more.

[f you are just going downtown Minneapolis or St. Paul, you might just as
well jump on a bus and go where you want. The line has to go somewhere.

Chairman Finley thinks that we all agree that it has to go some place, and

if this is going to be the only line in the Twin City area, he does not know
if anyone on the Board would support the system. But, we do have the people
who would be willing to leave their car in a park/ride lot, a mile or two
miles away, rather than taking it to the downtown, where it sits in a parking
ramp at a couple hundred dollars a month.
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Another issue that we have, according to Commissioner Schaber, is that
this is supposed to be the first Tine, and hopefully, it should work
properly and correctly. One of the issues with that has to be that we
have to provide a basic minimum of parking at the station area. We are
Just kidding ourselves if we are not going to do that. We ought to go
back to those costs, it would be a real mistake, as he is not convinced
that we need 200 or whatever, but he thinks we have to provide at least
100, something like that, so when we start to use, the people who want to
ride, will have a place to park. Nothing would be worse than to have them
come down there, and the area be filled. They would be lost forever. That
is one of the problems the lots almost have to be oversized to make sure
that it is adequate. We have to acquire some land, this has to be some of
our cost, this is part of the system we are in, you cannot avoid it.

Commissioner Salverda understands we are going to get another shot at this,
this is just a conceptual, preliminary decision as far as he is concerned.
The most conservative approach which is what the recommendation is should
be considered, get the public input. We really can't now go either way,
but we should ge the process moving.

Chairman Finley believes we get another shot at it,what would be lacking

would be the dollars that might be associated with it, as we go through the
EIS. The EIS is going to affect the environmental costs, or savings, depending
upon what the decision is, but there is always the cost of acquisition that
should maybe be built into the engineering part of the process. This is his
concern.

Ms. DeSpiegelare said in terms of the EIS preparation, it would be wise to take
the most rigorous course of action into account if you are leaning toward

the direction of making more park/ride facilities available to include the

land acquisition in the EIS, and then scale back.

Chairman Finley said if you are concerned about the public input into this
process, he is referring to the Resolved on Page 1, what we should do is

leave the last one, relook at it, but the second to the last one is that we
have a consistent park/ride facilities will be planned for the purposes

of preparation, put in the word consistent, and strike out the space available
basis. This will give us a consistency so that if you take 200 or 100, 300,
take it consistently on the three alignments, and not do it on a space
available.

Commissioner Schaber followed up on Ms. DeSpiegelaere's comment that if we
do it on the broadest available, we will never have a problem if we scale
it back. However, if we start similarly on the other side, which is only
on the space available, then we decide later on that we want to really go
into it, we may almost have to redo the EIS. We would have to go back
through the whole process again.
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Mr. Wolsfeld explained if there is a significant difference in the impact,
we would have to redo that.

Commissioner Schaber feels then we should err more on the side of more
parking spaces, than space available, because he thinks we would determine
we should have had 300, rather than go back and redo it.

Chairman Finley suggested that the word consistent be changed to read
maximum, and then leave the second resolve in there that we relook at it
depending upon what goes on, so the public does not feel that they are out
of this process.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere asked if we should provide 1,000 on each. Chairman Finley
feels we should be realistic, if 1,000 is the right amount for the whole
alignment, at 200 or 300 at Lexington, some at Snelling, etc.

Mr. Wolsfeld discussed taking the preliminary design plans out for a public
hearing, and you are acquiring single family homes, and you are acquiring

the businesses, then those are in the preliminary design plans. When you are
now directly impacting people, they tend to show up, and express a lot of dis-
comfort with the direction. As Ms. DeSpiegelaere mentioned, the right of way
acquisition for the park/ride, you can imagine the arguments, you are going
to acquire my property so that someone two miles away, who is too lazy to get
on a feeder bus, and park right next to the station to get on and ride this,
[ now lose my business and my home, I do not think that is fair. Let them
move where I Tive closer to the line. On the other hand the points about

if you do not provide adequate access to the stations, the whole system

does not work, so it will be a spirited discussion.

Commissioner Schaber, looking at a 300 car lot as opposed to 100, feels it

is better to do that rather- than say we: are taking what is available, then

after the fact, after they have agreed we go back and do it to them. That is
not being straight. It is better to err on the side of being more aggressive
on the number of spaces, we can slide it back. We are not going in there and
saying we are not going to bother you, then a year later come back and say

we need more property. He would rather move this way.

Commissioner Salverda made a motion, but there was no second.
Chairman Finley then reiterated the proposed resolved in the resolution,

on the space available basis would be deleted, and the word maximum would
be added.

Commissioner Schaber would move this, this is a departure from what was being
recommended, but he would move the resolution with the propsed changes. He .
feels strongly that is the way we should do it.

Commissioner Norgard will second this, and he commented that in looking at
the Eastern Cities, you need lots of space, no matter where you put it to
encourage people to come in, use that space, and go wherever you want.




Minutes
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
August 28, 1990

Commissioner Norgard feels you will kill the system if you put a limit
on the parking area, the more space you have, the more ridership you will
have, and if it is a rental spot you may get the money back in some kind
of a fee anyway.

Commissioner McCarty would Tike to know how you enforce this parking area.
Mr. Wolsfeld explained that if there is a problem, where the demand exceeds
the supply, then you can go to policing. To his knowledge, the park system
is now the only system in the country, they have talked about structured
parking, about condominizing the space, they have gone to that extent. Some
charge for it, others don't charge for it. The thing we learn by calling
the fifteen cities, there is no consistent application, some say no, they
are not acquiring property, others take a position that the system is going
to work, that you have to do that, and that is part of the building the
system, others say no they will rely on the feeder bus, this is competing
with the feeder bus - so they may not be able to provide a good feeder bus
system. So, there is no consistent application on how they do it around the
country, each one is a little different.

Commissioner Schaber moved the following recommendation, seconded by

Commissioner Norgard.

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
L '\ /
Q\ W L/,%;
| ")
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RESOLVED, That maximum park/ride facilities will be planned
for the purposes of preparation of the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Midway Corridor 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.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted. =

Ten-year Budget for LRT in LRT Coordination Plan

Chairman Finley said this is information that is going to the Advisory

Committee. Ms. DeSpiegelaere confirmed that this is going tomorrow to

the Joint Advisory Committee and Commissioners Ahrens and Hunt would like directic
from their colleagues on this.

Commissioner Salverda has a question on the assumption of the Federal
funding, as at previous meetings we were really skeptical on this, and .

this makes the assumption that there will be.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said staff talked about this a week ago at their
meeting about the assumption of federal funding. David Minister was
at this meeting, and he viewed the assumption of federal funding as
not being unreasonable.

Chairman Finley also has a concern, and he has said this at the RTB
Meeting, as well as privately, to Derus and Minister, he thinks that we
should be talking about 1% to transit. If the Legislature wants to make
it 1/2% or 1/4% for LRT and something for something else, that would be

in their bailiwick. If we go up with 1/2%, it will be 1/4%, if we go

up with 1/4% it will be 1/10%, and there won't be enough money to do it.
Everybody will say why didn't we tell them it was going to cost this. We
will say yes, we did it was going to cost this, but you did not listen to
us. We thought that we would have room to cut it back, and as we get into
this, as we have gotten into every other capital project that we have been
involved with in the 20 years, he does not know why LRT would be something
different. He feels very, very strongly on that, we should be talking about
1% for transit, if we talked about something less, we will have less than
that left. That is the way it works, that is the system.

Chairman Finley said we might as well be realistic, if we need 1% to operate
the transit system in the metropolitan area, be it bus, LRT construction,
LRT operation, that is what it is going to cost, and he thinks that is what
it does cost. It may be that we will have to reduce the property tax as

a tradeoff on that that is now being levied for the purposes of subsidizing
the bus system, but that is part of what goes on when you are talking to
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Legislators, they require you to do certain things, he feels very, very
strongly, that we start talking about something less, we might as well
throw in the towel, we are wasting our time. Whatever less is, will be
less than that. He told them to not even put this down on the paper,
he made it very strong.

Commissioner Hunt thinks there is a real dilemma here because these
projections that have been put together on the implementation on the second
and third phase even those are based on a speeded up implementation because

of the fact that there was going to be more money than was needed for the
implementation. 'If you are going to ask the Legislature for 1%, rather than
1/2%, then you are faced with the problem of how you justify that, and speed
up the process even more than it has been speeded up. There has been some
reluctance on the part of us to speed it up the way the proposal is coming out
of the LRT Advisory Committee. It gets back to what she brought up at the
last meeting that the Midway section was supposed to sort of a pilot program,
and then you would add on to it. So, there is a real dilemma on the time
table and the amount of money that a 1% sales tax would bring in. We could
further complicate things, she would find it difficult to go back to the LRT
Advisory Committee and say this body wants to support a 1%, then we would have
to redo this whole schedule of implementation.

Chairman Finley does not think that you do, what this deals with is an assumption
of $200 million, or $150 million of Federal Funds which he thinks is unrealistic.
This is going to have to be picked up some place else. Also, it does not deal
with the operating cost of the system, then that is going to have to be picked

up some place else. He feels very strongly that we should be talking about those
things because if he was a Legislator the first thing he would ask at a Committee
meeting is who is going to pay to run this system, how is it going to be paid for.
We are going to have $200 million in planning money, they will say, they just
thought we were going to build it. We are fragmenting something that is going

to come back to absolutely haunt us. He is very, very fearful of it as what

we are doing is not a matter of being straightforward, it is a matter of saying
we can get by for less in order to get this thing built, and he does not think

it is fair. That is his feeling, that is why he says transit, and he means

the total system, we are going to reroute the buses, etc., to make LRT work,

then let's take all those costs, let's offset them, and really do a job. We

are paying these people enough money, anyone can figure out how much it costs

to pay off a bond.

Commissioner Schaber agrees, he looks at the last sheet which is a Summary
sheet, depending on which scenario you are looking at, you are looking at
federal funding of $200 million and $166 million, which is between 16 and 21%
of your total construction costs, plus beyond that you show a deficit. So,
why are we talking about 1/2% or 1/4% when Federal funds are funny money to
start with, if there is any, and also there is a deficit beyond that, and

and also, the operating costs. It seems to him that the deficit would be

$127 million or $131 million), then we are not even dealing with operating
costs. 1if we are going to give the Legislature the full picture as to what
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is true because of the cost of building this system and running it, then

we have to give the operating cost as part of that package, you can't fragment
it out, as obviously the Legislature if they looked at so many million, as to
a billion, you have to give them the story, the total story, we may have to
buy more buses as part of the total transit system. We have to go in with
that kind of a scenario, or we are just kidding ourselves and kidding the
Legislature.

Chairman Finley added, most of all we are kidding our constituency, who

says 1/4%, they took the other 1/2%, then we have to operate that, now we
have to pay more income tax to pay for the operation of that, the property
taxes are going to go up because there is no money to operate the bus system.

Commissioner Schaber said what really bothers him is why are these Federal
dollars shown, when everyone around this table says there are not any.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained that the assumption for the 10 year budget were

in the Financial Plan, this was for sales tax for transportation costs, the
operating costs were to be paid for out of the Motor Vehicle Excis Tax. This
is what it should Took Tike without Federal Funds. -

Mr. Wolsfeld said the frequency between the corridors if 5 1/2 years, 66
months, after you do the first corridor, the next corridor you start is 5 7/2
versus the 36 or 42 months because you are essentially taking the $100+ million
dollars in federal funds, and you have to build up more revenue off the 1/4¢
sales tax to pay for that, this takes about 2 1/2 years, so it slides that next
corridor up to 66 months, or 5 1/2 years before you start the next one. With
1/2¢, you would be going 12 months frequencies, so if you lose the $200 million,
you would go through about a 16 or 17 month frequency to start.

Chairman Finley believes the MTC budget is $62 million, is what the RTB is
approving for 1991 on the property tax. $62 million for the operations of
the bus system. His point is if you can give them something saying, if we
are going to reduce the property tax on the front end, we are going to be
able to take that money for transit, do things, and really make this LRT
system work. We are going to use the money, change the routing of the bus,
it is going to cost more money than just the capital outlay for the lines,
and park/ride. He thinks it makes more sense. if the Legislature decides
that this is way too much money to be giving to it, that is their choice.

Commissioner Ahrens agrees with Chairman Finley, and this will put them
on the losing side at the meeting tomorrow.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere understands that the direction of this group at the i??*
meeting tomorrow, the preferred option is to consider the 1¢ sales tax .,..
for transit, and this would be used and that would be used for bus and b

LRT capital and operating costs, and then go back and look at what this

would do to these alternatives. If this were the case, then 1/2¢ or 1/4¢

sales tax for LRT might be for construction. You also have reservations

about Federal funding.
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Chairman Finley said somewhere down the line we need to get down to
realisms.

Commissioner Hunt does not know if her assumption is correct, but her
assumption is that some of the powers to be at the RTB have been exploring
this whole matter with key Legislators, and she does not know if they have
found any real interest in the folks who are willing to introduce a 1¢.
She senses there is a possibility a 1/2% may be introduced. This is the
political reality we are talking about here, but she is not saying that as
a deterrent to taking the position we want to take, but that is what is
propelling some of the kinds of efforts.

Chairman Finley stated that he particularly told an individual who was

at the meeting, let them get the gratitude for reducing it from 1% to a 1/2%.
That is what they are there for, and that is why he feels strongly, that

we think we need it, if the Legislature says 1/2, so be it. But, to say that
it does not cost anything for park/ride facilities is not the case.

Commissioner Hunt said the political reality might be how are you even going
to get it discussed in a Committee, if you do not have someone who is willing
to introduce a bill.

Chairman Finley agrees, let the Legislators decide that 1% that we requested
is too much.

Commissioner McCarty said Senator Langseth made it very clear that they would
expect something out of this for other areas in the state, and in his mind

it is a foregone conclusion, if we don't talk about a transportation bill in
the big picture first, and then out of the 1% tax, we will need a certain
part of that for LRT, leaving something for the secondary roads in the other
areas.

Chairman Finley was in Madison, Wisconsin yesterday, he saw an article in
the Milwaukee paper, the counties have a 1/2% sales tax for capital projects.
They do not want it to be permitted to be used for operations, but for the
one shot of capital projects. Maybe that is why the State does not want to
use this for operations, this is a decision that is going to be made by the
Legislature.

Commissioner Ahrens asked if we should support a motion on this, as this was
for discussion. Commissioner Hunt said they should need direction.

The Board discussed whether this resolution be for transit, or be called
transportation, this would be 1% in the metropolitan area, and would include
operating costs of the system. If this was proposed statewide, there would
be a greater problem.




Minutes
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
August 28, 1990

Commissioner Hunt believes that using the word transportation will make this
a more viable motion at the Committee because other suburban counties would
use some of the money for things other than transit, they would use it for
roads, and, therefore, they would support it.

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

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Commissioners have participated in discussions on funding of
light rail transit and have reviewed proposals for the 10-year
LRT implementation plan as part of the LRT Coordination Plan; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Commissioners have considered that in addition to— the capital
costs for LRT, other transportation needs require consideration,
such as:

1 The current annual MTC subsidy of $70 million.

2 The operating subsidy for the proposed LRT feeder bus
system.

Additional LRT corridors.

The speculative nature of the $200 million in federal
funding assumed for LRT capital costs.

The operating subsidy for the proposed LRT system.
Other transportation needs in the region.
Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
supports a one percent metropolitan sales tax for transportation.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

At this time due to the conflict which some Commissioners have for a noon
Meeting, Items 9 through 13 were acted upon. However, the minutes for
these items will appear in the normal agenda order.

Chairman Finley suggested that this meeting be recessed at this time, until
1:30 P.M. and Items 7 and 8 will be discussed at that time.
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Following the Special Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board
Meeting to approve the proposed levy for 1991, the regular meeting of
the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was resumed at 1:40 P.M.
in the Large Conference Room of 316 Court House.

LRT Coordination Plan - Implementation and Organization

Ms. DeSpiegelaere distributed copies of the MTC Meeting, and while this

was being done Commissioner Hunt reported on the last meeting of the Downtown
Task Force, they discussed the tunnel alignments, entrances, etc., and the
next two meetings is when the major decisions are going to be made, and she
indicated she would ask the Chairman to be sure to remind the two City
Council members (who only attended the first meeting) that it was very
important that they be there for this meeting because this is when all

the major decisions will be made at the next two meetings. She personally
reminded Tom Dimond about it, and she suggested that Bill Wilson be reminded
also.

Chairman Finley commented that this is what the City requested us to do,
and then they have not shown up.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said the consultant's recommendation was that the RTB
be the implementing agency.

Chairman Finley said some say the RTB, Senator Langseth says Mn/DOT, and
MTC says the County. Ms. DeSpiegelaere said that is correct.

Chairman Finley said what we were talking about last time, if Mn/DOT does

it, it would be lower down on the totem pole, if RTB did it they would have
to gear up on staff as they have never done anything like that, they do not
have staff, engineering type to do it, the counties have a staff that over-
laps lines. He thinks one of the suggestions which Commissioner Ahrens had
which is a pretty good suggestion is that maybe just the counties in which
that particular line is directly affecting, with a Joint Powers Agreement.

[f we have a seven county joint powers, the votes for the majority is not
really directly affected by the actual line that is under construction.

Maybe what we should be Tooking at is somewhat of a hybrid, which is Tooking
at the two counties which are most directly affected by the line that is under
construction., if they enter into a joint powers agreement with their Public
Works staffs for construction. He would support something along those lines,
that the counties oversee it, as the RTB cannot do it without a huge bureau-
cratic changeover, and a whole new development of an agency that has never
been involved in the construction area.

Commissioner Schaber, as a practical question, asked if we determine the line
to be down the freeway, it might be practical to have Mn/DOT. However, if the
determi, ition is one of the other two corridors, then there might not be a
need - do we have to make this kind of a decision at this point. There is a
big difference between running it down the freeway all the way, he would want
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Mn/DOT to be absolutely an integral part of it, but if we are to go to
one of the other alignments, then we maybe don't need Mn/DOT.

Commissioner Salverda understands that the staff is not making a decision,
but is only saying these are some key principles that the decision will have
to be under.

Chairman Finley said this is what our staff is doing, because the scenario
that happened, the consultants came in with a recommendation to the RTB,

into the Light Rail Advisory Committee, then everybody says that is not the
right recommendation, so when we discussed this at our last meeting, we asked
Ms. DeSpiegelaere to put together how this fits in with what we have set, our
goals, what we would like to see, and this is what she is coming back for us
to look at, sort of a hybrid.

Commissioner Salverda said then basically the Board can accept these

principles without making a decision on them as to a specific move. Chairman
Finley said we could.

make a recommendation.

Commissioner Hunt would 1ike to know if the Advisory Committee is going to .

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said the Advisory Committee will make recommendations, but
Committee directed staff to assess the pros and cons of various options and
come back to the September 5th meeting with information on this. Staff of
the Regional Rail Authorities have met and proposed how a joint powers could
work. They have put that in a package for September 5th meeting. Her
recommendation is not to make a specific recommendation until you have more
information.

Commissioner Ahrens has a few concerns about the principles which Ms.
DeSpiegelaere has laid out, and she would like to go over them. The ones
she is concerned about are Nos. 1, 5, 8 and 9. Assuming that we still have
an open mind to this issue, it may be that what Tooks most appealing to us
would be the Mn/DOT, and No. 1 says the active involvement of local rather
than appointed officials, is important to ensure accountability. She has two
concerns about this, is this putting us more on the side of the Joint Powers
Agreement, rather than an MTC, and secondly, she is not supportive of any
local official, they should be representatives of areas impacted as what we
have now is a lot of local officials having input, and she is not thinking
that this is the kind of pattern we should have.

Another concern is No. 5 of the principles, no organization in Minnesota
is equipped with the staff to implement LRT. A stable organization with a
history of construction of major public projects should the implementing
organization for LRT. She does not know what major public projects means,
but this would tend to say that we should go with the DOT, she feels this
is a little too strong.
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Commissioner Ahrens discussed No. 8 to deal with responsibilities. This
might say that we do not want this limited approach which Chairman Finley

is describing where we have the Joint Powers with the counties involved in
the first segment, it would change. The consultant seemed to feel that this
was not all that advantageous, that you could have a change in structure as
the various lines came on board. She is concerned about the implication

for that.

In No. 9, Commissioner Ahrens quoted that it is important that the agency
responsible have_involvement throughout plan development, engineering studies.
[f you say planned development, this may exclude Mn/DOT, and she is not sure
we would want to do that at this point.

Commissioner Ahrens feels some of these principles should have a little
modification, and she is really not sure how to modify this, it looks like
it throws us in one camp with one, and in another camp with another.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere explained that in putting these together, she had no
specific option in mind.

Commissioner Hunt thinks this is good food for thought, and she would move
that we Tay this over until the next meeting.

Chairman Finley thinks she is right, if Ms. DeSpiegelaere should think of
other things, she should put together some other broad things, because it
does make you think about the different scenarios.

Commissioner Schaber suggested on No. 1 that in place of elected officials,
it should say County Commissioners, we have the money and the responsibility.
[t seems to him as part of this, we are more cognizant of citizen concerns,
and those kind of things, and we also have the background since the beginning
of this. He is not really interested in having someone from the City Council
or the State coming on at the end of the whole process, and not having had
the background, and the benefit of a couple of years of going through all
these meetings and scenarios.

Chairman Finley thinks from looking at it very realistically. there are some
Commissioners in some of the counties who have spent a lot of time on this.

He does not know anyone at the municipal level who has spent anywhere near

the amount of time as this Board as individuals and other Commissioners

in other counties. Commissioner Schaber's point is well taken as well as
Commissioner Ahrens that in viewing No. 1 that we say County Commissioners,
and that we say of the counties most directly affected by the proposed line.
The Tine itself even if you adopt it as a policy let it be the counties where
the Tines are, that overall structure as a policy would change. We may not

be in on one of the other lines, but the policy would be that the two counties
who are involved, and others could sit there as non-voting member just to know
that there is information among all the seven counties.
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Commissioner Hunt is concerned that what if Hennepin and Ramsey were the
joint powers, and they reached an empasse, what if Hennepin wantd turnkey
approach, and Ramsey did not want turnkey approach.

Chairman Finley said then one would really have to give if they really
want the project to go forward. He does not think it is better to have
a third party who does not have an interest to break that impact, unless
you set an arbitration.

In Tooking ahead Commissioner Hunt can see this as a potential kind of
thing, She does not think that Ramsey County is all that inclined to
go turnkey where Hennepin might want it. Would that mean that the whole
thing should come to a stop. This could be a difficult kind of an issue.

Chairman Finley said for the good of the project, you better work it out,
where one of you will have to give, if you really want the project to go
forward.

You could have in your Joint Powers Agreement have a manner of arbitration
to break a deadlock as part of the agreement.

Commissioner Hunt has seen this at the LRT Advisory Committee, and she .
believes they will see this at the meeting tomorrow, the kinds of things
coming out, with the consultants approach to these issues.

Commissioner Ahrens would like to know if the Advisory Committee is aware
that Hennepin has hired their own consultant to study the structure, turnkey
approach.

Commissioner Hunt said this consultant came to the seminar they had at the
Earle Brown Center, and he had to be shut down, as he tried to monopolize
the program. This is what they are up against.

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

| The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority will lay the matter of the
LRT Coordination Plan, Implementation and Organization, and the defining
of Principles be Taid over, to be refined and brought back to this Board
at a Tater date.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Adopt First Level Evaluation Criteria and Alignments for further study for
Northeast Corridor.
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Ms. DeSpiegelaere said there are two types of recommendations coming before
the Board today, the evaluation criteria for the first level for the corridor
selection, and the second is the recommendation as to which corridors should
be studied additionally. These have been reviewed by the Technical Group,

the Northeast Task Force and the Intergovernmental Committee.

Charleen Zimmer addressed the Board, they started with a whole universe

of alternatives, all of the possible alignment, street, rail corridor,
freeway, etc., in the corridor and then used a series of evaluation criteria,
to narrow down to four different alignments that they have recommended for
study.

Ms. Zimmer displayed a Board showing what was recommended by the Task Force
and they did vote to support the following criteria. These are only the
initial criteria, they are developing and will take to the next Task Force
Meeting a set of criteria by which these alignments will be evaluated for
purposes of selecting a preferred alignment.

The first criteria served most of the Northeast Corner study area, served
major trip generators within the study area, routes that have minimal
travel time that is related to the next criteria which is to select an
alignment that will have the capability for high speed transit service,
that essentially ruled out most of the residential streets. Another is
have available right of way width, and the alignment should provide the
opportunity for future LRT extension.

Ms. Zimmer discussed the alignments we have; after looking at the Corridor,
it became clear that the corridor needed to be broken into some sub areas,
because the alignments are somewhat different in the sub areas, and certainly
the issues are.

Sub area 4 which is north of 694, there are principally three alignments in
this sub area, one which connects to 35E, and it uses a BN alignment that
runs in the Northeast direction. The second is the BN, that has a somewhat
more northerly direction, and the third is Trunk Highway 61. One point on
Hwy. 61, County Road E, at the point where BN and 61 cross, and north of
Goose Lake is not recommended. The reason for that is that 61 goes on a
causeway through Goose Lake, and in order to add LRT there we would have

to fill into the lake, and because of the impact on the lake, and the close
proximity of the BN, they are not recommending that this section of 61 be
considered. 61 can swing on to the BN north of that point, use the BN,

and then actually comes back on 61 and BN north of Goose Lake for all
practical purposes share a similar right of way. So, it does not eliminate
either of those as alternatives, it just eliminates that one section of 61
as an alternative.
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Ms. Zimmer then discussed Area 3 which is between Frost Avenue or the
Willard Munger Trail, and 694, they have three distinct alignments, 35E,
Trunk Highway 61, and the BN RR. In the St. Paul area, or sub area 2
between the Willard Munger Trail and the rail yards, this is the area
where we have the most complex issues and the most opportunity for a
variety of alignments. They have recommended four alignments in this
area, the BN, a combination of Trunk Highway 61 and Arcade, 35E, and then
a combination of the Willard Munger, primarily east-west alignment, it is
an old abandoned Soo Line that is being developed by DNR, it is owned by
DNR, combined by Westminster into downtown St. Paul. The final area is
the connection between those four alignments in downtown St. Paul, and
their sub consultant is currently looking at connections there primarily
from an engineering feasibility and cost perspective because for all
alignments there are difficulties in getting directly into downtown. The
next time they come back to this Board, they will be able to address these
connections. '

Ms. Zimmer continued, what this allows us, in particular the Willard Munger,
this allows us some flexibility, as they go through the evaluation of the
alternatives, to do a Tittle bit of mix and matching in a preferred alignment
if they prefer to do that. These are the recommended alignments, and it is
based on the criteria that we went through.

Commissioner Schaber said there is one that could be partly railroad, and
then hooking up at McKnight and going out.

Mz. Zimmer said they did initially look at at an alignment which would combine
the CNW and McKnight Road, and the reason that is not recommended is that when
they Tooked at the approximate service area or the geographic area that that
alignment would draw transit riders from, they really were not able to capture
riders from anywhere west of about 61, so we were serving less than half of
the Northeast Study area, we were beginning to get into a service area outside
of Ramsey County. Their primary interest was to try to serve as much of this
part of Ramsey County as they could.

Commissioner Schaber would like to know if it is practical at all to look at
Arcade Street, you would have to wipe out one or the other side of the businesses
on Arcade Street.

Ms. Zimmer said it is their understanding, that the City of St. Paul after it
was discussed, and this was actually recommended as an alignment in the Comp
Plan, but the City of St. Paul is looking at a combination of redevelopment
of Arcade Street along with an LRT alignment. We have chosen to recommend
that this continue to be studied, recognizing that this is a major impact

of that alternative.

Commissioner Schaber mentioned that Arcade is not that wide, and you would
have to take out one-half of the businesses. Ms. Zimmer said that is most
likely true, or a change in the function of the street.
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Ms. Zimmer said their intention in regard to land use impacts and
development or economic impact on each of these alignments, is at the
appropriate time to work with each of the cities to look at future land
uses, and at that time the analysis will be based on the City's intentions
on this alignment. The City will have to work with them if there is going
to be some redevelopment.

Commissioner Ahrens would like to know how much we would have to spend on
studying Arcade, if the City is going to pay for the cost of the study, as
well as the cost of acquiring right of way, that would be one thing, but
she does not see any point in studying something when it is so obvious it
is not going to be so productive, unless someone comes in and foots a very
big bill.

Chairman Finley said what we did on Sherburne when they wanted to tear out
all those homes or have us do it, we passed a resolution asking them to give
us an analysis of how they plan to pay for it. Maybe they could give us an
idea of how they plan to do this, before we get into the light rail plan
because it is far beyond the effects of light rail.

Commissioner Hunt's question is how much are we committed now to do in this
corridor in view of the fact that its rating on the priority list is not all
that clear. Are we going to continue to spend money at this point in time,
and pursue this like we are the Midway Corridor, or are we going to put it
on hold until we know better when its implementation date will be, if any.

Commissioner Schaber believes that 35 is scheduled for rehabbing in another
eight to ten years, so this could be an issue.

Ms. Zimmer, recognizing the sensitivity and the concerns being expressed by
the neightbors along BN, feels it might be advisable just so that they are
clear that there are some other alternatives, that we continue to look at
Arcade, so that at least we can show the tradeoff and the potential advantages
and disadvantages of the two alignments. If we do not have an alignment other
than really 35E and BN, the two are going to be quite difficult to compare
because they serve such different service areas.

Ms. Zimmer pointed out on the map the segments of the railroad that we have
to make decisions to purchase, all the way to the County line.

Chairman Finley said we wish to take action today to adopt the criteria,
and the sub-sections.

Commissioner Schaber would move it with the understanding that the cavaeat
for Arcade, doing a similar type of resolution to the City of St. Paul,

this will be extremely expensive from East Seventh to Wheelock Parkway.
Commissioner Hunt seconded this motion.
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WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railrcad Authority has
reviewed comments made on proposed alignments for study for
potential locations for LRT in the Northeast Corridor at the LRT
forum by advisory committees and by citizens; and

WHEREAS, It has been recommended that the Northeast Corridor
LRT Alignment Study consider further an alignment —along Arcade
Street from East Seventh Street to Wheelock Parkway within the
City of Sst. Paul; and

WHEREAS, These comments have been carefully considered; and

WHEREAS, Arcade Street is currently under the jurisdiction
of the Minnesota Department of Transportation; and

WHEREAS, Arcade Street has a width of 60 feet and the
minimum desirable width on Arcade Street in order to accommodate
LRT is 93 feet; and

WHEREAS, In order for Arcade Street to be considered further
for LRT it would be necessary to alter the character of existing
land uses; and

WHEREAS, The proposal to consider LRT further on Arcade
Street would require strong support from the City of St. Paul;
Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
will consider Arcade Street further as a potential alignment for
light rail transit only if by November 20:

X O The City Council of St. Paul adopts a resolution that
indicates support for additional consideration of LRT along
Arcade Street in the Northeast Corridor and an understanding
of the implications of insufficient right of way for LRT on
the street at this time; and

The Council in its resolution indicates a commitment to an
analysis of the traffic, access, relocation and economic/
land wuse implications if LRT is to be considered further on
Arcade Street; and

There 1is an understanding that the agency responsible for
LRT will not absorb the land use/transportation costs
associated with acquiring sufficient right of way to
accommodate LRT on Arcade Street; and

Neighborhood, business and Minnesota Department of
Transportatiom 'concurrence has been received by the City of
St. Paul for the proposed LRT study of Arcade Street Dby
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority before November
20; and

The continued assessment of LRT on Arcade Street is still
desired by the City Council of St. Paul at that time.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.
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Authorize BRW to prepare grant applications for LRT funds to Mn/DOT
at a cost not to exceed $5,000.00

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

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority wishes to
submit grant applications to the Minnesota Department of
Transportation for LRT funds for:

i Continuation of Phase II 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 S$5000 and that funds for preparation of the applications
shall be provided from the consulting account in the 1990 budget
adopted Dby Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, And Be It
Further -

RESOLVED, That the Chairman of Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority is authorized to sign a contract for this

- WOrk.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - C
Motion adopted.

Ratify Partial Payment No. 10 to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $107,744.28

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

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
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WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. ARCRRA 89-003, the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R89-70) :zhe
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments . to
3RW, 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. 38740, 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 3RW, 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.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted

Ratify Partial Payment No. 2 to SRF, Inc. in the amount of $27,848.91.

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

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professicnal 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 resndered 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 inveiced in
accordance with the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Resolution 290 - —requires submittal of inveice and
payment documentation to the Rail Authority £for ratification at
the next scheduled meeting <following stafZ approval of invoice
documentation; Now, Therefore, B3e It
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WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. Invoice No. 3, Parctial
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. in the
amount of $18,865.32 for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority’s share of services rendered through June 30, 1990 is
hereby ratified.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Ratify Partial Payment No. 3 to SRF, Inc. in the amount of $27,848.91.

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

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional = Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch,
Inc. for the purpose of 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, Inc. 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
Diregtor 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, Resclution RS0- 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. Inveice 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 toc Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Ine. intethe
amount of $27,848.91 <for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority’s share of services rendered through July 31, 1990 is
hereby ratified.

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

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.

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

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 465438 is approved and the Chairman
of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is authorized to
sign the amendment on behalf of the Authority.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

[tems No. 7 and No. 8 had been delayed in the normal agenda order, and
following action on Items Nos. 9 through 13, Chairman Finley suggested
that this meeting of the Regional Railroad Authority be recessed until
1:30 P.M. at which time discussion of Nos. 7 and 8 would be taken up.
However, discussion of Nos. 7 and 8 will appear in the normal agenda
order. The Board members were in agreement on this.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting was
resumed at 1:35 P.M. Items 7 and 8 were discussed at that time, however,
the discussion appears in the normal agenda order.

There being no further matters to come before this Board, Chairman
Finley declared this meeting adjourned at 2:15 P.M.
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TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning j;%ﬁf}‘
Subject: Economic Impact Analysis for the Midway Corridor
Date: August 31, 1990

The Economic Impact Analysis for the Midway Corridor is being prepared by Jim Prost,
consultant with the firm of Basile Baumann & Prost, Annapolis, Maryland. Mr. Prost
has prepared a summary of his analysis and will attend the September 11 Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority meeting to outline his work and respond to questions. He
will also speak at a forum that evening at the University of St. Thomas.

Proposals for consultant services for this project were reviewed by City of St. Paul
staff. Members of Planning and Economic Development Division staff (Larry Soderholm,
Roger Ryan, and Mark Filipi) have been involved in regular meetings with Mr. Prost to
ensure that his study met their information needs as well as those of Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority. Mr. Prost expressed interest in being considered for
this work after he met Peggy Reichert, St. Paul Planning and Economic Development
Division Deputy Director, at a conference.

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

Mr. Prost has concluded that (1) The economic development impacts of LRT in the
Midvay Corridor will not be significant; (2) If LRT is constructed on an alignment
other than University Avenue, it will not have a negative effect on economic activity
along University Avenue; (3) Because there are tradeoffs between construction-period
impacts and long-term impacts, he cannot identify a clearly preferred alignment in
the Midway Corridor on the basis of economic impacts.

ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE
Three University of St. Thomas faculty members have assisted in reviewing,
commenting, and directing Mr. Prost’s work. They are Jack Militello, Joe Krietzer
and Steve Hoffman. It is an understatement to say that their assistance has been
beneficial to Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.

RECOMMENDATION

For your information.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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e Resolution

egional

e RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, A request for proposals for consultant services for
an LRT study for the South Corridor was issued; and

WHEREAS, A staff committee of five has reviewed the
proposals, listened to presentations from the two firms which
submitted proposals, and made a recommendation that the firm of
BRW, Inc. be offered a contract; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
staff is authorized to negotiate a contract with BRW, Inc. for an
LRT study for the South Corridor with the caveat that BRW must
demonstrate that it has added sufficient staff to perform the

work in a timely and efflc.tent manner %%WJ

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary
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Donald Salverda

District 2

MEMORANDUM

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, Executive Director
, , o T
FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning X/ L/

SUBJECT: Selection of Consultant for South Corridor LRT Study

DATE: August 28, 1990

The South Corridor, extending from downtown St. Paul into Dakota
County, is included as a Group B corridor in the Regional Transit
Board’s LRT Development and Financial Plan. A request for proposal was
issued for an alignment study of the South Corridor. Two proposals
were received in response from SRF and BRW, both 1located in
Minneapolis. Both firms are under contract to Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority for LRT work.

On August 20 a group of five staff members, two from Dakota County, one
from the Regional Transit Board and two from Ramsey County, met to
review proposals and hear oral presentations by the consultants. The
recommendation of the staff group was that BRW be selected for the
work.

The budget proposed for the project by the firms was:
BRW
Subtotal $155,435
Contingency 15,000

TOTAL $170,435

Subtotal $150,000
Contingency 25,000

TOTAL $175,000

Printed on Recycled Paper




Both firms recommended that the ridership forecasts for the South
Corridor be prepared using the regional forecasting model and Railroad
Authority staff recommend that approach. SRF’s proposal indicated that
the contingency amount would be needed to pay for that work if that
forecasting approach was used. BRW’s proposal included an amount
judged to be insufficient for report reproduction and the contingency
may be necessary for that work.

Both firms recommended that a change be considered in the scope of work
that had been proposed. Rather than completing an alignment study,
they recommended that an Environmental Impact Statement be initiated
for the South Corridor, and that the initial study be used as a Scoping
Report for the Environmental Impact Statement. Staff of Dakota County
Regional Railroad Authority, Regional Transit Board, and Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority concur.

The proposals and presentations of both SRF and BRW were good. SRF's
strengths were perceived to be in the areas of ridership forecasting,
land wuse and neighborhood impacts. BRW’s proposal was viewed as
superior in the approach to the project, the seasoned project
management team, station area planning and public presentation skills.

It is a concern to Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority staff that
both firms have other LRT projects that require time and staff. We do
not want Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s current work with
BRW on the Midway Corridor to be negatively affected by BRW’s work on
the South Corridor. We recommend that the Chairman of the Regional
Railroad Authority express to BRW the need for adequate staffing for
both projects and other work being undertaken by BRW. We would have
similar concerns if SRF had been the recommended consultant for this
project.

Because of commitments to other projects by Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority staff, Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
staff will have the lead role in consultant oversight on this project.

Recommendation:

Consider adoption of a resolution that authorizes negotiating a
contract with BRW for the South Corridor LRT study. A contract will be
prepared for your approval for a subsequent Regional Railroad Authority
meeting.

Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority will be considering a similar
action at its September 11 meeting.

KD/blk
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— Resolution

: |
 ellroad Board of

S RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority are initiating an
Environmental Impact Statement for LRT for the South Corridor;
and

WHEREAS, A community participation program for the South
Corridor has been proposed; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the community participation program for the
South Corridor is adopted; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That authorizations for nominations to the South
Corridor LRT Task Force may be solicited by Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority from groups in Ramsey County
identified in the program.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathy DeSpiegelaere, Director of Light Rail Transit
FROM: Jill Goski

SUBJECT: Public Participation for South Corridor

DATE: August 16, 1990

Background

At the July 10 Regional Railroad Authority meeting, an update on
the South Corridor LRT Alignment Study was provided which
indicated that the staff of the Dakota County Regional Railroad
Authority (DCRRA) in cooperation with the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority (RCRRA) staff had issued a proposal (RFP) for
the project. The update specified that a community participation
program for the South Corridor alignment study would be presented
to the RCRRA after the consultant selection. The purpose of this
memorandum is to outline the community participation program for
the South Corridor alignment study.

The South Corridor is located in the northeast portion of Dakota

County and the area of Ramsey County south of the Mississippi
River. The area encompasses major portions of the cities of St.
Paul, South St. Paul, West St. Paul, Mendota Heights, Eagan, and
Inver Grove Heights. The area north of TH 110 1is nearly fully
developed at wurban densities. The area south of TH 110 is
experiencing rapid growth of residential and
commercial/industrial development. The corridor is expected to
experience an increase of 77% growth in population from 81,000 in
1988 to 144,000 in 2010. Employment is also expected to increase
dramatically from 45,000 in 1988 to 127,000 in 2010, and increase
of over two times the existing jobs.

The purpose of the South Corridor study is to evaluate several
alternative alignments for the corridor. The result of the study
will include a selection of a preferred alignment and an
identification of proposed station locations and termini. The
study will also include an investigation of potential
implementation methods including: right-of-way acquisition,
development controls, measures to preserve existing
neighborhoods, and methods to encourage public or private
development within the corridor. South Corridor work is proposed
to study potential alignments including, but not limited to, TH
3, Hwy 52 and I-494. The project is anticipated to take 12
months to complete.




Recommended Community Participation Program

Public participation for this project will include:

1. Frequent interaction with these organizations:

Dakota County

Ramsey County

Cities of St. Paul, South St. Paul, West St. Paul,
Mendota Heights, Eagan, and Inver Grove Heights.
St. Paul District Councils 3, 4 and 17

Business groups

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Metropolitan Council

Metropolitan Transit Commission

Regional Transit Board

2. A South Corridor Task Force to review information and

make a recommendation on an alignment for the South Corridor.
Proposed membership will be a representative and alternate from
each affected district council in St. Paul (Districts 3, 4 and
17); two community representatives appointed by each
municipality, other than St. Paul, along the corridor in Dakota
County; two representatives who are transit  users, and
representatives from the business community.

3. A Technical Committee to review information and make
recommendations on issues throughout the project. Technical
staff from municipalities along the corridor, adjacent counties,
transportation agencies and other affected groups will make up
the Technical Committee and will also participate in small group
discussions, as appropriate to the issues.

4. The RCRRA Intergovernmental Committee will address issues and
make recommendations to the RCRRA throughout the project. The
Intergovernmental Committee is comprised of elected or appointed
officials from municipalities in Ramsey County, adjacent
counties, transportation agencies and other affected groups.

5. Work sessions may be held at intervals with RCRRA and/or
DCRRA Commissioners and presentations may be required by
consultants at RCRRA and/or DCRRA meetings.

6. RCRRA Newsletters will be mailed to approximately 1500 people
at regular intervals during the course of the project. Dakota
County may also publish a South Corridor newsletter.

7. Forums may be held at locations in the South Corridor at
milestones in the project.

8. Press releases will be sent at significant points of the
study to newspapers.




9. Presentations to interested groups will be provided by staff
and consultants as needed throughout the project.

Since the South Corridor project is a cooperative effort between
the RCRRA and the DCRRA, responsibilities for the community
participation project will be a shared responsibility. The RCRRA
is responsible for requesting representatives to the South
Corridor Task Force from the St. Paul District Councils and
Ramsey County businness groups along the corridor and approving
their appointment. The DCRRA 1is responsible for appointing
representatives to the South Corridor Task Force from the Dakota
County cities and business groups along the corridor.

RECOMMENDATION: To approve the Community Participation Program
for the South Corridor and to authorize the Chairman of the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority to send letters
requesting nominations of representatives to the South Corridor
Task Force from the identified Ramsey County groups (St. Paul
District Councils and business groups).
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Memorandum

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

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning 7 Af}*

Subject: Update on Regional Coordination Plan
Date: September 3, 1990

At the - September 11 Regional Railroad Authority meeting,
information will be provided to you on progress on the
regional LRT Coordination Plan. Current discussion items
include: (1) Ten-year budget for LRT; (2) Recommendation on
organization to implement LRT; and (3) Recommendation on
implementation method for LRT.

The proposed principles relating to organization have been
revised as you requested at your last meeting. A copy of the
revised version is attached.

A motion was passed at the August 29 Joint LRT Advisory
Committee meeting that:

staff to the Joint LRT Advisory Committee should examine the
total costs of the transit system for the metropolitan area
(capital and operating) to see if a one percent regional
sales tax is adequate to meet those needs. The applicability
of the 1/4% and 1/2% sales tax for capital costs for LRT
should be reconsidered by the Committee in relation to the
entire package of needs and the current property tax subsidy
for transit.

Copies of material distributed at the September 5 Joint LRT
Advisory Committee meeting relating to ‘organization are
attached.

Recommendation:

For discussion and possible action.

Printed on Recycled Paper




Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

PRINCIPLES FOR ORGANIZATION TO IMPLEMENT LRT

The active involvement of impacted County Commissioners 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 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Commissioners have become knowledgeable about LRT and
because County Regional Railroad Authorities have been
successful in furthering LRT plans, their continued
involvement in LRT should be included in implementing plans.

No organization in Minnesota is equipped with the staff to
implement LRT. A stable organization with a history of
construction of 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.
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY
RAMSEY COUNTY
SUITE 400
350 ST. PETER STREET
ST. PAU INESOTA 55102
RBEEEY ST. PAUL. MINNESOTA 55102
OUNTY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

/
FROM: David MacMillan /L7

/
'

DATE: August 31, 1990

RE: Burlington Northern - N.E. Corridor - Acquisition

Since the summer of 1989 the Regional Railroad Authority has been
negotiating with the Burlington Northern Railroad to acquire the
abandoned railroad line which lies between downtown St. Paul and
Beam Avenue in Maplewood on the east side of St. Paul. SInce the
Authority has not had an appraisal or survey of this line done,
and therefore could not enter into meaningful negotiations on a
purchase price, it was decided to attempt to enter into a lease
with option to purchase agreement with the purchase price to be
determined when the Authority received its appraisal.

The proposed agreement did not state an exact purchase price but
did propose a formula for determining a definite purchase price
once the Authority had completed its appraisal, survey and title
work .

Negotiations with the Railroad have been extremely slow. The
railroad has not been able or willing to provide information
needed, such as the amount of rent they would charge under the
lease portion of the least/option to purchase, and the nature and
location of any easements it has granted to other parties.

In June, 1990, Bruce Opp, the local property manager with whom we
have been negotiating, and Anthony DeRungs, attorney for the
railroad, indicated for the first time that they did not think
that the railroad's board would agree to the purchase option
without a firm stated purchase price. At this point, we
requested that Mr. Opp send the lease/option proposal to Railroad
Headquarters in Fort Worth, Texas. This was done in June and no
formal answer has been received. Informally, I have becen advised
by Mr. DeRungs that the legal department in Fort Worth is
recommending rejection of the agreement without a firm stated
purchase price.




MEMORANDUM
August 31, 1990
Page Two

I was also advised by Mr. DeRungs that the railroad was
undergoing a "reorganization" and as a result it might be
difficult to obtain a definite response from them in an
expeditious manner. Mr. DeRungs has advised me that Mr. Opp has
requested that the Railroad give him authority to negotiate this
without having to wait final approval from the railroad's Board.
I have not received any word from the railroad regarding whether
or not this approval has been received.

Thus, at this time, negotiations appear to be at a stand still.

In order to move the acquisition forward, we have recently
undertaken the following actions:

1. Approximately eight (8) real estate appraisal firms have been
informally approached to determine their interest in
appraising the property, their fee, and the time they feel
they would need. These have generally indicated a fee of ten

to fifteen thousand dollars and a time of four to eight .
weeks.

I have talked to a representative of Minnesota Title

Insurance Company regarding title questions and and have been
advised of the following prices:

a) Preparation of Ownership and Encumbrance Reports: $10,000

b) Preparation of Abstracts: $15,000

c) Title Insurance:
a) Abstract Prep $10,000

b) Title Examination $15,000
TOTAL $25,000
d) Insurance Premium - % of total purchase price.
It is my intent within the next few weeks to seek authorization
from the Board to proceed to retain an appraisal firm, have the
title work done, and have a survey completed.
It may also be necessary to seek authority to begin eminent

domain proceedings if negotiations with the railroad cannot be
moved forward.
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. Resolution

egional
allroad

iedaa RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Board of

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
directed BRW, Inc. to prepare a comparison of tunnel to surface
alignments for LRT for the Capitol area and for Downtown St.
Paul; and

WHEREAS, Information has been developed by BRW, Inc. and a
recommendation made that the tunnel alignment in Downtown St.
Paul to be considered further should be St. Peter and Sixth
Streets and this recommendation has been endorsed by the Downtown
LRT Task Force; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
approves St. Peter and Sixth Streets as the preferred LRT tunnel
alignment for Downtown St. Paul for the purposes of comparison to
the preferred LRT surface alignment of Cedar and Fourth Streets.

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

]
4

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning X L~

SUBJECT: Selection of Preferred Tunnel Alignment
in Downtown St. Paul to Compare to Surface Alignment

DATE: August 27, 1990

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has directed BRW to
prepare a comparison of tunnel to surface LRT alignments for the
Capitol area and for downtown St. Paul.

The preferred LRT surface alignment in downtown St. Paul, as
recommended by Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, is
Cedar Street and Fourth Street.

The Downtown LRT Task Force recommended at its meeting on August
23 that the Cedar/Fourth surface alignment be compared to a
tunnel alignment of St. Peter/Sixth Streets in downtown St. Paul.

Information leading to this recommendation has been prepared by
BRW and is attached.

Recommendation:
Select St. Peter/Sixth Streets as the preferred LRT tunnel

alignment for comparison to Cedar/Fourth Streets, the preferred
surface alignment for LRT in downtown St. Paul.

KD/blk
Attachment

Printed on Recycled Paper
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August 20, 1990 MEMORANDUM
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Richard Wolsfeld
Mark Niles

Recommendation of Preferred LRT Tunnel Alignment
for Downtown Saint Paul

Studies of LRT service issues and engineering feasibility for the Downtown Saint
Paul tunnel alignments have been completed. These analyses included assessments
of:

Service to Development
Conformance to Adopted Plans
Tunnel Portal Locations
Major Utilities

Building Impacts

Station Spacing .

Results of the assessments of Service to Development and Conformance to Adopted
Plans were presented at the August 9, 1990, meeting of the Downtown Task Force.
The results of the other studies will be presented to the Downtown Task Force at
the August 23, 1990, meeting. Based on these studies, a preferred tunnel align-
ment has been recommended.

PREFERRED TUNNEL ALIGNMENT

Tunnel Alternative G that generally follows Sixth Street and Saint Peter Street
is recommended as the preferred LRT tunnel alignment for Downtown Saint Paul.
This alignment is shown in Figure 1.

Based on results from the preliminary analyses, alignments along Fourth Street,
Fifth Street, Wabasha Street were eliminated from consideration. Tunnel
Alternative G was selected from the remaining alternatives based on the
following considerations. '

1. The “hree-block station spacing for the recommended alignment is preferable
to the two-block station spacing of Alternative A located along Cedar and
Sixth Streets.

MINNEAPOLIS DENVER PHOENIX TUCSON ST. PETERSBURG




Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
August 20, 1990
Page 2

The proximity of the station on Saint Peter Street to the Civic Center area
and the ability to provide access to the Town Square/Town Center area with
a station on Sixth Street between Cedar and Minnesota Streets makes the
recommended alignment preferable to Alternative A along Cedar and Sixth
Streets.

Building impacts associated with the recommended alignment are expected to
be minimal. Impacts to the Town Square Parking Garage for Alternative A
along Cedar and Sixth Street would be significant.

The recommended alignment provides service to the Civic Center area with a
shorter and less costly tunnel alignment than Alternative K, which follows
Sixth Street to Main Street.

Alternative J, located along Sixth Street and under Saint Josephs Hospital
and the Tenth Street ramp to Interstate 94, was eliminated from con-
sideration since it would not provide acceptable service to the Capitol
Area.
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Basile Baumann Prost & Associates, Inc.

I. INTRODUCTION STUDY PURPOSE

This summary report has been prepared by Basile Baumann
Prost & Associates, Inc. (BBP Associates), for the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) and the Hennepin County
Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA). The purpose of the analysis
is to provide information concerning the economic/land use
impacts of light rail transit (LRT) alignment alternatives in the
Midway Corridor linking downtown St. Paul with the University of
Minnesota.

The economic and land use impact evaluation considers both
short-term construction period impacts and long-term economic
effects (in the target year 2010) generated by LRT. The analysis
focuses on downtown St. Paul; the Capitol area (that area over-
seen by the Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board); and
the remainder of the Midway Corridor, from Rice Street in the
vicinity of the Capitol to Oak Street in the vicinity of the Uni-
versity of Minnesota.

The analysis examines four alternatives: a no-build alter-
native; a Burlington Northern/Pierce Butler Route alignment; a
University Avenue alignment; and a Soo Line/I-94 alignment.

The no-build alternative assumes no LRT, but enhanced bus
improvements as planned by the Metropolitan Transit Commission
(MTC) . This alternative includes the planned widening and
reconstruction of I-94 and the year 2010 regional all-bus system
option.




Basile Baumann Prost & Associates, Inc.

II. KEY FINDINGS

The findings of the economic/land use impact evaluation of
LRT in the Midway Corridor are as follows.

o

Construction of the LRT can be expected to have short-
term negative impacts. These impacts are generally not
deemed severe.

LRT is expected to have a small, positive long-term
impact upon existing uses and new development opportu-
nities.

The long-term economic effects of LRT on any one of the
three Midway Corridor alignment alternatives can be
expected to generate no measurable negative economic
impacts on the remaining two alignments.

The various LRT build alignment alternatives have dif-
ferential positive and negative impacts. These impacts
vary by: construction period versus operational
period; existing uses versus new development; geo-
graphic area; and land uses. Because there are trade-
offs between construction and operational period
impacts, the consultant cannot identify a clearly pre-
ferred alignment on the basis of economic impacts.




Basile Baumann Prost & Associates, Inc.

ITI. SUPPLEMENTARY FINDINGS/OBSERVATIONS

Other supplementary findings and observations are summarized
below. They are not necessarily listed in order of importance
but rather by time period and geographic area. The observations
generally evaluate the relative impact among options. The degree
of impact reflects the consultant’s findings.

o Construction of the LRT in downtown St. Paul can be
expected to have limited economic development impacts.

Construction in the Capital area can be expected to
have limited economic development impacts. Long-term
economic effects of LRT in the Capital area can be
expected to be positive, creating additional develop-
ment sites at station areas and providing enhanced
linkages to the downtown.

All LRT build alternatives can be expected to generate
relatively small negative construction period impacts.
It can be expected that the University Avenue alignment
experiences the greatest negative construction period
impacts and the I-94 alignment experiences the least
construction impacts. No alternative LRT alignment
construction can be expected to generate permanently
negative impacts and the long-term impacts of LRT on
development are expected to be generally positive in
all alignments.

Construction of LRT on the University Avenue alignment
has the greatest potential for causing disruption
during the construction period. The level of impact
can be expected to be a function of mitigation measures
employed. Comparison goods stores and establishments
with off-street parking and good access to I-94 can be
expected to receive the least impact. Convenience
goods establishments with limited off-street parking
can be expected to be most negatively impacted.

Downtown St. Paul can generally be expected to be posi-
tively impacted by LRT over the no-build alternative,
although the difference is small.

The greatest economic benefit in downtown St. Paul from
LRT construction can be expected to be experienced by




Basile Baumann Prost & Associates, Inc.

existing downtown retail activities. While the dif-
ference among alternatives is small, the University
Avenue alternative is the most beneficial in terms of
retail impact.

Downtown St. Paul office activities can be expected to
experience a positive benefit, but relatively less
benefit, from LRT than retail. Because of the relative
speed of the connection to downtown Minneapolis, either
the Burlington Northern or I-94 alignment can be
expected to have a more positive but small benefit on
downtown St. Paul office activities than the University
Avenue alignment.

Under the no-build alternative, the Midway Corridor is
expected to continue to grow and improve economically
with more office-related use in the western portion,
more regional retail in the central portion and commer-
cial/residential improvements (albeit at a slower pace)
in the eastern portion. The no-build alternative, how-
ever, can be expected to result in a lower level and
reduced pace of economic development than any of the
LRT build alternatives.

The Burlington Northern/Pierce Butler alignment is
expected to have a small positive economic development
benefit for existing residential uses, having the least
positive impact on existing residential uses of the
three build options.

The Burlington Northern alignment can be expected to
have a positive long-term effect on commercial revital-
ization activity primarily as it relates to selected
station areas. The level of development opportunities
created can be expected to be small.

The greatest long-term economic development benefits
existing uses can be expected to be generated by the
University Avenue alignment. Although the long-term
economic effects on existing uses can be expected to be
most positive, they are not expected to significantly
change the character and scale of existing uses along
University Avenue.

Long-term effects of LRT on University Avenue can be

expected to accelerate and enhance trends to encourage .
additional industrial/flex and office uses within the

corridor.
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The I-94 alignment alternative provides for good ser-
vice to residential areas along University Avenue and
to the south. Although a smaller number of residential
units are located within the station area "walksheds"
as compared to the University Avenue alignment, the
proximity of I-94 alignment to more bus routes and the
potential for high-quality feeder bus service can be
expected to generate a positive long-term effect on
existing residential uses similar to the University
Avenue alignment.

The permanent long-term effect of the I-94 alignment on
future development opportunities within the Midway Cor-
ridor can be expected to be small.
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IV. BASIS OF FINDINGS

The basis for the findings, conclusions and observations
include: field surveys of the Corridor; extensive local area
interviews; case study experience both in the Twin Cities and
nationally; an evaluation of economic and demographic trends and
projections; an evaluation of preliminary ridership projections;
and the experience and professional judgement of the consultant
based upon their evaluation of the economic/land use impacts of
other transit systems.

There are a significant number of variables and assumptions
which can influence the probable economic and land use impact of
the LRT. Many of these variables are beyond the control of the
public sector or are difficult to estimate. The consultant
believes there is sufficient information, case study data and
empirical evidence to reasonably estimate the probable impacts of
LRT. The findings and observations represent reasonable projec-
tions of the probable direction and character of economic devel-
opment impacts generated by LRT in the Midway Corridor. The
following paragraphs briefly summarize the factors used as a
basis for the findings.

A. FIELD SURVEYS

The consultant undertook field surveys of the LRT align-
ments, identified station areas and general corridor impact
zones. These field surveys served to: define existing condi-
tions; confirm recent trends; and identify uses and activities
that are most susceptible to change as a result of LRT.

Uses directly along the alignment were identified as were
primary impact areas and land uses in station area impact zones.
Based upon experience of similar transit systems, a quarter-mile
radius around transit stations was defined as the primary impact
zone. Within these areas, potential vacant and underutilized
property was quantified and the number and characteristics of
residential and non-residential use and development activity
compiled.

The existing activity, land use, the number and characteris-
tics of retail activity, residential units, conditions, develop-
ment trends and land availability served to define potential
construction impacts and station area development opportunities.
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B. INTERVIEWS

In order to acquire background information, determine proba-
ble developer and investment response, and evaluate attitudes
toward development, the consultant interviewed public and private
sector representatives.

These interviews were not an attempt to conduct a random
survey of attitudes and opinions, but rather an effort to conduct
interviews with knowledgeable real estate and development repre-
sentatives to gather base data, obtain information concerning
probable development impacts, and ascertain probable developer/
investment responses. A total of approximately 50 people were
interviewed in a series of semi-structured interviews.

The consultant has used this interview methodological tool
in most of our development impact evaluations and finds it most
useful for: confirming data base information; ascertaining key
local developmental issues; confirming public sector policies;
determining general private sector investment attitudes; and
testing consultant hypotheses. Interviews confirmed City and
Metropolitan Council projections of development for the corridor.
Existing conditions and planned and proposed projects were ascer-
tained. Key development issues and site selection decision cri-
teria were identified.

The interviews revealed a generally supportive, but not
overly aggressive public policy in support of transit-related
development; general consensus of the growing importance of the
residential component on the retail sector in downtown St. Paul;
general lack of strong economic linkages and ties between down-
town St. Paul and downtown Minneapolis; general trend of downtown
St. Paul away from office headquarters space to a greater empha-
sis on government, cultural and entertainment activities and ser-
vice and support office space; general positive growth outlook
for the Midway Corridor; and the relatively small economic devel-
opment impacts expected to be generated by the initial LRT line.

C. CASE STUDIES

An examination of the land use and economic impacts of tran-
sit systems in other communities was made in order to: determine
the most probable cycle and range of impacts; and identify the
key factors which influence the degree of impact transit has on
area land use and economic activity. Case study data of transit
in other communities was supplemented by a brief examination of
the experience in the Twin Cities on construction impacts of pro-
jects generally analogous to the LRT.
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A brief examination was made of prior construction impacts
experienced in Minnesota focusing on the recent high bridge
replacement and the current Route 12 project. An initial brief
analysis was also made of the construction 1mpacts generated by
Nicollet Mall. The local construction experience was supple-
mented with available empirical case study data from other tran-
sit systems.

The case study analysis of construction impacts indicated a
great variance in construction period impacts depending upon a
variety of factors relating primarily to the degree of mitigation
(malntalnlng access, limiting the construction timeframe, creat-
ing a positive psychological/market image, and undertaking an
active marketing and promotion effort).

The most severe construction period impacts observed
occurred in the District of Columbia where a prolonged "cut and
cover" construction in a marginally successful commercial area
combined with poor "maintenance of the way" and a negative psy-
chological environment. 1In this area, approximately one-half of
the businesses failed during the three-and-one-half-year con-
struction period. In similar marginal retail areas within the
District, a business failure rate of 25 percent is often experi-
enced.

Based upon both local and national experience, during the
peak period of construction (which can be confined to a rela-
tively short 6- to 12-month period with careful construction
staging), most convenience-type or impulse buying retail opera-
tions experience sales losses generally in the range of 20 to 30
percent. Comparlson goods stores, or those with more purposeful
trips, receive considerably less impact, dependent upon the
proportion of purposeful versus impulse shopping and marketing
and promotion efforts undertaken. Construction period impacts
are generally temporary and, other things being equal, create no
permanent adverse economic impacts.

The case study evaluation of long-term economic effects of
transit systems reveals no single universal trend or conclusion.
The land use and economic impacts of transit depend upon a vari-
ety of factors such as metropolitan form, urban densities, public
policies, existing development trends, economic environment, etc.

The consultant examined empirical and case study information
from a variety of transit systems including: Buffalo, Portland,
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San Diego, Calgary, Pittsburgh, Toronto, Sacramento and Los Ange-
les. The following paragraphs briefly summarize some of the key
observations gleaned from the case studies.

Public policies have an 1mportant influence on the ability
to both mitigate any negative economic impacts and optimize posi-
tive effects of LRT. Construction period mitigation measures
have greatly influenced the degree of construction period impact.
Slmllarly, public policies aimed at either controlllng or enhanc-
ing development have played an important role in encouraging or
discouraging transit-related development. Empirical evidence is
that transit tends to reinforce market opportunities and can have
positive impacts where there is public sector support, a gener-
ally positive market and sufficient developable land.

LRT has served as a successful redevelopment tool encourag-
ing site-specific development opportunities. The degree of
impact is dependent upon factors such as the economic environ-
ment. In periods of general recession, LRT had limited ability
to influence real estate markets. In periods of relatively pros-
perous real estate market activity LRT had a significant influ-
ence on concentrating development within transit corridors.

An additional influence of transit has been a modest
enhancement of residential values as the result of the improved
accessibility and positive image created by LRT. LRT also tends
to concentrate development adjacent to and surrounding transit
stations. Office-related uses and support retail appear to be
most heavily influenced by LRT. LRT is not a panacea for revi-
talization, has not managed to "turn around" weak development
corridors and is one of many real estate location decision
factors.

D. DATA ANALYSIS

An examination of existing conditions and anticipated trends
in population, household and employment also served as a basis of
the impact evaluation. The number and types of retail, office
and other non-residential activity existing and ant1c1pated
within the various alignment options and identified station
impact areas served to determine the degree of impact generated
by the alignment alternatives.

For example, the number of residential units within the
transit station impact zones on the University Avenue alignment
is almost 6,000 compared to 2,200 in the Burlington Northern
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alignment and 2,000 in the I-94 alignment. There are approxi-
mately 2.6 million square feet of retail activity within the Mid-
way Corridor distributed unevenly through the corridor and
differentially served by the alignment alternatives. The amount
of office development in the Midway Corridor (1.7 million square
feet) and recent trends in characteristics and location of office
uses serve to define the level of impact that could be created by
the various alternatives.

Preliminary ridership data also is considered in determining
the level of impacts that may be created by the alternative
alignments. Other factors such as the number and potential loca-
tions of park-and-ride facilities, degree of traffic congestion,
availability or non-availability of on-street parking, travel
time and the like serve to assist the evaluation of probable eco-
nomic development and land use impacts of LRT in the Midway Cor-
ridor.
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ASSIGNIIERTE

Assuming Mn/DOT
was given authority
to implement LRT,
how would we do it?




FINDINGS ARNID
RECOMIMENDATIQONS

1. Mn/DOT could implement
LRT given the proper resources.

2. Mn/DOT is willing to
implement LRT.

3.A strong role for all
stakeholders is necessary to be
successtul.




LRT TASK [FOIRCE
Membership

NAME REPRESENTING

Ed Edman Operations Division

Dick Elasky Operations Division - Metro District
Don Flemming Technical Services Division

Randy Halvorson Program Management Division
Roger Hill Technical Services Division

Pat Hughes Operations Division - Metro District
Merritt Linzie Program Management Division
Jim Povich Operations Division - Metro District
Dick Swanson Finance & Administration Division
Fred Tanzer Program Management Division
Karen Ehrisman  Facilatator

Perry Plank Research/Program Management Division




FASK FOIRCE [PROCESS

* Recommendations of Staff Comm.
8/1/90 to Joint LRT Adv. Comm.

* Meeting with RTB

* [nitiate Study

¢ Task Force Created
8/1 0/90 ¢ Review Work Done to Date
¢ Discuss Issues

* Agency SWOT
» Other State DOT Survey
*Discuss with LRT Staff Committee

-

* Define Possible Mn/DOT Role
8/16/90 * Develop Organizational Guidelines

* Develop & Evaluate Alt. Org. Plans
8/23/90 * Select Preferred Org. Structure

* Review with Mn/DOT Staff

8/27/90

* Present and Discuss

8/29/90 with Staff Comm.

to Joint LRT Adv. Comm.

* Present to
9/5/90 Joint LRT Adv. Committee




SUMINIARY ©F
ST ANALYSIS
WiITR STAFF ©LFs

Metropolitan Council

Regional Transit Board

Metropolitan Transit Commission
Anoka County Regional Rail Authority
Carver County Regional Rail Authority
Dakota County Regional Rail Authority

Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority
"Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority
Scott County Regional Rail Authority
Washington County Regional Rail Authority
Twin Cities consultants




BUILD ON STRENGTHS

OVERCOME WEAKNESSES

SEIZE OPPORTUNITIES

LESSEN THREATS




PERCEIVED SURENGURS

1. Mn/DOT has project management experience and skills.
(Pre-Design, Design, R/W acquisition, contract management)

2. Mn/DOT has financing experiencé and direct accountability to
Legislature.

3. Mn/DOT has strong presence in Legislature and has had support
for its programs.

4. Mn/DOT has full capability to go from project inception through
construction for large public works projects.

5.Mn/DOT has experience on large, complex projects.
6. Mn/DOT has good relationships with other Regional Agencies.

7.Mn/DOT has facilities (ie: buildings) and systems (ie: Computer
Aided Design) in place.

8. Mn/DOT has competent oversight of consultants.

9. Mn/DOT is responsive to
regional policies.

10. Mn/DOT is familiar
with Federal processes.




' PERCEIVED WEAKNMESSES

1. Mn/DOT does not currently have the LRT technical expertise.
2. Mn/DOT cannot represent local interests as well as counties.
3. Mn/DOT too accommodating of local interest groups.

4. Mn/DOT is not the LRT champion. What is LRT priority in
Mn/DOT?

5. Mn/DOT has no experience with revenue producing systems (fare
collections).

6. What is Public trust in "highway" agency building transit
system?

7. Consultant process in Mn/DOT takes too long.
8. LRT is a "regional" system and Mn/DOT is a State agency.

9.Mn/DOT s a large bureaucracy with no sense of urgency.

10. Mn/DOT not aggressive enough in making project decisions.
11. Mn/DOT needs better public involvement process.

12. Mn/DOT does not currently have the resources to implement
LRT.




EEREEIVED,
QPPORITYNITIES

1. Goal is to get LRT implemented ASAP and
Mn/DOT is already established and well
organized.

2. Integration of modes (highway & transit) on the
regional system, wider horizon for alternatives in
project development, better transit climate within
Mn/DOT, Mn/DOT becomes multi-modal.

3. Most likely selection of Central corridor is on
Mn/DOT's facility (ie: either 1-94 or University
Avenue). Some other corridors are on Mn/DOT
facilities.




[PERCEIVED TRIREATS

1. Could lose momentum if change responsibilities.
Would Mn/DOT be as aggressive as other agencies
in implementing LRT?

2. Diversion of highway resources if Mn/DOT
responsible for LRT.

3. Mn/DOT bias towards highway.

4. Could lessen the role or eliminate other LRT
actors.




o EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIRS =
INTERNAL STRUCTURE
GUIDELINES

1) LRT must have high visibility and committment at Department level.
a) Internal for priority setting and effectiveness.
b) External as liaison with other agencies/public.

2) Need LRT focus in every Division of Mn/DOT.

3) LRT responsibilities should be integrated into existing Department
structure but will require new resources.

4) Use corridor manager concept for implementation of individual lines.

5) Organization must support and foster communication and cooperation
with all stakeholders in Metro area (enhance coordinated decision
making).

6) Utilize work done to date and LRT planning/implementation
organization structures already in place (eg: advisory
committees, technical councils, -
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RESPONSISILINY VAR

with Mn/DOT as Lead Design/Construction Agency

- = LEAD ROLE

\ = APPROVAL AUTHORITY

PARTIOPANT

ACTIVITY

REGIONAL SYSTEM PLANNING |}

CORRIDOR PLANNING

Develop System Plan & Updates

EIS Process (10%)

PROJECT PLANNING/PRE-ENG.

Layouts, Design Study Reports (30%)

ANAL DESIGN

R/W ACQUISITION

(100%)

e

CONST. MANAGEMENT

SYSTEM TESTING

Safety, Pre-Revenue Testing

OPERATING/STAFF ||

Training & Gearing Up for Operation

MAINTENANCE

Vehicles, Lines, Park & Ride Lots,
Sidewalks, etc.

FINANCAL MANAGEMENT

Design & Construction

FUNDING ACQUISITION

MARKETING

Federal, State, Local Funds

Obtaining Support for the System

SYSTEM EVALUATION




PREFERRED
Mn/DOT
ORGANIZATION
STRUCTURE TO
IMPLEMENT LRT




N

COMMSSONES
DEPUTY

COMMISSIONER

rrerrrerY Lottt

PROGRAM || TECHNICAL FINANCE & | OPERATIONS
MANAGEMENT  §| SERVICES ADMINISTRATION | DIVISION
DIVISION || DIVISION DIVISION

ARSI S o

* FINANCIAL
DESIGN MANAGEMENT
‘RW * RESOURCES
 * CONSULTANT SERVICES
o PS&E METRO
DIV. DIRECTOR BID LETTINGS DISTRICT
LRT UTILITY AGREEMENTS
INTERAGENCY
AGREEMENTS

» DEPT. SPOKESPERSON

* POLICY

* PLANNING
EXTERNAL * PROGRAMMING
RELATIONSHIPS  E  « AGENCY LIAISON
WITH ALL
STAKEHOLDERS |
e e Y N\&J

(AS SHOWN IN MATRIX)

( 3
LRT | PLANNING & :| TRAFFIC OPERATIONS | ADMINISTRATION §

i CORRIDOR ;| DEVELOPMENT  &| MANAGEMENT -
MANAGER :

R o A B A R

* CORRIDOR MGMT, * PLANNING * SURVEYING * PERSONNEL
* PUBLIC & COMMUNITY e« PRE-DESIGN * TRAFFIC CONTROL * CONSTRUCTION * BUDGETING
INVOLVEMENT * FINAL DESIGN PLANS
(INCLUDING PAB, *RW y
TAC, ETC)

% DEDICATED
LRT RESOURCES |




HOW WILL
Mn/DOT
ADDRESS

PERCEIVED
WEAKNESSES ?




o [PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES
= RESPONSES

1. Mn/DOT does not currently have the LRT technical expertise.
Response: Mn/DOT will retain people/consultants with the needed
expertise.

2. Mn/DOT cannot represent local interests as well as counties.
Response: Mn/DOT will utilize existing public involvement
structure established by the CRRA’s and supplement as needed.

3. Mn/DOT too accommodating of local interest groups. Response:
Mn/DOT attempts to address local concerns within public interest.
See #2 and Responsibility Matrix.

4. Mn/DOT is not the LRT champion. What is LRT priority in
Mn/DOT? Response: Mn/DOT will have dedicated LRT resources;
therefore, will be a #1 priority.

5. Mn/DOT has no experience with revenue producing systems (fare
collections). Response: Mn/DOT assumes that MTC will handle

this.




o [PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES
- RESPONSES

6. What is Public trust in “highway” agency building transit
system? Response: Mn/DOT has developed a broad trust level in all
modes including highways, rail, transit, bikeways, and aeronautics.
Mn/DOT will gain additional public trust in LRT by successfully
completing it’s role.

7. Consultant process in Mn/DOT takes too long. Response: This
issue needs more analysis. Mn/DOT process open to
public/legislative scrutiny. Need to shorten the process and still
ensure quality and fairness.

8. LRT is a “regional” system and Mn/DOT is a State agency.
Response: Most of the LRT implementation responsibilities will be
located in the Metro District of Mn/DOT.

9. Mn/DOT is a large bureaucracy with no sense of urgency.
Response: Mn/DOT has been successful in implementing large
public works projects and LRT will be given a #1 priority.




o [PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES
- RESPONSES

10. Mn/DOT not aggressive enough in making project decisions.
Response: Mn/DOT follows an open, disciplined process. See #2 and
Responsibility Matrix.

11. Mn/DOT needs better public involvement process. Response:
See #2 and Responsibility Matrix.

12. Mn/DOT does not currently have the resources to implement
LRT. Response: Mn/DOT will request additional resources from the
legislature to successfully carry out the role we are

given.




HOW WILL
Mn/DOT
ADDRESS
PERCEIVED
THREATS ?




[PERCEIVED TrREATS =
RESPONSES

1. Could lose momentum if change responsibilities. Would Mn/DOT
be as aggressive as other agencies in implementing LRT? Response:
Mn/DOT firmly believes that transit is an essential transportation
element. LRT will be a #1 priority with dedicated resources.

2. Diversion of highway resources if Mn/DOT responsible for LRT.
Response: Mn/DOT will request additional resources from the
Legislature to successfully carry out the role we are given in LRT.

3. Mn/DOT bias towards highway. Response: LRT will be a #1

priority with dedicated resources.

4. Could lessen the role or eliminate other LRT actors. Response:
Mn/DOT recognizes the work done to date and is proposing that all
LRT actors have a significant leadership and/or approval role.







1 “Leader in managing the

State’s multi-modal
transportation System.”

1 *“Need to provide opportunities

for enhanced rideshare and
transit.”’

J “Need to restructure the

Department as it addresses
emerging emphasis areas.”




CONCLYSIONS

1 All stakeholders must participate in
LRT implementation.

1 All regional agencies either have a

leadership or approval role in LRT
implementation.

A Mn/DOT is willing and can

successfully complete its role in LRT
implementation.
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WHO SHOULD IMPLEMENT
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT 7

The Regional Railroad Authorities through Joint Powers Board
Metropolitan Transit Commission

Minnesota Department of Transportation

Regional Transit Board,

Combinations of Governmental Units and Agencies

The Joint LRT Advisory Committee has requested information on the advantages
.and disadvantages of alternative organizational options for implementing LRT as
presented in a report by O’Brien-Kreitzberg & Associates.

The staff of County Regional Railroad Authorities have prepared an outline of how
a JOINT POWERS BOARD option could implement LRT, the strengths of that
option and the weaknesses that would need to be addressed.




WHAT IS A JOINT
POWERS BOARD 7

A j'oint powers board is formed when two or more units of government agree to

combine their individual powers and resources to achieve a regional objective
which the individual units could not achieve alone. The individual units delegate
their statutory powers and resources to a joint powers board by entering into a joint
powers agreement. The Board then exercises those powers on behalf of and
instead of the individual governmental units.




KEY QUESTIONS: JOINT
POWERS BOARD OPTION

How would it work?

Who should participate?

What would voting privileges be?

What if disagreements arise?

What powers would the Board have?

Is a Joint Powers Board weak?

Can one organization dominate a Joint Powers Board?
What would be needed to implement a Joint Powers Board?
How can continuity on projects be assured?

Would it have regional scope?

How would it be staffed?

How can a central decision making authority be assured?




HOW WOULD IT WORK ?

The information that follows is designed to answer that question.




WHO SHOULD PARTICIPATE 7

A Joint Powers Board could be structured to allow participation of all agencies in
the region that have an interest in LRT. At the same time, it could permit one or two
Counties where an LRT corridor is located to make the decisions that affect that

corridor, with advice from other agencies on relevant issues.

The County Regional Railroad Authorities, MnDOT, MTC, RTB, Metropolitan
.Council and cities could be participants in the various aspects of LRT planning,
design and construction through a Joint Powers Board and its committees.

REPRESENTATION

Regional Railroad Authorities
Other Agencies (MnDOT, MTC, RTB, Metropolitan Council)




WHAT WOULD VOTING
PRIVILEGES BE ?

The voting privileges of each member of the Joint Powers Board should be decided
by the member organizations. Voting should be based upon status of corridors.




WHAT IF DISAGREEMENTS
ARISE ?

. A mechanism for resolving disagreements will be part of the Joint Powers

Agreement.




WHAT POWERS WOULD
THE BOARD HAVE ?

The Powers delegated the Joint Powers Board would include all
powers necessary to implement LRT, including:

o MS 398A
Regional Railroad Authority Powers

(o] Authority to enter into contracts on behalf of members of Regional
Railroad Authorities

IS A JOINT POWERS
BOARD WEAK ?

No. The agreement will make it strong. Examples of Joint Powers
Boards successfully implementing complex projects are:

0 Resource Recovery Facilities
Dams

o
o Bridges
o

Roads




CAN ONE ORGANIZATION
DOMINATE A JOINT
POWERS BOARD ?

The voting structure will provide equitable representation to ensure that a single
organization does not dominate the Joint Powers Board. All members must agree

to the voting structure.




WHAT WOULD BE NEEDED
TO IMPLEMENT A JOINT
POWERS BOARD 7

The members of the Board must enter into an agreement establishing the Board
and delineating its purposes and powers. No change in current legislation is
necessary. The Regional Railroad Authorities can agree to form a Joint Powers
Board with other agencies immediately.




HOW CAN CONTINUITY ON
PROJECTS BE ASSURED ?

Continuity on projects will be assured in two ways:

No transition of responsibilities is needed. Regional Railroad
Authorities are currently advancing LRT engineering plans. That history and

momentum will be retained.

All County Regional Railroad Authorities will participate. The experience
gained from initial LRT construction will be used for construction of other

corridors.




WOULD IT HAVE
REGIONAL SCOPE 7

Yes. All seven County Regional Railroad Authorities and appropriate agencies
could be directly represented and involved with implementation of LRT.




HOW WOULD A JOINT
POWERS BOARD BE
STAFFED 7

Railroad Authorities currently have staff dedicated to LRT activities and have
existing authority and funding ability to add complementary staff as

necessary. No legislation is required.

Authority currently exists to contract for services from RTB, MnDOT, MTC,

and consultant firms.

Counties may provide support services by pooling resources of member
organizations from existing functional areas such as accounting, budgeting,
surveying, engineering, and right of way activities.

The Board may hire its own staff.




HOW CAN A CENTRAL
DECISION MAKING
AUTHORITY BE ASSURED 7

The individual members delegate their statutory powers and resources to a Joint
Powers Board which exercises those powers on behalf of and instead of the
individual governmental units. Decisions need not be referred to the individual
Regional Railroad Authority Boards for approval.




WHAT ARE THE STRENG

AND WEAKNESSES OF T

JOINT POWERS BOARD
OPTION 7

Strengths of Joint Powers Board option for implementing LRT are:.

Allows regional coordination by participation of all interested
agencies/organizations with varying responsibilities.

Retains responsibilities with governmental units that have had success in
advancing LRT in the region.

Minimizes delay in implementation. No transition is required since Regional
Railroad Authorities have the knowledge and history of each corridor. No
new legislation is required. Public participation processes are in place!

Maximizes use of the best of what each participating organization has to
offer. MnDOT and Counties have signiticant experience with planning,
design_and construction of matjor ublic works projects. Right of way
acquisition, established support functions are in place.” The RTB and MTC’s
significant transit experience and the MTC’s experience with operation of
transit systems will be used.

Provides for accountability to constituents. Elected County Commissioners
as policy-makers would be responsive to local concerns.




Weaknesses of Joint Powers Board option include:

P

Joint Powers Boards may be weak organizations if not structured properly.

How to address: The structure of the Joint Powers Board and the underlyin
a?reemeqt must be strong. There are examples in the metropolitan area o
sfrong Joint Powers Boards that have succeeded.

Joint Powers Board may be a fairly complex decision-making structure with
potential for delays because of approvals/disagreements.

How to address:
o Must be a strong dispute resolution mechanism.

o There must be sufficient deleFation of authority to the Board to make

decisions without approval of member organizations.

There is a potential for duplication of staff.

How to Address: Although each Regional Railroad Authority may have a
small number of staff working on corridors through the planning and to the
30% design level, this assures that a high level of attention will be paid to
local issues. There need not be duplication of staff as LRT corridors are
implemented beyond the 30% design level.

Members may withdraw.
How to address: The agreement must clearly address the rights of parties to

withdraw and the effects of termination of the agreement to minimize impacts
on the regional system.




CONCLUSION

gointt Powers Board can successfully implement a Regional Light Rail Transit
ystem.




Proposed OPganization
Structure

County
Regional
Railroad
Authorities

(7)

Minnesota Legislature

Joint Powers Board

Participating
Agencies
* RTB

Executive Project Manager

e Mn/DOT
o MIC

* Met Council

Design /
Engineering
(30-100%)

Community

Relations

R.O.W.
Acquisition

Construction
Administration

Administration/
Budget




Responsibility Matrix

Participants

(JPB

Metro Council
Local Jurisdictions
Advisory Groups

Joint Powers Board

LRT Implementation Activities
Regional Development Planning

Preliminary Design (10%)/E.LS.

System Standards/Design Criteria

Preliminary Engineering (30%)

Funding

Final Design (100%)

R.O.W. Acquisition

Construction/Financial
Administration

System Testing %

Opero’ring/Maihtenance

Marketing/Advertising

@ [Regional LRT Information

Legend

Lead Approve Advise No Involvement

B 7 ¥ Either JPB or Mn/DOT




Prepared by staffs of Anoka, Dakota, Hennepin and Ramsey

Counties' Regional Railroad Authorities, with

assistance of Richardson, Richter Associates




PREFERRED

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

ORGANIZATION
STRUCTURE TO

IMPLEMENT LR




Metropolitan
Transit
Commisslon

Bus & LRT
Operations Staff

Minnesota
State Legislature

Regional

Transit Board

Joint LRT
Advisory Committee

Director
Finance &
Administration

Director
Planning &
Programs




RESPONSIBILITY MATRIX

WITH TRE

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

AS THE

LEAD AGENCY FOR

LRT (MPLEMENTATION




"Transition Point"

Lead Role

Approval Authority

Participant

ACTIVITY

Regional System Planningl|f

Preliminary Plans/EIS

Preliminary Engineering

Final Design

COMMENTS

Develop System Plan &
Updates

EIS Process

Shared Role-RTB & Mn/DOT

Shared Role-RTB & Mn/DOT

R/W Acquisition

Mn/DOT

Construction Management

Shared Role-RTB & Mn/DOT

System Testing

Safety, Pre-Revenue Testing

Operating/Staff

Training & Gearing Up for
Operations

Maintenance

Vehicles, Lines, Park & Ride
Lots, Sidewalks, etec.

Financial Management

Design & Construction

Funding Acquisition

Federal, State, Local Funds

Marketing

Obtaining Support for the
System

System Evaluation

" Measures of Success

Note: On Shared Roles, Mn/DOT would manage the design and construction of all LRT civil
works (guideway, stations, park-n-ride facilities, etc.) and RTB would manage the design,

procurement and installation of all

signals, fare collection,

LRT systems (vehicles, track, electrification, LRT train




PERCEIVED STRENGITHS

The RTB Board h regional per tive with | representation from

Il parts of the region. Officials from counties (and therefore county RRA's),
cities and townships are appointed from districts making up the entire
seven-county metropolitan area.

The RTB's mission, as established by the state legislature, is the policy,

planning and provision of an efficient and cost-effective regional public
transit tem for the Twin Cities metr litan areaq.

The RTB is the single agency in the region charged with the responsibility
for overall regional transit policy, planning, funding and implementation.

Light rail transit will clearly be an important component of the region's
future transit system. For maximum effectiveness, light rail fransit should be
fully integrated and coordinated with the existing regional transit system,
including buses, Metro Mobility and ride sharing - all of which are now part
of the RTB's responsibility.

The RTB has g staff composed principally of transit professionals. The
organization embodies a “transit first* philosophy and culture. The staff is
part of a national transit community and as such, is familiar with the transit,
and more specifically, light rail transit professional, consultants and
experiences of other cities and states. The RTB has on its staff people who
have successfully managed the planning, design, procurement of
equipment and construction of a new light rail transit system.

The RTB board and staff are experien in ling with the federal mass
transportation funding agency-UMTA. The RTB is knowledgeable in
federal mass transit policies and procedures. The RTB has staff people
who have successfully managed UMTA Alternatives Analysis efforts for light
rail transit projects that have resulted in full-funding agreements for
hundreds of millions of dollars.

The RTB already has been given significant responsibilities by the state
leqislature for implementing a regional light rqil transit system. The RTB is
responsible for developing, adopting and updating a Regional Light Rail
Transit Plan with two major components: 1) a Development (Staging
Priorities) and Funding Plan; and 2) a Coordination Plan regarding LRT
Implementation. The RTB is also required to approve any Final Plans and
Cost Estimates for LRT implementation put forward by others. The RTB is
required to coordinate the LRT planning and design activities of the
county RRA's to ensure system design compatibility and effectiveness.
The RTB, along with the MTC, is required to plan appropriate revisions to
the fixed-route bus system, set fare policies, calculate LRT operating and
maintenance (O&M) costs, estimate fare revenues and find a means to
finance the net LRT O&M costs.




PERCEIVED STRENGTHS continued

The RTB is also leading the efforts to find and gain legislative approval of a
regional funding source for LRT construction.

The RTB has financing experience and direct accountability to the
leqgisiature. The RTB manages the accrual and dispersal of over $100

million in revenues to over 40 separate providers of transit services. The
RTB has an experienced professional staff capable of managing large
sums of money in an accurate and responsible manner.




PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES

The RTB does not currently have the legislative authority to implement light
rail transit.

The RTB is a small planning and funding organization with no prior public
works experience or capability.

The RTB does not currently have a light rail transit design or construction
capability.

The RTB cannot represent local interests as well as counties/county RRA's.

The RTB may not be able to devote the time needed to properly
oversee LRT design and construction activities.

The RTB should remain solely a planning and policy-making body with
“big picture” responsibilities only, and should not get involved with
detailed implementation activities.

The RTB does not currently have any taxing authority to fund and develop
a light rail system.

The RTB has not been directly involved in developing LRT corridor plans
and EIS's.




PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES-
RESPONSES

The RTB does not currently have the legislative authority to implement light
rail transit.

Response: The legislature could grant the RTB appropriate authority to
implement LRT as part of an LRT funding bill. Over the years, different
agencies have been empowered by the legislature to plan and
implement a fixed-guideway transit system in the Twin Cities.

The RTB is a small planning and funding organization with no prior public
works experience or capability.

Response: The experiences of qualified people can be more important
than that of an agency. The RTB, like San Diego's MTDB, Portland's Tri-Met,
and other transit agencies, could readily acquire a small core group of
10-15 people who have experience designing and constructing light rail
transit systems. In addition, a partnership could be formed with Mn/DOT,
whereby Mn/DOT would provide civil engineering, surveying, right-of-way
acquisition, program management and construction management
personnel and expertise. Being a small, compact organization can have
its advantages in that it can minimize delays.

The RTB does not currently have a light rail transit design or construction
capability.

Response: The RTB does have staff people who have held project
management positions on recent light rail transit design and construction
projects. See response to #2 and proposal to form a partnership with
Mn/DOT.

The RTB cannot represent local interests as well as counties/county RRA's.

Response: The RTB has a good track record in working in a cooperative
fashion with the community and with transit users and environmental
groups. '

A Project Steering Committee could be created whose members would
be appointed by the affected county RRA's, cities, MTC, Mn/DOT and RTB.
This Project Steering Committee would provide policy direction and
oversight to the LRT project throughout the design and construction
phases. The LRT Project Manager would report on a regular basis to this
steering committee. This Steering Committee would have the
responsibility for guiding the design in a manner acceptable to all
involved parties and for resolving conflicts and disputes when they arise.




PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES-RESPONSES continued

In addition, the existing Public Information and Outreach staff could be
supplemented with additional personnel trained in community outreach
and involvement.

The RTB Board may not be able to devote the time needed to properly
oversee LRT design and construction activities.

Response: The RTB works in a committee-type fashion whereby sub-
groups of the Board go discuss issues indepth, ask questions, direct staff,
etc. and then make recommendations to the full Board, flagging any
major issues for discussion. An LRT project Streering Committee would act
much like the Board's existing committees, and would refer to the full
Board only those matters involving changes to the approved project
budget, schedule, and scope; legal and contactual issues; and major
policy issues that the Steering Committee is unable to resolve. See
response to #4. .

The RTB should remain solely a planning and policy-making body with
“big picture” responsibilities only, and should not get involved with
detailed implementation activities.

Response: There may be substantial benefits associated with integrating
the planning, constuction and operations monitoring funcitons associated
with LRT in terms of minimizing staff, coordinating activities, etc.

The RTB does not currently have any taxing authority to fund and develop
a light rail system.

Response: The RTB does currently have bonding authority, supported by
a regional property tax. However, the legislature must first approve any
issuance of bonds.

The RTB is leading the region's efforts to obtain LRT implementation
fundingat the federal state, and regional levels. The RTB believes it will be
successful in securing $2 million in federal UMTA funds for light rail this year,
which will in turn lead to eligibility for much larger amounts of federal




PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES-RESPONSES continued

money for design and construction. The RTB is drafting a proposed
regional sales tax bill for LRT implementation and other metropolitan
transportation needs which will be introduced in the 1991 session of the
legislature. The RTB is working closely with the Transportation Study Board
on LRT and other regional transit funding needs.

The RTB has not been directly involved in developing LRT corridor plans
and EIS's.

Response: The RTB recognizes the contribution of the staff of the county
RRA's and their consultants to the development of LRT in several corridors
in the Twin Cities. The RTB would hope to utilize some of this same
knowledge and experience.

The RTB has been involved in LRT corridor planning and EIS preparation as
a cooperating agency with responsibility for feeder bus planning and
policies (shared with MTC), responsibility for review, comment and
recommendations on these plans and EIS's, and responsibility for
developing, adopting and updating a Regional LRT Plan with two major
components: 1) a Development (Staging Priorities) and Funding Plan;
and 2) a Coordination Plan for LRT Implementation.

RTB staff have been involved in previous LRT corridor planning and EIS

studies, including the 1984-85 UMTA AA/EIS study of the University Avenue
and Southwest corridors (with the Metropolitan Council), and more
recently the 1988 study of LRT in the Midway Corridor (with RCRRA).

RTB staff have been involved in successful UMTA AA/EIS's leading to
receipt of extensive federal funds for LRT, and they have been iavolved in
project management positions in the design and construction of recent
LRT systems.

In summary, the RTB feels its staff is capable and experienced in LRT
planning, environmental, engineering and construction matters.




PERCEIVED OPPORTUNITIES

The goal is to get LRT implemented ASAP and the RTB is a transit-oriented
organization with a "can-do” attitude, some experienced LRT design and
construction staff and a streamlined process for getting things done.

The RTB could maximize LRT's cost-effectiveness and chances for success
because it has planning, policy and oversight responsibilities over the
existing regional transit system. The RTB could provide more of a regional
perspective over which corridors warrant a light rail line, and over which
physical facilities and costs are essential.

The RTB could improve its image and identity as an organization that
promotes and provides cost-effective mass transit improvements.




PERCEIVED THREATS

As the lead agency for LRT implementation, the RTB could be changed
from a “visionary®, broad-based transit planning and policy-oriented
agency to one more involved and consumed with a single transit mode-
LRT.

As the lead agency for LRT implementation, RTB's reputation and image
could be tarnished/damaged if LRT implementation does not go
smoothly.

As the lead agency for LRT implementation, the RTB could become liable
for any LRT cost over-runs.




EVALYATION OF THE
REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
AS THE LEAD AGENCY FOR

LRT IMPLEMENTATION

(DRAFT)

Prepared by the Regional Transit Board Staff

September1990




FINDIN®S AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

If the RTB w iven the r ibility to implement LRT, it could choose to
do so much like the San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board
(MTDB) did in the early 1980's with the assistance of staff from the State DOT
(CalTrans) and consultants.

The RTB's policy board, functions and staff organization could be
modeled after the San Diego MTDB-see attached organization charts.
Presently, the only major difference is that the RTB does not now have the
responsibility for LRT corridor development or implementation.

When it implemented its first LRT line, the San Diego MTDB had no prior
track record or construction experience gs an organization. However, it
had on its staff people who did have both years of public works
experience and transit backgrounds. The San Diego MTDB fashioned
together in a short period of time an LRT implementation team made up
of their own permanent staff (with some new hires), State DOT (CalTrans)
staff on loan to the MTDB for the project, and qualified consultants. The first
LRT line was built on-time (less than 3 years) and on-budget (less than $100
million). Subsequent lines have also been built since then, repeating this
initial success story.

The RTB is the regional agency in the Twin Cities' metropolitan area that
has been given the responsibility by the state leqislature to set policy, plan
i itan-wi i . This is the sole mission
and function of the RTB. The planning, design, funding and
implementation of a regional LRT system all need to be fully integrated
and coordinated with the regional transit system for the maximum chance
of success, and are logical functions that could fit well within the agency
responsible for regional transit policy, planning and programming.

The RTB recognizes that a strong role for all LRT stakeholders is absolutely
ntial | project. fore, the RTB staff would
r nd t ¥

tablish t roject Steerin mmittee"
composed of representatives from the involved County Regional
Railroad Authorities, the Cities, Metropolitan Transit Commission, and
Minnesota Department of Transportation. This “LRT Project Steering
Committee” could meet regularly to directly oversee the work of staff and
consultants in the design and construction of the regional LRT system, and
to make recommendations on all policy matters related to LRT design
and construction. The LRT Program Manager could report to this
Committee and receive direction from them. Furthermore, the role and
responsibilities of this Committee could be strengthened and formalized
through a joint powers agreement or similar mechanism, if deemed
desireable or necessary.




FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS continued:

In recognmon of the resources that lie wnhln the Mn/DOT orgcmzahon, Qa

g Q ggngtrgghgn of LRT in thg antrgl QangQ ; The RTB could prowde
transit, and more specifically, light rail transit expertise. Mn/DOT could be

invited to provide such vital functions as civil engineering/facilities design,
construction management, inspection (QA/QC), surveys, right-of-way
acquisition, etc. Consultants could be hired to fill in any remaining
holes/specialty functions. Mn/DOT would award and manage all
construction contracts for the civil works (line and stations), which are likely
to be within Mn/DOT highway rights-of-way anyway. The RTB and MTC
could award and manage all contracts for furnishing and installing LRT
vehicles, systems and equipment. Overall program management could
reside with either the RTB or Mn/DOT, depending on political desires and
staff availability.
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MTDB Engineering & Construction
Organization Chart

Director of

Engineering & Construction

LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT

Design
Engineer

General
Engineering
Consultant
(Minor Capiltal)

Project
Management
Staff

Construction
Management
Consultant(s)
(Major Capital)

Construction
Engineer

¥ MTDB Engineering & Construction Staff = 12

General
Construction
Consultant
(Minor Capital)

Project
Management
Staff

Construction
Management
Consultant(s)
(Major Capital)

Consultant Staff Total = Varies
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LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT

MTDB Engineering and Construction Organization Chart
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METROPOLITAN TRANSIT COMMISSION

STRENGTHS
Current legislation identifies MTC as operator

Only agency with experience in Systems Implementation including vehicles,
communication systems and fare collection systems

Experienced transit staff

No new legislative authority required

- MTC has the ability and some experience with the procurement of right of
way and transit facility construction

- Condemnation rights for transit facilities and park and rides

Large established agency with transit as sole agency function

Regional agency with regional perspective
- City and suburban representation on board

Most regional experience with UMTA, grant process and regulations,
designated grant recipient of UMTA formula funds

Only agency with transit operating experience
Accountable to legislature as a legislatively created metropolitan agency
Simple organizational structure

Easiest transition to operational mode




METROPOLITAN TRANSIT COMMISSION

WEAKNESSES
« No lead role currently in LRT planning

« Limited construction experience




MTC AS LEAD AGENCY
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RRA’s AS LEAD AGENCY WITH MTC PARTNERSHIP
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Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Date: September 11, 1990 No. R90 -

WHEREAS, A Coordination Plan is being prepared for the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Area that will recommend which organization

should design and construct light rail transit; Now, Therefore, Be
It

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
endorses the Minnesota Department of Transportation as the
organization that should design and construct light rail transit.

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RATLROAD AUTHORITY

YEA NAY OTHER
Diane Ahrens X

John T. Finley X
Ruby Hunt X
Duane W. McCarty X
Hal Norgard X
on Salverda X
Warren W. Schaber X

John T. Finley, Chairman By % M“’é’/

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Date: Sepember 11, 1990 No. R90 -

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement and preliminary
engineering for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, One element of the Midway Corridor project is an
assessment of the economic development impacts of alternatives
being considered; and

WHEREAS, This subject is one which had the potential to be
addressed in a manner that may have led to wunrealistic or
insupportable conclusions; and

WHEREAS, The assistance of the University of St. Thomas was
sought by Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, through the
suggestion of the President of the St. Paul Area Chamber of
Commerce, in order to guide the work of the consultant to Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority preparing information on
economic development impacts; and

WHEREAS, University of St. Thomas professors Steve Hoffman,
Joe Kreitzer and Jack Militello have assisted RCRRA staff in
managing the economic development impact study by gquiding the
work plan, reviewing information (even with short notice,
sometimes in the evening or over holidays, weekends or vacations)
and meeting with consultants and staff at frequent intervals;
Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Commissioners:

&% Express appreciation to Steve Hoffman, Joe Kreitzer and Jack
Militello for their assistance and advice on the economic
development aspects of the Midway Corridor LRT project; and

Direct the Chairman of Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority to forward a copy of this resolution to the
President of the University of St. Thomas and request that
it Dbecomes part of the personnel records maintained by the
University on its faculty.

John T. Finley, Chairman By J;;;2Z::;f~;¢i;::;42:4517¢€£;ﬂ”*”

Warren W. Schaber) Secretary




Kathy Despiegelaere John T. Finley, Chaiman

District 3
. Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
Ramsey County Regional District 1
Railroad Authority Warren W. Schaber, secretary

District &
Documentation
" = Ruby Hunt, Treasure
Ramsey County Regional kanroaa Aurnorry s

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, SEPTEMBER 25, 1990

11:00 A.M. - LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - 316

A. Minutes of the Special Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority Board Meeting of August 28, 1990

B. Minutes of the Regular Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority Board Meeting of September 11, 1990.

Chairman’s Comments

Update on Coordination Plan for LRT - Action may be
taken.

Approve publicity plan for Midway Corridor, and approve
budget transfer of $48,500 to fund this program.

Update on Ridership Forecasts for Midway Corridor -
Discussion only.

Approve adjustments to the 1990 Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority Budget in the amount of $3,418,000 in
accordance with budget transfer, Exhibit A.

Action is Requested.

Printed on Recycled Paper

4 ol S




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

I Board Action Requested

__CHAIRMAN FINLEY
Originating Department

CHAIRMAN'S COMMENTS
John T. Finley /<s/ 9/18/90
Authorized Signature Date

Request Justification

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

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
September 25, 1990

Board Date




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

: Board Action Requested
[Update on Coordination Plan for LRT

Regional Railroad Authority
Originating Department

Action may be taken

Request Justification

Commissioners Ahrens and Hunt willprovide a verbal update on activities of the
Joint LRT Advisory Committee.

Budgeting and Accounu‘.ng__mw _ /5190 Date / Time
County Attorney. d Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
September 25, 1990

Board Date




9/12/90

ANALYSIS OF 1% SALES TAX FOR
TRANSPORTATION

Summary of Regional Development and Financial Plan

Cash Flow Analysis with 42-Month Frequency of Corridor Starts and 1%
Sales Tax

— With Federal Funds
— Without Federal Funds

Cash Flow Analysis with 12-Month Frequency of Corridor Starts and 1%
Sales Tax

— With Federal Funds
— Without Federal Funds

Candidate Expenditures for Non-LRT Construction

LRT Operating Deficit

LRT Feeder Bus/Reduction in Regular Services and Revenues
Other Metropolitan Area Transit Services

Other




9/12/90

SUMMARY OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND
FINANCIAL PLAN (2/90)

CAPITAL COST

® Goal of at least 20 percent federal funding
® Goal of at least 30 percent state funding
® Regional sales tax for broad-based transportation purposes

® A county contribution of 10 percent of the cost of non-federally funded
Group B and Group C Corridors

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COST

® Increased MVET funds and increases in the RTB property tax levy
should be used to fund LRT operations




9/12/90

COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 42 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION
(1991 $M 1% Sales Tax - With Federal Funds)

CALENDAR YEAR

ITEM

1996

1997

COSTS
A-1. Downtown
Minneapolis/University

21

‘A-2. Downtown
St. Paul/Midway

56

&1 Group B (FE 6/95 & FEDS$)

12

'8-2 Group B (FE 12/98 & N-Fs)

1

'[B-S Group B (FE 6/02 & FEDS)

iSubtotal

REVENUES
Reglonal Sales Tax (1%)

Federal Funds

36

27

2

County (10% of Group B)

1

1

4

Subtotal

212

212

221

247

249

240

218

,INet

193

161

111

86

131

182

196

194

179

iCumulative

193

354

465

551

682

864

1,060

1,254

1,433

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 $115.M of Federal Funds are utilized.




9/12/90

COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 42 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION
(1991 $M 1% Sales Tax - With No Federal Funds)

CALENDAR YEAR

ITEM

1996

1997

COSTS
bi Downtown
Inneapolis/University

21

A-2, Downtown
St. Paul/Midway

56

B-1 Group B (FE 6/95 & FEDS)

12

B-2 Group B (FE 12/98 & N-F$)

1

B-3 Group B (FE 6/02 & FEDS$)

Subtotal

REVENUES
Regional Sales Tax (1%)

Federal Funds

County (10% of Group B)

4

Subtotal

212

212

212

212

213

216

Net

193

161

11

81

122

147

160

167

177

Cumulative

193

354

465

546

668

815

975

1,142

1,319

Note: Cost of all Group B Corridors and Minneapolis Tunnel Extension were totaled and averaged, to arrive at a

cost/corridor of $154.M




. I . 9/12/90

COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 12 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR PROJECT STARTS
(1991 $M 1% SALES TAX - WITH FEDERAL FUNDS)

CALENDAR YEAR

ITEM
1996 1997

COSTS 56 17
A-1. Downtown St. Paul/Midway

-2. Downtown
Minneapolis/University/Y & S

B-1 Group B (FE 6/93 & FED$)
B8-2 Group B (FE 6/94 & N-F§)
iB-3 Group B (FE 6/95 & FEDS$)
B-4 Group B (FE 6/96 & N-F$)
B-5 Group B (FE 6/97 & FEDS)
C-1 Group C (FE 6/98)

C-2 Group C (FE 6/99)
Subtotal

IREVENUES
\Regional Sales Tax (1%)
Federal Funds : 3 10 40 25 25 25 25 25 25

County (10% of Group B) ~ i i 6 6 9 6 8 5 6

Subtotal 212 213 223 258 243 246 243 245 242 243
Net 190 153 102 65 49 79 94 103 127 157
ICumulative 190 343 445 510 559 638 | 732 835 962 | 1,119

Note: Cost of all Group B Corridors and Minneapolis Tunnel Extension were totaled and averaged, to arrive at a
cost/corridor of $154.M




9/12/90

COSTS/REVENUE FOR 10-YEAR LRT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ASSUMING 12 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR PROJECT STARTS
(1991 $M 1% SALES TAX - WITH NO FEDERAL FUNDS)

CALENDAR YEAR

ITEM
1996 1997

COSTS 56 17
A-1. Downtown St. Paul/Midway

A-2. Downtown
Minneapolis/University/Y & S

B-1 Group B (FE 6/93 & FEDS$)
B-2 Group B (FE 6/94 & N-F$)
B-3 Group B (FE 6/95 & FEDS$)
B-4 Group B (FE 6/96 & N-F$)
B-5 Group B (FE 6/97 & FED$)
C-1 Group C (FE 6/98)

C-2 Group C (FE 6/99)
Subtotal

REVENUES
Regional Sales Tax (1%)

Federal Funds

quumy (10% of Group B) o 1 1 6 6 9 6 8 5

Subtotal 213 213 218 218 221 218 220 217
INet 153 92 25 24 54 69 78 102
Cumulative 190 343 435 460 484 538 | 607 | 685 787

Note: Cost of all Group B Corridors and Minneapolis Tunnel Extension were totaled and averaged, to arrive at a
cost/corridor of $154.M




9/12/90

ANNUAL LRT OPERATING COST FOR GROUP A AND
GROUP B CORRIDORS (1991 9)

CORRIDOR (Terminus)

PEAK HOUR
HEADWAYS

ANNUAL LRT
O&M COSTS
1988M $

ANNUAL LRT

O&M COSTS
1991 M $**

*Central Corridor

7.5 min.

$10.0

$11.4

Minneapolis Northwest
(63rd Avenue)

10 min.

5.9

7.6

Minneapolis Northeast
(Northtown Mall on
University Avenue)

10 min.

St. Paul South
(Highway 10)

10 min.

Hiawatha (GSA)

10 min.

Minneapolis South (96th
Street)

10 min.

* Highest O&M cost for the three ali

the Central Corridor.

** Costs were increased at a rate of 4.

14 percent.

gnments under consideration in

S percent per year or total of




ANNUAL LRT FEEDER BUS/REDUCTION IN
REGULAR ROUTE SERVICE FOR GROUP A AND
GROUP B CORRIDORS

CORRIDOR

(

DAILY
EXISTING
BUS
MILES
DELETED

FEEDER
BUS
MILES
ADDED

NET DAILY |
BUS |
MILES
SAVED
WITH LRT
AND
FEEDER

$ TOTAL
ANNUAL
SAVINGS
(1991 $)

BUS
4,000

Central Corridor 10,900 6,900 $4.9

Minneapolis

Northwest 4,960

4,200 700 .

Minneapolis
Northeast

St. Paul South

13,000 11,300 1,700 2.

1,300
8,200
7,800

1,200
5,800
4,600

100 .

2,400
3,200

2.9
3.9

Hiawatha

Minneapolis South

Source: RTB Regional Development and Financial Plan (2/90)

Assumes: Daily to Annual Factor of 306
1989 Bus Operating Cost of $3.67/Mile
1991 Bus Operating Cost of $4.01/Mile




9/12/290

ANNUAL OPERATING DEFICITS FOR REGIONAL BUS
SERVICES

Estimated 1991
Deficit
Service (1991M )

MTC Regular Route Service 68.5
Opt-Out 5.9
Metro Mobility

Rural and Small Urban Service

Total

Source: RTB Five-Year Plan




COSTS/REVENUE (1991 M$) FOR LRT/FEEDER BUS SYSTEM FOR
10-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE WITH 42 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION

INITIATIONS WITH FEDERAL FUNDS

CALENDAR YEAR
1996 1997

ITEM

ICOSTS
Corridor Capital Expenditures

;LRT O&M Cost

LRT Operating Revenue (60%
Operating Ratio)

Feeder Bus O&M Cost

90 65

{Existing Bus System Deletions

ﬂExisting System Operating
\Revenue Lost (35% Operating
{Ratio)

{Regional Bus Deficit***

ri['l'mal Annual Cost

IREVENUES

‘Federal Funds

@my (10% of Group B)

a@egiona! Sales Tax (1%) 212

FTotal Revenues 217

INET

99

65

13

(13)

tgjmulalive Surplus/Deficit

99

164

177

164

* Highest O&M cost of three alignment alternatives for the Central Corridor

** Group A plus one Group B corridor with the highest O&M cost.
*** Source: RTB Five-Year Plan. Assumes 2% per year increases in deficit. Includes MTC Regular Route, Metro Mobility, Opt-Out, and Rural/Small

Urban bus services.
Feeder bus O&M costs and route deletions taken from RTB-LRT Development and Financial Plan.




COSTS/REVENUE (1991 M$) FOR LRT/FEEDER BUS SYSTEM FOR
10-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE WITH 42 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTIQN
INITIATIONS WITH NO FEDERAL FUNDS

CALENDAR YEAR
1996 1997 2001**

ITEM

COSTS

EPrridor Capital Expenditures 90 65 50

LRT O&M Cost -- : - - = o 21

LRT Operating Revenue (60%
Operating Ratio)

'lFeeder Bus O&M Cost

Existing Bus System Deletions

Existing System Operating
iRevenue Lost (35% Operating
Ratio)

Regional Bus Deficit***

A
ﬁToIal Annual Cost

lREVENUES
[Federal Funds

County (10% of Group B)

Regional Sales Tax (1%) 212

Total Revenues 212

INET 99 65 13 (18)

ICumulative Surplus/Deficit 99 164 177 159

* Highest O&M cost of three alignment alternatives for the Central Corridor
** Group A plus one Group B corridor with the highest O&M cost. "
*** Source: RTB Five-Year Plan. Assumes 2% per year increases in deficit. Includes MTC Regular Route, Melro Mobility, Opt-Out, and Rural/Small
Urban bus services. ; i .
Feeder bus O&M costs and route deletions taken from RTB-LRT Development and Financial Plan.




9/14/90

COSTS/REVENUE (1991 M$) FOR LRT/FEEDER BUS SYSTEM FOR
10-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE WITH 12 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION
INITIATIONS WITH FEDERAL FUNDS

CALENDAR YEAR -
1996 1997 2000*** | 2001 ****

ITEM

COSTS
Corridor Capital Expenditures 194 167 115 | 86

LRT O&M Cost = o o o 2 = 29 37

LRT Operating Revenue (60% s s - i s 5 (17)
Operating Ratio)

Feeder Bus O&M Cost . = i = & = 28

el AP (oot S

Existing Bus System Deletions

Existing System Operating
Revenue Lost (35% Operating
Ratio)

Regional Bus Deficit*****

{Total Annual Cost

'REVENUES
Federal Funds -- -- 40

County (10% of Group B) -- 6

Regional Sales Tax (1%) 212

iLfotaI Revenues 258

.FNET 96 57 1 (34)
\Cumulative Surplus/Deficit 96 153 157 123

* Highest O&M cost of three alignments alternative for the Central Corridor
** Group A plus one Group B corridor with the highest O&M cost.
*** Group A plus 1999 Group B corridor plus Group B corridor with second highest O&M cost.
**** Group A plus 1999 and 2000 Group B corridors plus Group B corridor with third highest O&M cost.
***** Source: RTB Five-Year Plan, Assumes 2% per year increases in deficit. Includes MTC Regular Route, Metro Mobility, Opt-Out, and
Rural/Small Urban bus services.
Feeder bus O&M costs and route deletions taken from RTB-LRT Deve!op@t and Financial Plan. .




QSTSIHEVENUE (1991 M$) FOR LRT/FEEDER BUS SYSTEM FOR
10-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE WITH 12 MONTHS BETWEEN CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION

INITIATIONS WITH NO FEDERAL FUNDS

CALENDAR YEAR .
1996 1997 2000*** | 2001 ***+

ITEM

‘cosTs
(Corridor Capital Expenditures 194 167

5-LHT O&M Cost . = 3 .
—

{LRT Operating Revenue (60%
Operating Ratio)

115 86
29 37

@der Bus O&M Cost

Existing Bus System Deletions

Existing System Operating
Revenue Lost (35% Operating
Ratio)

Regional Bus Deficit*****

iTotal Annual Cost

¢
'REVENUES
Federal Funds

Egounly (10% of Group B)

1

6

6

9

5

6

)
{Regional Sales Tax (1%)

212

212

212

212

212

212

I
f!ToIal Revenues

213

218

218

221

217

218

INET

96

57

(6)

(74)

(77)

(49)

(23) |

1

|

.?Curnulative Surplus/Deficit

96

163

147

73

(4)

(53)

(154) '

(153)

!
1

* Highest O&M cost of three alignments alternative for the Central Corridor
** Group A plus one Group B corridor with the highest O&M cost.
*** Group A plus 1999 Group B corridor plus Group B corridor with second highest O&M cost.
*** Group A plus 1999 and 2000 Group B corridors plus Group B corridor with third highest O&M cost.
"r**** Source: RTB Five-Year Plan. Assumes 2% per year increases in deficit. Includes MTC Regular Route, Metro Mobility, Opt-Out, and
Rural/Small Urban bus services.
Feeder bus O&M costs and route deletions taken from RTB-LRT Development and Financial Plan.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authority | Approve publicity plan for Midway Corridor
Originating Department | and authorize transfer of $48,500 from

' | consulting services to public information
Wﬁ ?é%é@ | services account.
Authorized Si ure Date

Action is Requested

Request Justification

See attached: 1. Proposed resolution
2. Memorandum from Jill Goski

Budgeting and Accountmg__é/ e Date / Time
County Attorney__Z i ﬁf,’f 2L Received By
Risk Manager

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

2

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

Committee / Meeting Date , [ Signature
September 25, 1990 E/fé&”/[,w oo

Board Date Signature J




e Resolution

jonal
“S'anZd Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

MMwmy‘

No.

WHEREAS, The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Midway Corridor will be completed in December, 1990, and Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority plans to notify the public of
the information in the report and requests public comments; Now
Therefore, Be It '

RESOLVED, That the publicity plan for the Midway Corridor is
approved; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
approves the following budget transfer of $48,500:

TRANSFER FROM APPROPRIATION

Org. # Account No. Account Title Amount
59103 020102 Consulting Services $48,500

TRANSFER TO APPROPRIATION

Org. % Account No. Account Title Amount
59103 020194 Public Information Services $48,500

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Diane Ahrens
District 4

Ruby Hunt
District 5

ai]ro ad Duane W. McCarty

District 1

Hal Norgard

\Authority Distric 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: Kathy DeSpiegelaere
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning

FROM: Jill Goski @
Community Par#icipation Coordinator

SUBJECT: Midway Corridor Publicity Plan
DATE: September 13, 1990
BACKGROUND

The Midway Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement is currently scheduled
for completion on December 7, 1990. The Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority (RCRRA) is committed to a strong community participation program in its
work and has scheduled a two month public review period before the Environmental
Impact Statement is finalized. The Community Participation Program, adopted by
RCRRA in July 1988, specified that community involvement should be flexible and
responsive to different stages of projects undertaken by the RCRRA. The public
review process must be tailored to the specific project and the needs that have
evolved as the project has been developed.

The purpose of this memorandum is to outline the public meetings planned for the
Midway Corridor project and the corresponding publicity plan.

PROJECTED PUBLIC MEETING DATES

PUBLIC FORUMS: NOVEMBER 1990
o 3 at locations in Midway Corridor

PUBLIC HEARINGS: JANUARY AND FEBRUARY 1991
o 1 at RCRRA Meeting

o 2 at locations in Midway Corridor

o 1 to be determined by HCRRA




PUBLICITY PLAN

OBJECTIVE

To inform a broad spectrum of the general public in the Midway Corridor area
about the Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Impact Statement project
before and during the public comment period, including information about the
public forums and hearings.

RATIONALE ;

Although the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has had a strong community
participation program throughout the Midway Corridor LRT Study, there are
segments of the general public who have not been reached through the methods used
to date. Due to the enormous implications of the decisions that will be made by
the RCRRA in this study, it is critical to initiate an aggressive publicity
campaign, in addition to holding public forums and hearings, to reach owners and
occupants of residences and businesses in this area by distributing written
information to them in their homes and offices. It is important for this effort
to communicate more detailed information about the study rather than simply broad
generalizations in order to encourage public sentiment to be presented during the
public comment period.

TARGET AUDIENCE

All owners and occupants of residences and businesses in the Midway Corridor
area. The Midway Corridor area extends from downtown St. Paul to Oak and
Washington in Hennepin County and the study includes three alignments: I-94,
University Avenue and BN/Pierce Butler Route.

The target area has been defined as bounded by: (See map)

* WEST - The Ramsey County border (Coordination with Hennepin County will be
accomplished by advising Hennepin County of the publicity plan for
the Ramsey County portion of the corridor and asking them to develop
the Hennepin County publicity plan).

SOUTH - St. Clair Avenue to Western Avenue to Shepard Road.

DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL - Shepard Road/Warner Road to just within the Lafayette
Freeway and I-94 boundaries.

* EAST - 35E
* NORTH - Larpenteur Avenue

NOTE: Target area would include both sides of boundary streets except for
freeway boundaries which would include only the side bordering the area.

Based on figures from Independent Delivery Service, this geographic area
includes:

Businesses 12,000
Single Family Homes 31,250
Apartment Units 21,750
TOTAL 65,000




METHOD OF INFORMATION COMMUNICATION

o

PUBLIC FORUMS

1. . FLIERS - Fliers including information on the project, map(s), and dates
and locations of public forums will be distributed through committees,
district councils, community and business groups and mailed. The
notices will not be sent to each property owner and occupant.

NEWSPAPER ADS/PRESS RELEASES - Newspaper ads including information on
the project and public forum dates and locations will be placed in St.
Paul Pioneer Press (approximately 4" x 6") and in 10 Community
Newspapers (quarter page) in issues preceding public forums. Press
releases will also be sent to these newspapers.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. BROCHURES - Brochures including information on the project, map(s) and
public hearing dates and locations will be distributed to all owners
and occupants of residences and businesses in the target area. The
brochure would be a single page (approximately 8 1/2" x 11", folded in
half or thirds) accompanied by a letter from RCRRA.

NEWSPAPER ADS/PRESS RELEASES - Newspaper ads including information
consistent with brochure about project and dates and locations of
public hearings will be placed in St. Paul Pioneer Press and in 10
community newspapers in issues just preceding public hearing date. The
same size and general set up as ads for public forums will be used.

COST SUMMARY (See attached Cost Detail)

BROCHURE $31,965
DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT $21,500
DISTRIBUTION 10,465

NEWSPAPER ADS/PRESS RELEASES
DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT 4,500
PUBLICATION 12,000

TOTAL PUBLICITY PLAN $48, 465

TIMELINE

1s

2.

FLIERS: Fliers would be distributed 1-3 weeks before public forums.

BROCHURES: Brochures would be distributed 7-10 days prior to public
hearing.

NEVSPAPER ADS/PRESS RELEASES: Two newspaper ads would be placed; one prior
to public forums and one prior to public hearings.

RECOMMENDATION:

1.

2.

Approve the publicity plan for the Midway Corridor.

Approve  budget transfer in the amount of $48,500 from account
59103-020102 Consulting Services to account 59103-020194 Public Information
Services. Work provided for under this plan is eligible for grant assistance
under existing Minnesota Department of Transportation Grant for Phase I
Midway Corridor Study.

JG/pjk
Attachments




MIDWAY CORRIDOR PUBLICITY PLAN COST ESTIMATE

BROCHURE
A. DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT
1. Concept, layout, design and artwork = s 7,500
Gardner Graphics, previously used by Ramsey
County for recycling publicity effort is the
proposed firm for this work.

Printing @ 20 cents each for 70,000 = $14,000
A print shop approved by Ramsey County

purchasing will be used; recycled paper,

two color printing.

Total brochure design costs

DISTRIBUTION

Based on one brochure with cover letter. Each
additional accompanying piece (maps, etc.) would
cost 1 additional cent/delivery location.

1. Door delivery for residence and businesses
in target area
a. @ 6 cents/resident + 1 cent/extra
piece (letter) for 53,000
residences = $ 3,710

@ 8 cents/business + 1 cent/extra
piece (letter) for 12,000
businesses = $ 1,080

Independent Delivery Service, previously

used by Ramsey County for delivering brochures,

will be used. Brochures would be delivered

in the specified geographic area separately

from material from other businesses or organizations.

delivery for nonresident property owners$ 5,675
Computer list/labels from Ramsey County
Property Taxation, @ $150 per computer

run + 2 1/4 cents/property for

65,000 properties = $1,612.50

Mailing to non-resident property

owners, @ 25 cents per property

for estimated 25% of 65,000

properties = $4,062.50

Total design and distribution costs $10,465

TOTAL COST FOR BROCHURE

NEVSPAPER ADS AND PRESS RELEASES
(For two sets of ads: one preceding public forums and
one preceding public hearings.)

A. DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT
$3,000 for first ad $1,500 for second ad
Total for ad design




PUBLICATION:
1. 4" x 6" display ad in St. Paul
Pioneer Press = $ 1,000
2. Quarter page ads in 10 community
nevspapers = S 5,000
. Community Reporter
. Downtowner
. Grand Gazette
. Highland Villager
. Merriam Park Post
. Midway Como Monitor
. North End News
. Park Bugle/Park Press
Skyway News
. Summit U Newsletter

Total publication ($6,000 x 2) $12,000
TOTAL COST FOR ADS S16,500

TOTAL PUBLICITY PLAN COST $48,465
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Wille &« IELLOW = ACCLZ. Uepl. Loples
Pimk - Report Copy No.
#' Green - Retained Copy (For Budgeting & Acctg.
RAMSEY COUNTY Use Only)
REQUEST FORM FOR BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS

DEPARTMENT: NAME: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority ORG. # 59103
. The Budget Adjustment requested will require the following: 2. For Accounting
Dept. Use Only

1.| X ] Transfer From Appropriation) Check Applicable Unencumbered
| | Increase Estimated Revenue )} Box(es) Balance Befoye
Org. # Account No, Account Title : Amount _Adjustment 9%&’?0

59103 020102 Consulting Services $48,500.00 | 74 9¢/ 00

TOTAL _$48,500.00

3. ED Transfer to Appropriation } Check Applicable
[ | Increase Appropriation Box(es)
Org. # Account No. Account Title Amount

59103 020194 Public Information Services $48,500.00

ToTAL $48,500.00
4, Reasons for Adjustment Request:

Although current public participation efforts for the Phase I PE/EIS studies are well estab-
lished, segments of the general public have not been reached through methods used to date.

Funding provisions identified will support expanded information services to be coordinated
with the public comment period for the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement.

(Attach sheet if more ,Shace is needed)

Approval requested by: %ﬂ/ 4/ Mﬂx Vice-Chairman : 9/17/90

Authorized S igﬁ ture

b ROoe ety '

} Approved by Budget Analyst: &/M Date: 9/&92) P

| V Date: ?,474?0
/7

Approved by Board of Co. C ssioners: F Date:

I — .
i v

.proved by Budget Director:

B&A 349~ (3-83) Instructions on reverse side of green copy g




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

] . ) I Board Action Requested
Pegicaal Railraec Authority | Update on Ridership Forecasts for
Originating Department _ | Midway Corridor

% :

Authoriz igna

Discussion Only

Request Justification

A verbal report on progress on ridership forecasts for the Midway Corridor
will be provided.

Budgeting and Accounting % 247 Date / Time
County Attorney. Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Si.gnature Date

Committee / Meeting Date Jp ~ Date
September 25, 1990 J W,Zz,wv«—‘—*"-‘?—-\ 9/19/90
Board Date Signature ( Date




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authorit '
Originating Department Approve adjustments to the 1990 Ramsey

& ' County Regional Railroad Authority budget
%0 | in the amount of $3,418,000 in accordance
Authorized Date with the attached documentation.

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution approving adjustments
2) Memorandum from Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
3) Budget adjustment information

Budgeting and Accounting /Zd = Date / Time
County Attorney f fe L2 ' Received By
Risk Manager.

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date

September 25, 1990
Board Date




Resolution

Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The 1990 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
budget identified major project areas in the Contingent Account
series within the 59101 - Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority budget; and

WHEREAS, The projects 1identified are eligible for State
grant assistance; and

WHEREAS, State grant provisions require separate accounting
of costs incurred in each work area; and

WHEREAS, Regional Railroad Authority staff have prepared
attached Exhibit A documenting budget adjustment recommendations
which establish «cost center 59105 - Phase II Preliminary
Engineering - Midway Corridor; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
approves the budget adjustment, in the amount of $3,418,000, as
follows:

1390 RAXSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILR0AD AUTEORITY INC 2EVERUE DEC RRVENUE
DEC APPROP [IC APEROP

TRANSFER 70 XINNESQTA GRANT ACCOUNTS:
ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNT:

RIDUCE 3STIMATED REVENUE:

59101 121067  XYinmesota DOT LRT Grant 35%,000
39101 121068  ¥innesota Rail 3ank 150,000

1,709,000

[YCREASE ESTINATED REVENUE:

§9105 131067 Xinnesota DOT LAT Grant 1,709,000

TOTAL ESTINATED REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS: 1,709,000 1,709,000

TRANSFER 7RON APPROPRIATION:

53101 061002 Phase [I PE-¥idway Corridoer 3,414,000

1,418,000

John T. Finley, Chairman

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




e Resolution

egionai

ailroad _ Board of
PRy RAMSZY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

GRANT ACCOUNT:
TRANSFER 70 APPROPRIATION:

PE-NIDVAY CORRIDGR

020102 Consulting Services 1,340,000
020174  County Attorney 50,000
020176  3xecutive Director 15,000
03017% Budgeting & Accounting 10,000
20185  Data Processing 31,500
020133 ?Zroject Management 143,000
020202 Postage 3,500
020401 Publishing Xinutes 4,000
020501 ?rinting & Statiomery 10,000
021226 Committee Compensation 1,000
021407  Travel 12,000
021408 Volunteer Expense 1,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS: 3,418,000 1,418,000

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Scnaper, Secretary 2i.




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3
Diane Ahrens
District 4
Ruby Hunt
District 5

.
ailroad Duane W. McCarty
District 1
Hal Norgard

L]

A District 7
Uthorlty Donald E. Salverda
District 2
Warren W. Schaber
;i 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

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning jl?{f;%

Adjustments to 1990 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Budget

August 21, 1990

The 1990 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Budget (59101) identifies four
major projects in the contingent account series:

1) 061002 Phase II Preliminary Engineering - Midway Corridor
2) 061003 Right of Way Acquisition

3) 061004 - Northeast Corridor Study

4) 061005 - South Corridor Study

These projects are eligible for State grant assistance. Grant provisions require
separate accounting of costs incurred on each project. Cost centers for projects 2,
3, and 4 were established in January of this year. We are requesting a budget
adjustment in the total amount of $3,418,000 at this time to establish cost center
59105 for project 1: Phase II Preliminary Engineering - Midway Corridor. This will
provide the basis for detailed accounting of costs related to Phase II work and
subsequent reimbursement.

The attached budget adjustment documentation details the source and distribution of
funding for the grant center.

Recommendation:
Approve adjustments to the 1990 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority budget in

accordance with attached documentation.

KD/blk
Attachment




EXPLANATION OF FUNDING:
PHASE II-PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING-MIDWAY CORRIDOR

Minnesota DOT Grant awarded February 27, 1990: $664,371
Tax levy matching funds included in 1990 budget: 664,371

$1,328,742

Rail Authoerity authorized grant application to

MinnDOT for grant expected to be awarded in

late 1990 or early 1991 on August 28, 1990: $1,044,629
Tax levy matching funds included in 1990 budget: 1,044,629

$2,089,258

Project Total: $3,418,000

SUMMARY:
MinnDOT Grant $1,708,000
Tax Levy 1,709,000

Project Total: $3,418,000

The grant already awarded permits allowable project expenses incurred on or
after October 3, 1989, to be included in project costs. The project is now
at the point where some costs will be incurred.

In the event the anticipated grant from MinnDOT for $1,044,629 is not
awarded, the project could be terminated.

It is not expected that project costs will exceed the initial grant plus
matching funds totalling $1,328,742 before the Rail Authority learns whether it
will be awarded the additional matching grant.




i —_—— e
Green - Retained Copy (For Budgeting & Acctg.
RAMSEY COUNTY Use Only)
REQUEST FORM FOR BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS

FUND: 591
. DEPARTMENT : NAME : Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority ORG.# See Attached

The Budget Adjustment requested will require the following: 2. For Accounting
. Dept. Use Only

BEN Transfer From Appropriation ) Check Applicable Unencumbered
l § | Increase Estimated Revenue |} Box(es) Balance Before
Org. # Account No. Account Title Amount Adjustment

59101 ADMINISTRATIVE ACCT: See Attached 3,418,000.00 See attached

TOTAL 3,418,000

3. Transfer to Appropriation } Check Applicable
[ | Increase Appropriation Box(es)
Org. # Account No. Account Title Amount

59105 GRANT ACCOUNT: Sae Attachad 3,418,000.00 See attached

". TOTAL 3,418,000

4, Reasons for Adjustment Request:

This budget adjustment is to transfer estimated revenues and appropriations from the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Operational Cost Center - 59101 - to a new grant
center: 59105 - Phase II Preliminary Engineering - Midway Corridor.

The full amount of the grant has not been received at this time, but the terms of the grant
application are that expenses incurred now for these grant projects may be recovered. This
transfer is to establish the project cost centers for accounting for project expenses.
Funding for the expenses will be from Railroad Authority matching funds until the balance
of the grant is received.

(~ttach sheet if more space is needed)

Approval requested by: p Date: ?//6//?0
thorized Signature

-~

Approved by Budget Analyst: : ?//?/90
H S _-I'_.'d i 5 . /
Approved by Budget Director: r 7 _ . : 7’//,; 70
E.proved by Board of Co, :
l ‘ |
B&A 349- (3-83) Instructions on reverse side of green copy {




1990 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTRORITY INC REVEKUE DEC REVENUE

DEC APPROP IXC APPROP

TRANSFER TO MINNESQTA GRANT ACCOUNTS: =
ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNT:

REDUCE ESTINATED RRVERUE:

59101 321067 Ninnesota DOT LRT Grant 359,000
59101 321068 Ninnesota Rail Bank 150,000

1,709,000
INCREASE ESTINATED REVENUE:

59105 321067 Nimnesota DOT LRT Grant 1,709,000

TOTAL BSTINATED REVENUE ADJUSTNENTS:

TRANSFER FRON APPROPRIATION:
59101 061002 Phase II PE-Nidway Corridor
3,418,000

GRANT ACCOUNT:
TRANSFER TO APPROPRIATION:

PHASE IT PE-NIDWAY CORRIDOR
59105 020102 Consulting Services . 340,000

39105 020174 County Attorney 50,000
59105 020176 Bxecutive Director 35,000
59105 020179  Budgeting & Accounting 10,000
5910 020185 Data Processing 3,500
59105 020193  Project Nanagement 348,000
59105 020202 Postage 3,500
59105 020401 Publishing Ninutes 4,000
59105 020501 Printing & Stationery 10,000
59105 021226 Committee Compensation 1,000
59105 021407 Travel 12,000
59105 021408 Volunteer Expense

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS:




RANSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY FUND:

SUNNARY OF REQUESTED BUDGET ADJUSTNENT:

ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNT:

REDUCTION IN ESTIMATED REVENUR:
59101 321068 Ninnesota Rail Bank
59101 321067 Ninnesota DOT LRT Grant

DECREASE TAX LEVY:
59101 061002 Phase IT PE-Nidway Corridor

REDUCTION IN APPROPRIATIONS:
59101 061002 Phase II PE-Nidway Corridoer

TOTAL GENERAL REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY:

- SUMNARY OF GRANT COST CENTERS:
INCREASE IN BSTIMATED REVENUE:
59105 321067 Ninnesota DOT LRT Grant

INCREASE OF TAX LEVY:
59105 Phase II PE-Midway Corridor

TYCREASE IN APPROPRIATIONS:
59105 Phase II PE-Nidway Corridor

TOTAL GRANT COST CENTER:

INCREASE REVENUR
INCREASE TAX LEVY
DECREASE APPROP

DECREASE REVENUR
DECREASE TAX LBVY
INCREASE APPROP

3,418,000

959,000

1,709,000 -

3,418,000

1,708,000

1,708,000

3,418,000




SUNNARY OF 1990 RC REGIONAL RAILROAD BUDGET !
RESULTS OF THIS BUDGET ADJUSTNENT
1990 BUDGET .

ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNT: ADJUSTED 1S REVISED
§9101 RC REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY ORIGINAL ADJUSTMENT BUDGET ADJUSTENT BUDGET

Appropriation: 4,319,496 (3,418,000) 901,496

Funding:
Tax Levy: 3,838,496 (1,228,000) 2,610,496 (1,709,000)
Grant: 2,709,000 (1,000,000) 1,709,000 (1,709,000

(2,228,000) 4,319,496

53106 RCRAA RIGHT-OP-WAY ACQUISITION
Appropriation:

Funding:

Tax Levy: 978,000 978,000

Grant: 750,000 750,000
1,728,000 1,728,000

59107 RCRRA NORTHEAST CORRIDOR STUDY
Appropriation: 400,000 400,000

Funding:
Tax Levy: 200,000 200,000
Grant: 200,000 200,000

400,000 400,000

59108 RCRRA SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY
Appropriation: 100,000 100,000

Funding:

Tax Levy:
Grant:

TELS ADJUSTMENT: GRANT ACCOUNT:

§9105 PHASE II PE-NIDWAY CORRIDOR
Appropriation: 3,418,000 3,418,000

Funding:
Tax Levy: 1,709,000 1,709,000
Grant: 1,709,000 1,709,000

3,418,000






