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AGENDA
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY MEETINC
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 1991

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

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS
Minutes of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Board Meeting of October 22, 1991.

Adopt Scoping Decision Document for St. Paul South LRT
Corridor.

Information on LRT Station in vicinity of T.H. 280/I-94/
Vestgate - Discussion only.

Approve Joint Powers Agreement for Light Rail Transit.

Regional Transit Board’s Recommendation on Light Rail
Transit - Discussion only.

Approve Partial Payment No. 16 (FINAL) to SRF, Inc. in the
amount of $1,000.00 (Northeast Corridor Alignment Study).

Action is Requested.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION Z

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY '
Originating Department

Flslpiigelow 22N/
Authorized Bigna Date

Request Justification

Adopt Scoping Decision Document for St.
Paul South LRT Corridor.

ACTION IS REQUESTED

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution ‘
2) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere
3) Scoping Decision Document

Budgeting and unting. — Date / Time
County Attorney.l W i Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing

4
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Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date : Date

C ittee / Meeting Date ¥ Date
O November 12, 1991 _ 11/4/91

Board Date Date




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

— — —— — — —
——
— — — — —

WHEREAS, An Environmental Assessment Worksheet/Draft Scoping
Decision Document has been prepared for Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority and Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority;
and

WHEREAS, Notice of availability of the reports was published
in the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board’s (EQB) Monitor and
the period of comment ended on October 2, 1991; and

WHEREAS, Copies of the reports were forwarded to all
agencies listed on the official notification list of the EQB, to
all libraries in Ramsey County, and to other interested parties;
and

WHEREAS, Press releases were sent to newspapers in the area
of the project and those of general circulation about the
availability and content of the reports; and

WHEREAS, A scoping meeting to present information on the
project and obtain the responses of the public was convened on
September 19, 1991; and

~ WHEREAS, Comments on the project have been received from
many organizations and individuals and have been considered by
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
adopts the Scoping Decision Document for the South Corridor.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




John T. Finley, Chairman

District 3
Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
District |

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Rukoy Hunt, eceurer
316 Courfhouse, S, Paul, Minnesota 55102 612-298-4145 ] FAX 292-6689  Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard
District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning ;zaéa'

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment Worksheet/Draft Scoping
Decision Document

DATE: October 31, 1991

The proposed resolution indicates that Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority adopts the Scoping Decision Document for the
South Corridor. Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority is
expected to approve the report on November 5.

The Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision
Document were prepared and circulated in September. A Scoping
meeting was convened on September 19.

Comments on the reports have been assembled and are included in
the final report. The comments have resulted in the revised
report attached to this memorandum.

A decision on whether or not to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement for this project will be requested during the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority’s budget process later this
year.

Recommendation:

Approve the proposed resolution.

KD/blk
Attachment

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Light Rail Transit Corridor

Scoping
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Document
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DAKOTA COUNTY/RAMSEY COUNTY
ST. PAUL SOUTH LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT CORRIDOR

SCOPING DECISION DOCUMENT

Prepared by:

Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
Western Service Center
14955 Galaxie Avenue West
Apple Valley, Minnesota 55124-8579

and
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
15 West Kellogg Boulevard

316 Courthouse
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

with Assistance by:
BRW, Inc.

700 Third Street South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

November 1991
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SUMMARY

The Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority (DCRRA) and the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) have prepared this
Scoping Decision Document in conformance with the Environmental
Quality Board (EQB) regulations pertaining to the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Scoping Decision reflects
information prepared for the St. Paul South LRT Corridor Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (EAW).

This Scoping Decision Document identifies the alternatives to be addressed
in the St. Paul South LRT Corridor EIS, and issue areas to be addressed
in detail in the EIS.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project is a light rail transit (LRT) transit line to serve the
St. Paul South Corridor. The light rail transit line would run south from
downtown Saint Paul to approximately Upper 55th Street, just south of
[-494. This corridor is located in Ramsey and Dakota Counties. The
estimated construction cost including right-of-way of the proposed LRT
transit line ranges from $144 million to $159 million depending on the
alignment.

ALTERNATIVES TO BE STUDIED IN THE EIS

The St. Paul South LRT Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement
will assess the impacts of two alternatives.

Alternative 1: Build the St. Paul South LRT Route as

shown in Figure 1.0.

The proposed St. Paul South LRT line would be an extension of the LRT
line proposed in the Midway Corridor connecting downtown Minneapolis
and downtown Saint Paul. The Midway Corridor LRT line will end on 4th
Street at Wacouta (Figure 2.0). The EAW and Draft Scoping Decision
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Document identified two major alignment options for connecting with the
downtown Saint Paul alignment and crossing the Mississippi River.

Option A: Wall/State Street Alignment

Under this alignment option, the LRT continues from Wacouta to
Wall Street, where it turns south and crosses the Mississippi River on
a newly constructed bridge approximately 600 feet upstream from the
existing Lafayette Freeway bridge. The proposed bridge would begin
north of Kellogg Boulevard, bridge over Kellogg Boulevard and the
existing parking deck by the Post Office, over the railroad tracks
south of the Post Office parking deck and the Mississippi River. The
bridge would continue over Fillmore Avenue on the south side of the
river and end on State Street north of Plato Boulevard. From State
Street the LRT alignment follows Eaton Street to the Lafayette
Freeway.

Option B: Lafayette Freeway Alignment

Under this alignment option, the LRT continues on 4th Street to
Broadway, bends south around the southwest comer of the Gillette
Building onto Prince Street and follows Prince Street to the Lafayette
Freeway. Under this option, a new bridge to accommodate the LRT
would be constructed immediately adjacent to either the east or west
side of the Lafayette Freeway bridge.

The EIS will also give consideration to an LRT alignment along Concord
Street between Wabasha Street and the Lafayette Freeway. This alignment
would require an alternative river crossing and connection to the proposed
LRT alignment in downtown St. Paul than those defined above. This
alternative river crossing and connection to downtown will be defined and
evaluated with the alignment along Concord Street in determining the
feasibility of the Concord Street alignment.

South of Concord Street, the LRT alignment would be constructed in the
east or west side slope of the existing freeway. The LRT track would be
separated from the highway traffic lanes with a raised concrete jersey
median barrier. At interchanges the LRT line would follow the exit ramp
to the intersecting cross-street where it would cross the intersecting
signalized roadway at-grade.




LRT stations are proposed at:

Plato Boulevard

Concord Street

Butler Avenue

Thompson or Wentworth Avenue
Southview Boulevard

Upper 55th Street

Alternative 2: No-Build.

The No-Build alternative assumes that the proposed St. Paul South LRT
line, in Ramsey and Dakota Counties, is not constructed. Transit service
would be provided by the existing bus transit system plus any bus system
improvements planned by the Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC),
which are consistent with the Regional Transit Board’s Guidelines for Year
2010 bus service.

TOPICS TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Topics that will be addressed in the EIS include:

» Wetlands/Vegetation and Wildlife
» Steep Slopes
« Shoreland Zoning/Floodplains/Mississippi River Critical Area/
National River and Recreation Area
Soils
Storm Water
Energy
Air Quality
Noise and Vibration
Transit Service
Traffic
Cultural Resources
Parklands
Visual Impacts
Financial Impacts
Economic Development, Employment, and Sociological Impacts
Utilities
LRT Ridership Projections
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1.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT SCOPE

1.1 ALTERNATIVES TO BE STUDIED IN THE EIS

The St. Paul South LRT Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement
will assess the impacts of two alternatives.

Alternative 1: Build the St. Paul South LRT Roﬁte as
shown in Figure 1.0.

The proposed St. Paul South LRT line would be an extension of the LRT
line proposed in the Midway Corridor connecting downtown Minneapolis
and downtown Saint Paul. The Midway Corridor LRT line will end on 4th
Street at Wacouta (Figure 2.0). The EAW and Draft Scoping Decision
Document identified two major alignment options for connecting with the
downtown Saint Paul alignment and crossing the Mississippi River.

Option A: Wall/State Street Alignment

Under this alignment option, the LRT continues from Wacouta to
Wall Street, where it turns south and crosses the Mississippi River on
a newly constructed bridge approximately 600 feet upstream from the
existing Lafayette Freeway bridge. The proposed bridge would begin
north of Kellogg Boulevard, bridge over Kellogg Boulevard and the
existing parking deck by the Post Office, over the railroad tracks
south of the Post Office parking deck and the Mississippi River. The
bridge would continue over Fillmore Avenue on the south side of the
river and end on State Street north of Plato Boulevard. From State
Street the LRT alignment follows Eaton Street to the Lafayette
Freeway.

Option B: Lafayette Freeway Alignment
Under this alignment option, the LRT continues on 4th Street to
Broadway, bends south around the southwest corner of the Gillette

Building onto Prince Street and follows Prince Street to the Lafayette
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Freeway. Under this option, a new bridge to accommodate the LRT
would be constructed immediately adjacent to either the east or west
side of the Lafayette Freeway bridge.

The EIS will also give consideration to an LRT alignment along Concord
Street between Wabasha Street and the Lafayette Freeway. This alignment
would require an alternative river crossing and connection to the LRT
alignment in downtown St. Paul than those defined above. This alternative
river crossing and connection to downtown will be defined and evaluated
with the alignment along Concord Street in determining the feasibility of
the Concord Street alignment.

South of Concord Street, the LRT alignment would be constructed in the
east or west side slope of the existing freeway. The LRT track would be
separated from the highway traffic lanes with a raised concrete jersey
median barrier. At interchanges the LRT line would follow the exit ramp
to the intersecting cross-street where it would cross the intersecting
signalized roadway at-grade.

LRT stations are proposed at:

Plato Boulevard

Concord Street

Butler Avenue

Thompson or Wentworth Avenue
Southview Boulevard

Upper 55th Street

The need for and location of stations will be further evaluated in the EIS.

Alternative 2: No-Build.

The No-Build alternative assumes that the proposed St. Paul South LRT
line, in Ramsey and Dakota Counties, is not constructed. Transit service
would be provided by the existing bus transit system plus any bus system
improvements planned by the Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC),
which are consistent with the Regional Transit Board’s Guidelines for Year
2010 bus service.

1.2 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED

The St. Paul South Corridor was identified as a potential corridor for LRT
in the Ramsey County and Dakota County Comprehensive LRT System
Plans. In December of 1990, Ramsey and Dakota County initiated an

7
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alignment study for the St. Paul South Corridor. The purpose of the
Alignment Study was to identify the preferred alignment and station
locations for LRT in the St. Paul South corridor, to identify the terminus
for the St. Paul South LRT line and the connection to downtown
Minneapolis.

One of the first steps in the alignment study was to define the boundaries
of the St. Paul South Corridor. This was done based on the analysis
completed for the Ramsey and Dakota County Comprehensive LRT
System Plans which evaluated several different travel sheds to the
southwest, south and southeast of downtown St. Paul. The travelshed to
the south showed the greatest potential ridership and had the lowest cost
per rider. The boundaries of this travelshed were generally defined by the
Mississippi River.

The next step in the process was to identify candidate alignment corridors
within the St. Paul South corridor. The initial set of alignment corridors
considered included all state and county highway rights-of-way and any
railroad rights-of-way. These candidate alignments were then screened
based on three criteria: right-of-way availability, service area, and land
use compatibility.

This screening process narrowed the north/south corridor alignments to
Robert Street and Lafayette. Two primary east-west routes were also
included for further evaluation: 1-494 and Lone Oak Road. One of the
objectives of the alignment study was to determine whether the line should
extend to the west to serve the growing employment base in Eagan or
continue south to serve the growing population in Inver Grove Heights.

The alignments selected in the screening process were then evaluated in
more detail to select a preferred alignment corridor, preferred station
locations, and terminus. The Robert Street corridor north of TH 110 was
eliminated in this process because it would require acquisition and
relocation of a number of residences and businesses on Robert Street and
the construction of a bridge 3,000 feet long on Robert Street from
approximately Concord Street to Annapolis. The right-of-way needed for
LRT on Robert Street would require relocation of approximately five
housing units and twenty businesses. The bridge is estimated to cost about
$10 million and would have a significant visual impact on adjacent
properties.

Based on cost estimates and ridership estimates for the different alignment
options south of 1-494, it was determined that the line should end at Upper
55th Street in Inver Grove Heights. Extensions of the line south or west




added significantly to the cost of the project with very little increase in
ridership. It was determined that the areas that might be served by an
extension of the line south or west could also be served by feeder bus
routes from LRT to those areas.

Alternative connections to downtown St. Paul that utilized an existing
bridge were eliminated during the alignment and scoping study process.
The construction of LRT on existing roadway bridges over the Mississippi
River would require removal of traffic lanes. There is not sufficient
capacity on any of the existing roadway bridges to remove traffic lanes
and still provide an adequate level of service for the remaining traffic.
The use of the existing railroad bridge would result in a circuitous LRT
alignment and difficulties in maintaining a schedule on the LRT line since
the railroad bridge is a lift bridge.

In addition, during the downtown St. Paul alignment study, alternatives
that did not connect with the 4th Street and Wacouta station were
eliminated because they did not provide good access to the Lowertown
area of downtown St. Paul, the track turnout to separate the St. Paul South
line would impact existing buildings at other locations, and an at-grade
LRT crossing on Kellogg Boulevard would be required and would create
unacceptable traffic impacts and potentially impact an existing park located
on the south side of Kellogg Boulevard.

Other non-fixed rail alternatives with better service to increase transit
ridership by an amount similar to LRT are not under consideration in this
corridor. The "no-build" alternative will be consistent with Regional
Transit Board’s Guidelines for year 2010 bus service.

1.3 TOPICS TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE EIS

The following topics have been identified for in-depth analysis in the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The LRT alternatives previously
defined will be evaluated in terms of these topics. This section provides
a brief description of each of the major topics to be studied.

Wetlands, Vegetation and Wildlife

The EIS will address impacts on wetlands, vegetation, and wildlife.

Park-and-ride lots are proposed at the Thompson/Wentworth, Southview
Boulevard and Upper 55th Street stations. These parking facilities, along
with right-of-way required for all the stations and the LRT alignment will
be assessed for impacts to area wetlands, vegetation and wildlife.
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Protected waters within the study area will be identified, impacts will be
quantified, to the extent possible, and suggested mitigation measures will
be presented.

The proposed alignments are within the range of two federally listed bird
species, the Bald Eagle and the Peregrin Falcon. The project will not
likely impact habitat of either species; however, potential impacts will be
addressed in the EIS.

The Minnesota Natural Heritage Program of the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) will be requested to review their database for records of
state or federally listed species within or near the project area.

A site evaluation of the LRT alignment and station areas will be conducted
to determine if prairie plant species are present.

Steep Slopes

The EIS will address and present areas where slope requirements warrant
retaining walls or other special treatments.

South of Concord Street the LRT line would be constructed in the side
slope of the existing freeway. To accommodate the LRT adjacent to the
highway, the side slope would require excavation and construction of a
retaining wall to provide adequate space for the thirty-foot right-of-way
required for the LRT track.

Shoreland Zoning, FloodPlains, Mississippi River Critical
Area/National River and Recreation Area, Groundwater
Appropriation

Shoreland Zoning

The Minnesota DNR requires that cities and townships adopt zoning
regulations to protect the environmental qualities of surface waters and the
natural and economic values of shoreland areas,and to provide for the wise
utilization of such waters. The Shoreland Zoning District Ordinance of
each of the municipalities within the study area will be reviewed to
determine the impacts resulting from the proposed alignment.




Floodplains

Information regarding the study area floodplain boundaries and floodplain
regulations will be obtained from the municipalities in the study area and
Watershed Districts to determine potential LRT construction impacts on
floodplain areas. A HEC II analysis of the potential floodway/stage
increase for a new bridge over the Mississippi River will be prepared.

Mississippi River Critical Area/National River and
Recreation Area

The proposed LRT alignment (under both river crossing alternatives)
would cross the Mississippi River which is designated a Mississippi River
Critical Area and National River and Recreation Area. The Critical Area
Plan will be reviewed to determine LRT’s consistency with the policies of
the Plan. An approved National River and Recreation Area plan has not
been completed at this time. The EIS will identify the National River and
Recreation Area boundaries. The DCRRA/RCRRA will coordinate with
the National Park Service regarding proposed LRT alignment plans within
the designated area.

Groundwater Appropriation

The EIS will address areas where dewatering may occur during LRT
construction.

Soils

LRT alignments are primarily located along highway right-of-way.
Generally, soils in these areas provide an adequate base for
roadway/highway construction. Possible exceptions to this are those areas
not yet designated as park-and-ride lots and embankment areas. The EIS
will address soil conditions at potential facility sites, cleanup and disposal
of contaminated soil, as necessary, and the impacts directly related to the
project. The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency will be requested to
conduct a file search of their database for contaminated and/or potentially
contaminated areas within one mile of the proposed St. Paul South LRT
alignment. The intent of this review is to provide a preliminary
identification of existing contaminated sites that may be present within the
study area.
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Storm Water Runoff

It is anticipated that the additional storm water runoff will be generated by
increasing impervious surfaces such as track ballast, bituminous and
concrete pavement, and rooftop areas of the park-and-ride sites.

Storm water runoff resulting from the construction of the proposed LRT
alignment and station areas, particularly major park-and-ride lots (more
than 200 parking stalls), and its impact on receiving bodies of water, will
be addressed in the EIS.

Receiving waters throughout the corridor vary from creeks and ditches to
local storm water pipe systems. The projected impact on receiving waters
will be identified and addressed in the EIS.

Energy

The EIS will include a preliminary estimate of the annual LRT energy
consumption for the St. Paul South LRT system. Detailed electrical power
requirements and specific distribution system characteristics will be further
refined during the preliminary engineering phase of the project.

Air Quality

The EIS will address project-related air quality impacts.

As presented in Section 1.6, the EIS will estimate the annual energy
consumption for the proposed St. Paul South LRT system. The EIS will
also estimate the amount of air pollutants emitted by electrical generating
facilities to produce the energy needed to power the proposed LRT system.
The estimate will be based on the estimated LRT energy requirement and
the average pollutant emission rates from NSP power generating facilities
in 1986. The EIS will not identify the specific existing power plant(s)
which will provide power for the LRT system.

The EIS will estimate the vehicle miles of travel (VMT) in the corridor
with and without the proposed LRT. The change in VMT will be used to
estimate the change in vehicle air pollutant emissions.

Where LRT operates at-grade and will significantly change traffic
operations, the EIS will contain detailed analyses of project impacts on
carbon monoxide concentrations. Traffic forecasts used for air quality
analysis will be for the year of completion and will be developed based on
a combination of the increase in vehicle miles traveled in the region and

12




increases due to future development on the LRT line. The detailed air
quality analysis will be based on the peak traffic hour.

If LRT station-generated traffic causes a significant change in traffic
operations, detailed analyses of carbon monoxide concentrations will be
done and presented in the EIS.

Dust will be generated during construction of portions of the proposed
system. This impact will be temporary, lasting only the duration of
construction. Dust generation can be minimized by paving or by promptly
replacing vegetative cover after grading, applying dust suppressants and
limiting construction operations during periods of high winds. The
generation of dust is regulated by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
(Minnesota Rules Part 7005.0550). Construction dust generation will not
be analyzed in the EIS.

Noise and Vibration

The EIS will estimate light rail vehicle (LRV) noise levels and identify
land uses which may experience noise levels exceeding American Public
Transit Association (APTA) noise standards and guidelines due to LRT
operation.

The EIS will identify noise impacts caused by feeder bus operations and
LRT station-generated traffic.

Noise will be generated by equipment used to construct the LRT system.
Noise impacts caused by construction activities will vary depending on the
type of equipment in use, the location of the equipment on the construction
site, and the operating mode. The EIS will address the construction-related
noise impacts.

The EIS will estimate LRV ground-borne vibration and identify vibration
sensitive land uses which may be impacted by LRV operations.

A detailed description of criteria, guidelines, and methodologies for
assessment of noise impacts is included in Appendix E.

Transit Service

The impacts of the project on existing and future transit service in the
affected areas of Ramsey and Dakota Counties will be addressed in the
EIS. This will include:
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Refinement of preliminary feeder bus system; frequency of buses;
required fleet size; estimated daily bus vehicle miles travelled

Impact on existing bus service

Impact on quality of transit service in corridor and in particular for
people dependent on transit

Estimated transit travel times

Operations and maintenance responsibilities and operations under
adverse weather conditions such as heavy snow

The analysis of transit service will provide a comparison of transit service
characteristics for the proposed project and for the "no-build" alternative.
This would include operating costs, total transit ridership, and total
annualized cost per passenger. The LRT operating costs should include
the feeder bus costs.

Traffic

Traffic impacts associated with LRT in the St. Paul South Corridor will be
addressed in the EIS.

There are four purposes of the St. Paul South LRT Transportation
Analysis:

+ Identification/quantification of transportation impacts and benefits of
LRT implementation in the St. Paul South LRT Corridor

Design/evaluation of measures to mitigate the identified impacts

Provide input in the design/evaluation of LRT facilities and operating
scenarios

Provide input to analysis of traffic-related environmental issues

Transportation impacts to be considered in the analysis are the direct and
immediate effects of LRT operations adjacent to the alignment and stations
as well as those that may occur in other locations. Effects of LRT
implementation on the transportation system can be identified/quantified
within three analysis areas:




On-Street
- at-grade LRT street and railroad crossings

taking general traffic lanes and consequent reductions in available
on-street capacity

closure of streets

vehicular safety

restrictions on certain traffic movements and operations
closure of driveways to parking lots and building access points
emergency vehicle access

reductions in sidewalk width and pedestrian circulation

traffic operational impacts to TH 3 (Lafayette Freeway) and 1-494,
including impacts to access ramps

Stations

- feeder bus access to LRT stations, park-and-ride, and drop-off
vehicles

- vehicle access to LRT stations, park-and-ride, and drop-off
facilities

- pedestrian circulation, accessibility, and safety

- reduction in available sidewalk widths

- location of crosswalks and other pedestrian amenities/aids
Traffic Diversions

- reduction in St. Paul South LRT Corridor traffic volume due to
bus/LRT mode split

- rerouting of traffic volume adjacent to the alignment that cannot be
accommodated by available capacity and permitted traffic
movements and operations
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- reduction in available on-street capacity and land use accessibility
along streets where traffic will be rerouted

- identification of neighborhood streets that may experience an
increase in traffic due to LRT

Cultural Resources

The St. Paul South LRT alignment could potentially impact three structures
already considered significant by the Saint Paul Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC). These buildings are located at 634 South Woodbury
Street, 306 East Baker Street, and 555 East Concord. These structures will
need additional study to determine if they are eligible for listing, then
mitigation measures may be required to prevent, reduce or compensate for
the impacts. The EIS will also evaluate the impacts of the LRT alignment
alternatives on the Lowertown Heritage Preservation District and identify
the costs and benefits to the area.

In addition to the known cultural resources, there is a possibility for the
existence of previously undetected archaeological, architectural, and
historical resources. A reconnaissance survey will need to be conducted
within the study corridor to identify and locate these areas. If warranted,
further investigation for previously undetected and/or unrecorded cultural
resources will be recommended.

The cultural resources identification program will be conducted and
reviewed according to the guidelines set forth by the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Procedure of the National Advisory Council of
Historic Preservation (36 CGR 800).

Parklands

The EIS will address potential impacts of the project on public park and
recreation areas, such as required park acquisition, access, user safety,
visual and noise impacts and projected adjacent development.

Visual

The EIS will include an analysis of visual and aesthetic impacts to the
existing environment resulting from LRT implementation in the St. Paul
South Corridor.

The impacts will be addressed in terms of the relative sensitivity of
surrounding land uses and the visibility of the roadbed, catenary wires, and

16




LRT vehicles from adjacent publicly accessible areas such as sidewalks or
parklands. The aesthetic impacts of a new bridge over the Mississippi
River will also be addressed.

Financial Impacts

The EIS will address the financial impacts of constructing (capital costs),
maintaining and operating the proposed St. Paul South LRT Corridor. A
detailed analysis of the cost effectiveness and financial impacts of LRT
compared with the "no-build" alternative will be conducted. This analysis
will include potential funding sources and impacts on individual taxes.

Economic Development, Employment, and Sociological
Impact

The EIS will address:
* Economic and development/redevelopment impacts of LRT
» Pedestrian and transit user safety
Impacts on low-to-moderate income, and transit dependent residents
Impacts on access to community facilities and services
Impacts to neighborhood boundaries
Potential for increased crime in neighborhoods
The estimated number of construction and permanent jobs
Potential relocations/displacements
Coordination of development and land use planning with LRT
Utilities

Utility structures which could be impacted by the proposed St. Paul South
LRT system will be addressed in the EIS.

Each utility owner within the study area will be contacted to determine the

scope of their facilities and potential impacts and treatments required to
accommodate the proposed LRT system.
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Ridership Forecasts

Forecasts of Year 2010 LRT ridership will be prepared. The forecast will
use the ridership forecasting model developed for the region in the
Hennepin County LRT Preliminary Engineering Study. The forecasts
developed by the Metropolitan Council will produce estimates of average
weekday ridership, peak hour maximum load point volume, peak hour
forecasts, access mode, and station parking demand.

New Airport

The EIS will include discussion of the potential implications of a new
airport in Dakota County on the alignment and future LRT service that
may be provided in this corridor.




2.0 EIS SCHEDULE

The regional railroad authorities have not yet made a decision to prepare
an EIS for this project. If an EIS is undertaken, the following are the
earliest anticipated completion dates for the various tasks and phases of the

EIS process.

Work Task

Approximate Date

EAW Available to EQB

EAW Notice Published in EQB Monitor
Scoping Meeting

Scoping Period Ends

DCRRA/RCRRA Approves Scoping Decision
Scoping Decision Distributed to EQB

Scoping Decision/EIS Preparation
Notice Published in EQB Monitor

DCRRA/RCRRA Begin Preparation of EIS

DCRRA/RCRRA Approves DEIS/
DEIS Distributed

DEIS Submitted to EQB
DEIS Notice Published in EQB Monitor
Public Information Meeting

FEIS Notice Published in EQB Monitor

August 12, 1991
August 19, 1991
September 19, 1991
October 2, 1991
November 5-12, 1991
November 18, 1991

November 25, 1991

March 1992

September 1993

September 1993
September 1993
October 1993

February 1993




Work Task Approximate Date

DCRRA/RCRRA Makes Adequacy Decision/ March 1994
Adequacy Decision Distributed

Adequacy Decision Notice Published March 1994
in EQB Monitor

Note: The required public hearings and meetings on the Preliminary
Design (10% level of engineering) will be completed as required
by state legislation. The hearings will be held after the DEIS
public hearing.
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3.0 REQUIRED GOVERNMENTAL

ACTIONS

A number of permits will be required as part of the LRT project approval

process. These permits include or may include the following:

LEVEL OF
GOVERNMENT

TYPE OF
APPLICATION

STATUS

FEDERAL.:

U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers

Federal Highway
Administration

United States
Coast Guard
National Park
Service
STATE:

MN Department of
Natural Resources

MN Pollution
Control Agency

Section 10, Section 404
Permits for Dredge and Fill
Activities within Wetlands

Approval of Mississippi
River LRT Bridge Design

Preliminary Design Approval
Final Design Approval

Approval of Mississippi
River LRT Bridge Design

Review of Plans for

Consistency with National
River and Recreation Area

Groundwater Appropriations
Permit

Work in Protected Waters
Permit

Indirect Source Permit

NPDES Permit

To be submitted

To be submitted

To be submitted

To be submitted

To be submitted




LEVEL OF
GOVERNMENT

TYPE OF
APPLICATION

STATUS

MN Pollution
Control Agency

Minnesota Public
Service Commission

Minnesota Department
of Transportation

State Historic
Preservation Officer
(SHPO)

State Archaeologists

REGIONAL:

Regional Transit Board

Metropolitan Council

Dakota County Regional

Railroad Authority

Dakota County Board
of Commissioners

Review/Approval of Existing
Contaminated Soil
Mitigation Measures

Permit to Operate a
Transit System

Preliminary Design Approval
for segments within
Mn/DOT ROW

Final Design Approval
for segments within
Mn/DOT ROW

Permit to Use/Access a
Trunk Highway

Review of Archaeological
Mitigation

Review of Archaeological
Mitigation

Preliminary Design Plans
(Review/Comment/
Recommend Modifications)

Final Design Approval

Preliminary Design Plans
Final Design Plans
(Review for Consistency
with Development Guide)

Preliminary Design Approval

Final Design Approval
Preliminary Design Approval

Final Design Approval

Need to be determined

Need to be determined

To be submitted

To be submitted

To be submitted

To be determined

To be determined

To be submitted

To be submitted

To be submitted

To be submitted
To be submitted
To be submitted

To be submitted




LEVEL OF TYPE OF
GOVERNMENT APPLICATION STATUS

Ramsey County Regional ~ Preliminary Design Approval To be submitted
Railroad Authority
Final Design Approval To be submitted

Ramsey County Board Preliminary Design Approval To be submitted
of Commissioners
Final Design Approval To be submitted

Lower Mississippi Varies To be determined
Watershed Management
Organization

Dakota County Soil and Review of Erosion and To be determined
Water Conservation District Sediment Control Measures

Ramsey County Soil and Review of Erosion and To be determined
Water Conservation District Sediment Control Measures

LOCAL:

The Physical Design component of the Preliminary Design Plans and Final
Design Plans will require approval from the following cities:

St. Paul West St. Paul
South St. Paul Inver Grove Heights

Any and all permits associated with zoning, platting, subdivision, site
plan, and building processes where and if applicable.

Review by the St. Paul Heritage Preservation Commission regarding
impacts to archaeological sites, historic districts and properties.

Additional wetland permits may be required after January 1992 by
the Board of Water and Soil Resources or the local governmental
units, as a result of the 1991 Wetland Conservation Act.

The information for these permits will be collected at appropriate times
during the course of project development. Appropriate permit application
forms will be filed as required.
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4.0 CONCURRENT PERMIT
APPLICATION AND DATA
COLLECTION

An Indirect Source permit may be required for each park-and-ride facility
which provides more than 1,000 parking spaces. It is not expected that
any park-and-ride facilities will exceed 1,000 spaces; however, this
determination will be made during the preliminary design/EIS phase of the
project.

A majority of the data required for the submittal of an Indirect Source
permit, as required by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, will be
collected during the EIS process. All data collected for the Indirect Source
Permit will either be made part of the EIS text or will appear as a table or
text in the EIS appendix.

The EIS will also address the need for a National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.
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5.0 BACKGROUND DATA COLLECTION
AND STUDIES

Some new research and data collection will be conducted to refine
ridership estimates. Also, Traffic Impact Studies will be conducted where
appropriate. Some additional data collection may be required to complete
the Air Quality analysis and an Indirect Source Permit application.
Background CO concentrations and noise levels will need to be monitored
in the study area. The data will be analyzed in accordance with
standardized and approved predictive modeling, using the CALINE3 and
MOBILE2 computer models. Noise impacts will be predicted using the
STAMINA 1.0 computer model.

Some additional data collection, including field investigations, will be
required for completion of the Wetlands/Vegetation and Wildlife Section,
existing Land Use, Soil Contamination Sites, and Historic/Cultural
Resources.

Other studies related to the completion of the EIS are not expected to
require the collection of new data, but rather, an examination and analysis
of existing data.




6.0 IDENTIFICATION AND
EXAMINATION OF INDIRECT
EFFECTS

All expected or potential direct and indirect effects of the LRT project
have been listed under Section 1.0: EIS Scope.
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APPENDIX A

SCOPING MEETING

NOTIFICATION
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APPENDIX A

SCOPING MEETING FLYER DISTRIBUTION

South St. Paul - Inver Grove Heights Champer of Commerce - 700
members
Northern Dakota County Chamber of Commerce - 850 members
City Halls for Cities in Corridor
Libraries in Corridor

+ Dakota County Fair

« Following Mailing Lists

DAKOTA COUNTY UPDATE MAILED TO EVERYONE
IN COUNTY -- ARTICLE ON PAGE 3

PRESS RELEASE AND LEGAL NOTICES




ST. PAUL SOUTH CORRIDOR LRT PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
- SCHEDULED: :

The Dakota & Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authorities invite citizens to offer advice
on the St. Paul South LRT Corridor Study at a Public Scoping Meeting:

Thursday, September 19, 1991
il 7-%!0 PM

West St. Paul City Hall
1616 Humboldt Avenue
(2 blocks west of the intersection of Robert Street and Wentworth Avenue)

The Rail Authorities have prepared the
Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and
Draft Scoping Decision Document for public
review. The reports are available for review in
public libraries in the South Corridor area. These
two documents identify major altematives to be
studied in the South Corridor and develop the
foundation and framework for Preliminary
Engineering and the Environmental Impact

Maijor alternatives to be addressed
in the EIS include a
No-Build option and an
LRT Build option:

No-Build. This option would include some
improvements to existing bus service.

LRT Build.The LRT line would be located in the
side slope on either the east or west side of the
Lafayette Freeway from downtown St. Paul to
approximately 1-494 in Dakota County. The
connection from downtown to the Lafayette
Freeway would either follow Fourth Street, Wall
Street, State Street and Eaton Street or follow
Fourth Street and Prince Street. The EIS will also
evaluate whether the line should terminate at
Southview Boulevard or extend to Upper 55th
Street.

Statement (EIS). Advisory committees comprised
of community and business representatives and
technical staff have reviewed information and
made recommendations throughout the study.

The Scoping Decision for the South Cormidor EIS is
anticipated in late 1991. Selection of a preferred
dlignment could be made approximately one year
later upon completion of the EIS.

DOWNTOWN
ST. PAUL

/ Thompson
/ Wentworth Ave

Robert St
Lafayette

=
EE}'—

pper 55th St

Lone Qak Rd

Figure 1 shows proposed LRT alignment and station location

DAKOTA COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Ramsey Comty Regional Railroad Authority
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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the Scoping
Meeting. Written statements may be submitted until October 2,
1991, to either of the following:

Allen Mce Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Dakota County Regional Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Boulevard 316 Courthouse
Apple Valley, MN 55124 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102
(612) 891-7030
(612) 292-7155

The Rail Authorities will carefully consider the comments and
make appropriate revisions to the reports.

Public LRT Meeting
Scheduled for
Thursday, September 19, 1991
7:00 PM

Waest St. Paul City Hall
1616 Humboldt Avenue

(2 blocks west of the inlersection of Rober Street
and Wentworth Avenue)

E
=&
Wentworth Ave. g g

West St. Paul
City Hall

Please join us. The public is an important part of our planning process!

EETTTIRT

Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Avenue
Apple Vadlley, MN 55124

-
.

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Printed on Recycled Paper
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OCCUPANT

286 CONGRESS
PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
280 CONGRESS
ST PAUL MN 55107

" OCCUPANT
272 CONGRESS
' ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
269 CONGRESS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
262 OONGRESS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
261 CONGRESS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
298 WINIFRED
' ST PAUL MN 55107

l OCCUPANT
295 WINIFRED
' ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
294 VINIFRED
ST PAUL MN 55107

ANT
293 WINIFRED
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
288 VINIFRED
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
286 WINIFRED
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
284 WINIFRED
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
333 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
329 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
323 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
319 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
315 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
314 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
328 OONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
309 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
303 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
299 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
293 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
285 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 355107

OCCUPANT
281 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
277 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCLUPANT
266 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
255 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
249 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107




OCCUPANT
422 CONCORD
ST PAUL MN 55107

55107

55107

55107

OCCUPANT
297 ROBIE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
293 ROBIE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
292 ROBIE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCOCUPANT
288 PRESCOTT
ST PAIL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
287 PRESCOTT
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
286 PRESCOTT
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
284 PRESQOTT
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
282 PRESQUTT
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
280 PRESCOTT
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
336 BAKER (UPPER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
336 BAKER (LOVER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
330 BAKER (UPPER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
330 BAKER (LOWER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
326 BAKER (UPPER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
326 BAKER (LOWER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
318 BAKER (UPFER)
ST PAUL MN 355107

OCCUPANT
318 BAKER (LOWER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
314 BAKER (UPPER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
314 BAKER (LOWER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
340 MORTON
ST PAUL MN 55107




35107

OCCUPANT
445 PAGE (UPPER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
445 PAGE (LOVER)
ST PAUL MN 55107

55107

OCCUPANT
400 SIINEY
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
399 SIINEY
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
398 SIINEY
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
474 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
471 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
462 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
457 CRTICE
ST PAUL MN 35107

OCCUPANT
422 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
418 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
411 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107




OCCUPANT
410 CRTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
407 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
399 CQURTICE
ST. PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
396 CURTICE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
440 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
434 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
433 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
432 BELVITERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
431 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
427 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
426 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
421 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
418 BELVIDERE
ST PAUL MN 55107

55107

55107

OCCUPANT
363 WINONA
ST PAUL MN 55107

QOCCUPANT
351 WINONA
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
506 WYOMING
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
501 WYOMING
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
500 WYOMING
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
497 VYOMING
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
491 WYOMING
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
468 WYOMING
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
453 WYOMING
ST PAUL MN 355107

OCCUPANT
452 WYOMING
ST PAUL MN 55107
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OOCUPANT

455 WYOMING
PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
267 FILIMORE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
274 FILIMORE
ST PAUL MN 55107

l OCCUPANT
277 FILIMORE
l ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
285 FTLLMORE
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
291 FILIMORE
ST PAUL MN 55107

l OCCUPANT
33 FILIMORE
' ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
353 FILIMORE
l ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT

240 PLATO

ST PAUL MN 55107
ANT

PLATO
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
345 PLATO
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
181 FLORIDA
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
155 EATON
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
150 EATON
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
517 ANNAPOLIS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
333 ANNAPOLIS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
331 ANNAPOLIS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
319 ANNAPOLIS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
452 KANSAS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
456 KANSAS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
464 KANSAS
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
712 ANDREW
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
141 LAFAYEITE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
245 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
251 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
264 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
265 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
266 LAFAYEITE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
268 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
272 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107




OCCUPANT
273 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
274 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
276 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
280 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
284 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
292 LAFAYEITE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
296 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
300 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
302 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
304 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
308 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANT
312 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
ST PAUL MN 55107

OCCUPANTS

380 LAFAYETTE FRONTAGE ROAD
RIVERVIEW BUSINESS PLAZA
ST PAUL MN 55107

OOCUPANT
X
ST PAUL MN 55107
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4/22/91

Last Name

GRAHAM
HARRIS
LOEDING
NAPPER
PEDERSON
SCHULDT
BANCROFT
BANGERTER
BRAUN
EGAN
GAYLORD
GLEWME
JOHNSON
KALAESEWSKI
KLIMAS
KRECH
LAGOO
LANGE
LEHMANN, SR
MAHER
MAIR
OSTER
——0STER
PI1EKARSKI -KRECH
SCHAEFER
SEABERG
SEABERG
SIMON
TELANDER
WORD
COTTRELL
KLEIN
LARSON
MUELLER
SCHMIDT

Standard Report

First Name

RICHARD
JOSEPH
STEVEN G.
VERNON
RONALD
Lou
RICHARD
DE VON
WENDY
THOMAS
KATHLEEN
LOIS
DWAYNE
JOE
MARLISS
WARREN
JOHN
RUDY
EDWARD
DONALD J.
RAY
EDWIN
EDWIN
ROSEMARY
ROBERT
ROBERT
TOM

BOB
BRUCE
GARY
HARRY
BILL
JOHN
JAMES
RONALD

COUNTY COMMISSIONER
COUNTY COMMISSIONER
MAYOR ,ROSEMOUNT CITY HALL

BOX 363

COUNCIL MEMBER
PLANNING COMMISSION
PLANNING COMMISSION
SOUTH ST. PAUL
COUNCIL MEMBER
COUNCIL MEMBER
CHAIR, PLANNING COMM
COUNCIL MEMBER
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL MEMBER
COUNCIL MEMBER
PLANNING COMMISSION
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY COMMISSIONER
PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY COUNCIL
COUNCIL MEMBER
MAYOR

CITY ADMINISTRATOR
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL MEMBER

CITY ENGINEER
COUNCIL MEMBER

CITY ADMINISTRATOR
INVER HILLS COMM COLLEGE
COUNCIL MEMBER
PLANNING COMMISSION
PLANNING COMMISSION
PLANNING COMMISSION

Street Address

608 EDDY STREET

1282 WEST 14TH ST

3260 147TH ST MWEST

2875 14TH STREET WEST
3511 143RD ST WEST

3764 UPPER 149TH ST WEST
RT 24, 100 WINDY HILL RD
2208 WENTWORTH AVE

1011 HIGHLAND AVE

633 8TH AVE. SO.

2301 ANTHONY ST

1000 16TH AVE N

100-17TH AVE SO

256 6TH AVE. S.

401 9TH AVE sO.

1150 - 110TH STREET WEST
208 MACARTHUR ST W.

853 7TH AVE SO

5930 BABCOCK

556 FIFTH AVE. SO.

621 7TH AVE sO.

2311 HEIMEL STREET

2311 HEIMEL ST.

7572 BABCOCK TRAIL

8150 BARBARA AVENUE

230 5TH AVE NORTH

1421 THOMPSON AVE.

CITY HALL-125 3RD AVE, NORTH
8 WOOD DUCK PASS

125 - 3RD AVE. N.

7450 BORMAN

8103 CLEADIS AVE.

3420 CUNEEN TRAIL

7800 BOYD AVE

7569 CAHILL

HASTINGS

HASTINGS

ROSEMOUNT

ROSEMOUNT

ROSEMOUNT

ROSEMOUNT

SO ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SOUTH ST. PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SO ST. PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
SO ST. PAUL

SO ST PAUL

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
SO ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SOUTH ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
SO ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SOUTH ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

SO ST PAUL

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

55033
55068
55068
55068
55068
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55075
55076
55076
55076
55076
55076




SHERWOOD

TATONE
TOURVIL
BAUER
BLOMQUI
FITCH
JOHNSON
KRECH
POLLOCK
STIFFLE
EILER
LYONS
BLANK
PEARSON
TORSTEN
HOF FMAN
DUPAUL
FAULKNE
FLORES
JUNGWIR
MILLER
PEREZ
VERDEJA
VOCKROD
ANDREWS
BAKEWEL
BISANZ
BLESENE
CARROLL
CHRISTE
CONANT
CRAIG
DREELAN
DUGGAN
DUNNING
DWYER
FENTON
FINELL
HICKEY
HOBAN
HOUSLEY
HOVEY
KELLY
KENNEDY
KLING

LE

ST

, JR
R

SON

TH

T

L

R

NSEN

-

GUY
PAUL
GEORGE
KATHRYN
CALVIN
DAVID
GARY
WARREN
ROBERT J.
JERRY
STEPHANIE
KAREN
TIM
LEON
ALLAN
STEVE
KARIN
WILLIAM
JOHN
PHIL
BRIAN
FRED
SAMUEL
BOB
JAMES
LEE
MICHAEL
JANET
DENNIS
STEVE
ROGER
WILLIAM
CAROLYN
ULTAN
PETER
MIKE
JOSEPH
ANTHONY
DAN
THOMAS
JAMES
HENRY
ROBERT
JAMES
SALLY

PLANNING COMMISSION
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL MEMBER

CHAIR, PLANNING COMM
PLANNING COMMISSION
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
CITY COUNCIL

CITY COUNCIL
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGIONAL TRANS BOARD
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
WEST PUBLISHING CO.
ST PAUL PUBLIC WORKS
ST PAUL PED
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John T. Finley, Chaiman
District 3

Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
District |

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District 6

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Ry, Lt Trecsinse
316 Courfhouse, St Paul, Minnesofa 55102 612-298-4145 / FAX 2926689 Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard
District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

August 13, 1991

Roseville Branch Library
County Road B & Hamline Ave.
Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Enclosed please find 50 flyers for posting and distribution
regarding the St. Paul South Corridor LRT Public Scoping Meeting
which is scheduled for 7 PM, Thursday, September 19, 1991.

Thank you for your cooperation in this regard.
Very truly yours,
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Director of LRT Planning

KD/blk
Enclosures

Printed on Recycled Paper
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John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3
Dqug W. McCarty, vice Chairman

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Ruby Hunt, Treasurer
316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard
District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

August 13, 1991

St. Paul Public Library
90 W. Fourth Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Enclosed please find 50 flyers for posting and distribution
regarding the St. Paul South Corridor LRT Public Scoping Meeting
which is scheduled for 7 PM, Thursday, September 19, 1991.

Thank you for your cooperation in this regard.

Very truly yours,

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning

KD/blk
Enclosures

Printed on Recycled Paper
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< John T. Finley, Chairman
Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
District 1

Warren W, Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority RUDY blunt, Trecams:

316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

District 4
Hal Norgard
District 7

Donald Salverda
Distnict 2

August 13, 1991

Riverview Branch Library
1l East George Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55107

Enclosed please find 50 flyers for posting and distribution
regarding the St. Paul South Corridor LRT Public Scoping Meeting
which is scheduled for 7 PM, Thursday, September 19, 1991.

Thank you for your cooperation in this regard.

Very truly yours,

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning

KD/blk
Enclosures

Printed on Recycled Paper
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i John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3
m Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
District 1
_M_A Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ruby Hunt, treasurer
Distct §

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard
District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

August 13, 1991

West Seventh Popular Library
265 Oneida Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Enclosed please find 50 flyers for posting and distribution
regarding the St. Paul South Corridor LRT Public Scoping Meeting
which is scheduled for 7 PM, Thursday, September 19, 1991.

Thank you for your cooperation in this regard.

Very truly yours,

Kathryn zeSpiegeliere

Director of LRT Planning
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Printed on Recycled Paper
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Communicating with the people of Dakota County, Minnesota

Tight budget for 92 requires setting pﬁoﬁﬁes

DakouCoutywillhavefewdoﬂmin 1992 to provide
services for a growing number of people, as a result of
new state Legislation.

County Board Chair Michael Turner said the 1992 proper-

ty taxes collected will probably fall about $1 million short
of the amount needed to maintain services at the current
level. The budget shortfall would have been greater if the
County Board had not consented to the new one-half cent
state sales tax. The County would lose $14 million in state
aid, and cities in Dakota County would lose $19 million if
the sales tax increase were tumed down.

“We have no choice,” Turner said. “We don’t actually get
any direct money from that sales tax. But our state aid is cut
less if we pass the sales tax.”

The sales tax went into effect statewide on July 1. How-
ever, each County Board must vote to enact it, or it would
end in that county on Dec. 31. That county and all its
municipalities would then lose funding from the state. The

Dakota County Board approved the sales tax in June, with
the support of nearly all cities in the county.

‘We may have to make some tough choices
about what programs to fund.’

Officials say the effect of the County’s 1992 budget on
individual property taxes will vary, because the Legislature
also changed the way some tax rates are figured. Estimates
of property tax changes will not be known until later in the
year, but Dakota County continues to have the lowest tax
rates in the metropolitan area.

The County Board will be working on the 1992 budget
during the summer, and is seeking opinions of citizens
regarding priorities for service. “We want to know what is
most important to residents of Dakota County,” Turner said.
“We may have to make some tough choices about what
programs to fund, and public participation is very important
when we make those decisions.”

County growth of ’80s becomes challenge of ’90s

Dakota County’s population grew
by 42 percent in the 1980s,
making it the fastest growing county
in the state. The growth already af-
fects the way the County delivers ser-
vices to its residents and will continue
to have an impact during the next
decade.

According to census figures sup-
plied by the Metropolitan Council,
Dakota County’s population stood at
275,227 in 1990 compared to 194,279
in1980.

The most immediate effect on

Dakota County is the need to deliver

more of the same services. The total
population increase of nearly 81,000
is the same as adding two more cities
the size of Eagan and Apple Valley to
Dakota County.

“Whatever we do, we’'re doing
more of it,” said Dakota County Com-
missioner Joseph Harris, chair of the
Community Services Board Commit-
tee. He said the kinds of increased

services range from handling more
property tax forms to increasing child
abuse investigations.

The changing characteristics of the
population may also affect County
services.

“Just as the larger population ages,
so will the population in our County,”
Harris said. One consequence could
be the need for more or expanded ser-
vices to the aging.

Harris also noted that Dakota
County’s minority population has in-
creased nearly five percent along with
the total population growth.. He said
the increase, though small, reflects
larger social trends.

In terms of County staff, multicul-
tural diversity is going to be a reality,
Harris said. For example, he said, the
County may need to hire translators
for the increased Asian population.

Several other trends emerged from
the 1990 census data. More than 80

percent of Dakota County’s popula-
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tion growth occurred in the Cities of
Apple Valley, Bumsville, Eagan and
Lakeville. Migration into the County,
rather than natural increase, ac-
counted for most of the population
growth. And most of that growth oc-
curred during.the second half of the
1980s.

Harris speculated that the large in-
migration of the second half of the
1980s will continue at least during the
first few years of the 1990s.
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Students learn difficulties of garbage decisions

The fourth grade students at Diamond Path Elementary
School in Rosemount completed a year-long study on
decision-making by listening to a debate about the proposed
Dakota County waste-to-energy project.

The students had studied environmental and other issues,
such as smoking, and had to form their own opinions. To
provide a local focus to the environmental studies, teachers
invited a Dakota County representative and an incinerator
opponent to speak to the classes.

Here’s a sampling of letters the students sent to Dakota
County following the debate:

“I never new that garbage was so serious. My
mom and I recycle alot but we don’t have a paper
recycle box. We mostly recycle cans the part I like the
best is putting the cans in a thing for cans and then
you get money. It’s really neat.”

“I think Dakota County needs an incinerator. I
think that if this idea works the legislature should tell
other states about this. At my house we have woods
in our backyard. I go down in the woods and pick up
all the pollution that gets down there. My dad says it
helps the environment alot.”

“Thank you for everything you taught us on the
31st of May. You made good points on why we should
have a incinerator in Dakota County. It was a great
debate.”

“I’m for the incinerator, but only if it is built with
the pollution control things and the electricity plant
thing. Why; I think it would be nice to get rid of all
the garbage.”

“I’m against it because if someone would push
people to reuse, recycle, and reconduct then there
wouldn’t be as much garbage. Also if everyone
recycled, reused, and reconducted everything they
possibly could, there would probably be a lot less
garbage. That is why I will not support the
Incinerator.”

“I think that there should be a incinerator. Because
it doesn’t produce as much pollution. I think you had
some good ideas very good ideas. I was wondering if
earth got filled up with garbage and we had to move
to a different planet which one would it be and what
year would it be.”

Light rail plans continue to move

everal recent developments reflect Dakota County’s

continuing interest in light rail transit (LRT) as a possible
transportation altemative for the future. LRT is an urban rail
system of quiet vehicles powered by electricity from
overhead wires. g

This Sept. 19 at 7 p.m., the Dakota County and Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authorities have scheduled a
public meeting for County residents to discuss potential
LRT routes in the St. Paul South Corridor. One route will
eventually be selected from within the Corridor, which
runs from downtown St. Paul parallel to the Lafayette
Freeway and South Robert Street. The meeting will be at
the West St. Paul City Hall, 1616 Humboldt Ave.

Two advisory committees of citizens and local
govemnment staff have already been studying LRT in
Dakota County, and their recommendations will be
presented during the meeting. Committee members
represent communities in the St. Paul South Corridor
including Mendota Heights, South St. Paul, West St. Paul,
Inver Grove Heights and Eagan.

Commissioner Donald Chapdelaine, chair of the Dakota
County Regional Railroad Authority, said the advisory
committee has recommended that one route along South
Robert Street be dropped from further study. Instead, a
route along Lafayette Freeway will continue to be studied,
and possible station locations will be identified. This
route could be extended in the future either south to
Highway 55 or west, paralleling Lone Oak Road or I-494.

3

In another
development, the
Dakota County
Regional Railroad
Authority approved
a resolution in April

funds for several
corridors of a Twin
Cities light rail
system, including
the I-35W Corridor.
The resolution also  proposed alignment for
m’wpne'"wm.e mt LRT South corridor

Board to seek regional funds to match the federal
contribution.

According to Commissioner Donald Maher, Vice Chair
of the Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority, an
LRT system can help relieve congestion on critical
roadways and bridges, direct efficient community growth,
and integrate new bus service to improve overall transit
services in the County,

Dakota County continues to work with other regional
railroad authorities and the Regional Transit Board to
establish priorities for developing LRT in the metropolitan
area.
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PRESS RELEASE

DATE: July 10, 1991

SUBJECT: St. Paul South Corridor EAW/Scoping Document submitted
for Public Review

CONTACT: Jill Goski, Community Participation Coordinator, 292-7155

"The area south of St. Paul is experiencing rapid growth. Planning
to manage the increasing development, including transportation
improvements, needs to occur now. In the next few months, the
public will have an important opportunity to offer advice on light
rail transit (LRT) in the South Corridor extending from downtown
St. Paul to the I-494 area in Dakota County," according to John T.
Finley, Chairman of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
(RCRRA) and Don Chapdelaine, Chairman of the Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority (DCRRA).

"We are interested in hearing comments about locations where LRT is
being considered and its opportunities and impacts," Finley
continued.

RCRRA and Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority (DCRRA) will
hold a Scoping Meeting at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday, September 19,
1991, at the West St. Paul City Hall, 1616 Humboldt Avenue, West
St. Paul, to receive public comments on initial steps 1in the St.
Paul South Corridor LRT work. The Rail Authorities have prepared
for public review the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and
Draft Scoping Decision Document which identify major alternatives
to be studied in the South Corridor and develop the foundation and
framework for subsequent preliminary engineering and environmental
impact studies.

The reports have been issued in draft form so they can be reviewed
by the public and various agencies before they are finalized. The
reports have been circulated to organizations involved in the
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process and copies are available for review in public libraries in
the corridor area. The public comment period extends until October
2, 1991. Comments may be submitted at the Scoping Meeting or in
writing to either:

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere Allen Moe

Ramsey County Regional Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority Railroad Authority

316 Courthouse 14955 Galaxie Blvd.

15 West Kellogg Blvd. Apple Valley, MN 55124

St. Paul, MN 55102

(612) 298-5420 (612) 891-7030

The Rail Authorities will carefully consider comments received by
October 2 and appropriate revisions will be made to the reports.

The South Corridor is an area extending from downtown St. Paul to
the 1I-494 area in Dakota County. All state trunk highway, county
road, and railrocad rights-of-way in the South Corridor have been
analyzed based potential suitability for on LRT service.

Major alternatives to be addressed in the EIS include a no build
option and an LRT build option:

Alternative 1 - No Build. Under this option existing bus
service would be retained without major
improvements.

Alternative 2 - LRT Build. This option provides for
construction of light rail transit along the
Lafayette Freeway from downtown St. Paul to
approximately 1I-494 in Dakota County. This
option includes a number of variations for
downtown connections, transition to the
freeway and location within the freeway
right-of-way. The southern terminus for the
corridor will also be evaluated. Existing bus
service would be enhanced to complement LRT.

The EAW identifies issues relevant to the project by answering a
series of standard questions developed by the Minnesota
Environmental Quality Board. The Draft Scoping Decision Document
does three things:

o 1identifies the LRT alignment alternatives to be studied in
the South Corridor;

o identifies the issues to be addressed in the EIS;

o describes how those issues will be addressed.
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THE VOICE
878 South Smith Ave.
St. Paul, MN 55107

VEST SIDE CITIZENS ORG.
Greg Lichti, C.0.

625 Stryker Ave.

St. Paul, MN 55107

CRIMEVATCH

Betsy Wehrwein, C.0.
127 W. Winifred

St. Paul, MN 55107

DAYTON’S BLUFF DISTRICT FORUM
741 E. Sixth St.
St. Paul, MN 55106-5121

DAYTON’S BLUFF COMMUNITY COUNCIL

Susan Omoto, C.O.
678 E. Seventh St.
St. Paul, MN 55106-5024

COMMUNITY REPORTER
265 Oneida St.
St. Paul, MN 55102

DOWNTOWNER
372 St. Peter St., #304
St. Paul, MV 55102

SKYWAY NEWS

110 Metro Square
St. Paul, MN 55101

DOWNTOWN COMM. DEV. COUNCIL
Julie McEnroe

245 E. Sixth St., Suite 101
St. Paul, MN 55101

PIONEER PRESS
345 Cedar Street
St. Paul, MN 55101

EASTSTDER
909 Payne Ave.
St. Paul, MN 55101

NETGHBCRHOOD HOUSE
Gilbert Dlao

179 East Robie

St. Paul, MN 55107

OlR LADY OF GUADALUPE CHURCH
530 Andrew Street
St. Paul, MN 55107

STAR TRIB ST. PAUL EDITION
345 Wabasha, Suite 275
St. Paul, MN 55102

PIONEER PRESS

"24 Hours" Newsroom
345 Cedar Street
St. Paul, MN 55101

Allen Moe

Dakota County RRA

14955 Galaxie

Apple Valley, MN 55124

Commissioner Don Chapdelaine
Dakota County RRA

West Highway 55

Hastings, MN 55033-2392

Tony Heppelmann

BRW, Inc.

Thresher Square

700 Third St. S.
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dr. Steve Hoffman
University of St. Thomas
Mail No. 4322

2115 Summit Averue

St. Paul, MN 35105

Ramsey County Commissioners




ST. PAUL SOUTH LRT CORRIDOR
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING NOTICE

The Ramsey County Regional Rallroad Authority
and the Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
prepared for public review the Environmental
Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision

ment for the St. Paul South Light Rail Transit
Corridor. The purpose of this report s to identify
major alternatives and issues to be studied In

future preliminary engineering and environmental |
impact statement studies which may be |
undertaken. The report has been lssued in dralt |

form so it can be reviewed by the public and
various agencies before it is finalized. The report
has been circulated to organizations involved in
the process and coples
public libraries and City Halls in the South Corridor
area.

In addition, the two Rail Authorities will holda |

Scoping Meeting for the South Corridor to receive
oral comments on the report. The Scoping Meeting

is scheduled for:
' Thursday, September 19, 1991
7:00 p.m.
West St. Paul City Hall
1616 Humboldt Avenue

West St. Paul

The proposed project is a light rail transit (LRT)
line to serve the portion of Ramsey County south
of the Mississippi River and the northern part of
Daimta County. The report identifies issues relevant
to the project by a series of standard
questions developed by the Minnesota
Environmental Quality Board. In addition, it
identifies the alignment alternatives to be studied
and describes how the issues will be addressed.
l Major alternatives to be considered In future
studies of the South Corridor inciude a No-Build
option and a LRT Build option. The LRT Build
option would locate LRT In the side slope on either

the east or west side of the Lafayette

Freeway

Chicago and North Western railroad and
1-484. The location of the alignment

of the Chicago and North Western rallroad

depends on the connection to downtown St. Paul.
Alignment options for connecting the South Corridor
to downtown St. Paul are also part of this project.
The public comment period extends untii October
1991, and written statements should be

316
Courthouse, St. Paul. Minnesota 55102 (612-

Avenue, Apple Valley, Minnesota 55124 (612-

mo. e G

S ———

are available for review in |

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

State of Minnesota
County of Ramsey

Samuel E. Lewis, Jr., being duly sworn, on oath says that he is the publisher of the
newspaper known as the Saint Paul Legal Ledger and has full knowledge of the facts
which are stated below:

(A) The newspaper has complied with all of the requirements constituting
qualification as a qualified newspaper, as provided by Minnesota Statute 331A.02,
331A.07, and other applicable laws, as amended.

(B) The printed _natice
which is attached was cut from the columns of said newspaper and was printed and
published once; it was published on _ERiday the 16th day of
_August = 19 91 ; and printed below is a copy of the lower case alphabet
from A to Z, both inclusive, which is hereby acknowledged as being the size and kind of
type used in the composition and publication of said notice:

abodefghtjkimnopqratuveays
X SODOMIDERIOOU KHICK X

!

j(i,i"'f:'l e

Subscribed and sworn to before me this __161th day of _August 19_91

R
-~

AAAAAA B

EWIS
i C. M. LEV
_'32“! NOTARY PUBLIC—IMINNESOTA
'-.% WASHINGTON COUNTY
My Comm. Expires Mar 15. 1695

WV\W\AAIWVWW“MM"W -
Rate Information .

(1) Lowest classified rate paid by commercial

users for comparable space is

n/a
3

(2) Maximum rate allowed by law for the
above publication is $61 _81 .

(3) Rate actually charged for the above
publication is 3_5_'_5._.




AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY OF RAMSEY
' ROSEMARY J FRANK

, being
duly sworn on oath, says: that he is, and during
all times herein stated has been, Clerk of
Northwest Publications, Inc., publisher of the
newspaper known as the Saint Paul Pioneer
Press, a newspaper of general circulation within
the City of St. Paul and the County of Ramsey.
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That the Notice hereto attached was cut from the
columns of said newspaper and was printed and
published therein on the following dates:
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Subscribed and SWOQI to before me this

/*’/i;;iiifig;z 23;5?3? ,/"Eigiéziz€£<4?'
“"/Cf/\ j Notary Public

Washington .
g County, Minnesota

My commission expires i il « 19 23
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Sedip NOTARY PUBLIC Mitiini 317
‘2‘ A\ WASHINGTON CCUNTY
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Farmington Independent
AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

Diane Berge, being duly sworn, on oath says that she is an authoriz-
ed agent and employee of the publisher of the newspaper, known as
The Farmington Independent, and has full knowledge of the facts which
are stated below:

(A) The newspaper has complied with all of the requirements con-
stituting qualification as a legal newspaper, as provided by Minnesota
Statutes 331A.02, 331A.07 and other applicable laws, as amended.
(B) The printed ___ ALQRAL >~

which is attached, was cut from the columns of said newspaper, and
was printed and published once each week for : !
successive weeks; it was first published on Thursday, the S day
of _ 52 I"_‘»‘i' , 1941 and was thereafter printed and
published on every Thursday, to and including Thursday, the
A dayof S OF , 194 ] ; and printed below is a
copy of the lower case a{phabet from A to Z, both inclusive, which is
hereby acknowledged as being the size and kind of type used in the
composition and publication of the notice:
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By: CACL]’U’ Eﬂkﬁ&—

Title: Administrator for the Publisher.

Subseriped and sworn to before me on this 'deay of. -: e
19 asl' : p _
7 /
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Notary Public

N
2

AFFIDAVIT
LISA M, SHERVHEIM

*}) NOTARY PUBLIC -MINNESOTA

DAKOTA COUNTY

00:12:08 y Commission Expires Nov. 19, 1992
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PUBLIC MEETING
NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING>
FOR ST. PAUL SOUTH LRT CORRIDOR

The Dakots Comnty Railrosd i
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eavironmental impact stamment studies which may be
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Minnesota Suburban Newspapers
AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF MINNESQOTA)

COUNTY OF HENNEPIN)

Gregory Ptacin , being duly sworn on an oath says that he/she

the publisher or authorized agent and employee of the publisher of the newspaper known

West St. Paul/Mendota Heights . and has full knowledge of the facts which
Sun-Current

stated below.
(A) The newspaper has complied with all of the requirements constituting qualification as a qualified newspaj

as provided by Minnesota Statute 331A.02, 331A.07, and other applicable laws, as amended.

(B) The printed Notice of Public Scoping Meeting

The locati
which is attached was cut from the columns of said newspaper, and was printed and published once each we W - mm mmm to
Paul.

for _ON@  successive weeks: it was first published on__Wednesday , the

of__Sept 1991 | and was thereafter printed and published on every

and including , the day of 19 , and printed belov f:aun

a copy of the lower case alphabet from A to Z, both inclusive, which is hereby acknowledged as being the € Deyoea County Auditor
(Sept. 11, 1991)-WSP-MEN. HGTS.

and kind of type used in the composition and publication of the notice:

abedefghijklmnopgrstuvwxyz .

-

BY:

TITLE: General Manasger

Acknowledged before me on this

— 11 dayof

Notaky Public

RATE INFORMATION

(1) Lowest classified rate paid by commercial users 8 1.10 per line
for comparable space (Line, word, or inch rate)

(2) Maximum rate allowed by law for the above matter $ 74.9¢ per line
(Line. word. or inch rate)

(3) Rate actually charged for the above matter $ 62¢ per line

(Line, word. or inch rate)




Star Tribune/ Thursday/August 1/1991

INVER GROVE HTS.

Public can comment
on light-rail route

Public comments are invited on a
possible light-rail corridor run-
ning from St. Paul south along the
Lafayette Freeway to just past In-
terstate Hwy. 494 in Inver Grove
Heights.

Copies of a preliminary environ-
mental assessment of routes in
the commdor are available in pub-

lic libraries in the area. A public
meeting will be held at 7 p.m.
Sept. 19 in the West St. Paul City
Hall, 1616 Humboldt Av.

Written comments will be accept-
ed until Oct. 2 by the Ramsey and
Dakota county railroad authori-
ties. Call 298-5420 or 891-7030
for more information.




Tuesday/September 17/1991/Star Tribune

Public meetings

Notices of public community and govern-
mental meetings of widespread interest
should bésent to City Desk, Star Trib-
une, 425 Portland Av. S, Minneapolis,
Minn. 55488, by noon Thursdays.

Thursaay \ City Hall. 1616 Humboldt Av., Wes:

St. Paul City Council — 9 a.m., Council

: #anjcmmd.—-——
uth Corridor Light Rail Transit Pu;-l-u\\

larium, Ramsey County Nursing
Home, 10 a.m., 2000 White Bear Av.

Scoping Meeting, 7 p.m.. West St. Pau

St. Paul.

Chambers.”

Neighborhood Planning Committee, 8
a.m., 10th floor, City Hall Annex.

Capitol Improvement Budget Commit-
tee, 3:30 p.m., Room 1503, City Hall
Annex.

Washington County — Park and Open
Spaces Commitiee, 7 p.m., Washing-
ton County Board Room.

Metropolitan Council — Metropolitan
and Community Development Com-
mittee. 2 p.m., Council Chambers,
Mears Park Centre. 230 E. 5th St.. St.
Paul.

Metro Recycling Education Task Force,
2104 p.m., Room 2A.

Ramsey County Alliance for the Mental-
ly I — 7 p.m.. Assumption Church,
51 W. 7.h St St. Paul.

Ramsey County — Open House and
Dedication Ceremony for the new so-

—




DAKOTA COUNTY TRIBUNE
SEPTEMBER 12,1991

LRT public meeting set by
Dakota, Ramsey counties

A proposed light rail transit (LRT) route from St. Paul to West St.
Paul is the topic of a public meeting scheduled for Sept. 19at 7 p.m. at
the West St. Paul City Hall, 1616 Humboldt Ave.

The purpose of the meeting is to receive oral comments ont the re-
cently completed scoping document for the route, call the St. Paul
South LRT Corridor.

The proposed project would serve the portion of Ramsey County
south of the Mississippi River and the northern part of Dakota Coun-
ty, connecting to LRT in downtown St. Paul. The downtown St. Paul
connection will access other metropolitan LRT corridors, as well as
other available mass transit.

The Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority and a like group in
Ramsey County have prepared an Environmental Assessment
Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the proposed
corridor. The report identifies major alternatives and issues to be
studied in preliminary engineering and environmental studies which
may be done.

The route being considered would locate the LRT in the side slope
on either the west or east side of the Lafayette Freeway, from the
Chicago and North Western railroad in St. Paul to approximately I-
494 in West St. Paul. Options for connecting the South Corridor to
downtown St. Paul are also part of this project, as are station loca-
tions.

Public comment is accepted on the draft report until Oct. 2. Written
statements can be submitted either to Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Di-
rector of LRT Planning, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Au-
thority, 316 Courthouse, St. Paul, 55102, or to Allen Moe, Planning Di-
rector, Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority, 14955 Galaxie
Bivd., Apple Valley 55124. Copies of the draft report are available for
review in public libraries and city halls in the South Corridor area,




ﬁJESDAY. SEPTEMBER 17, 1991 SAINT PAUL PIONEER PRESS

WEST ST. PAUL
v

Public hearing scheduled
on light rail route proposal

A public meeting will be held at
7 p.m. Thursday in the West St.
Paul City Hall to hear citizens’
comments on a proposed light rail
transit route from St. Paul to In-
ve;h(irove Heights. -

roposed route, known as
the St. i;’:ﬂ.ll South LRT Corridor,
would run from downtown St. Paul
along either the east or west slope
of the Lafayette Freeway to Up-
per 55th Street in Inver Grove
Heights.

The Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority and the Ram-
sey County Regional Railroad Au-
thority have prepared an environ-
mental assessment worksheet.
Copies of the draft report are
available for review in public li-
braries and city halls in the area.

Written comments will be ac-
cepted until Oct. 2. They can be
submitted to Allen Moe, Planning
Director, Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority, 14955 Galaxie
Blvd., Apple Valley, Minn. 55124.




APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF
COMMENTS/RESPONSES
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS/RESPONSES TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET AND
DRAFT SCOPING DECISION DOCUMENT

SOURCE

FHWA

MAJOR ISSUE

If federal funding is being
considered, the EIS must
include a TSM alternative
and one other transit
alternative.

Draft Scoping Decision
Document is adequate.

Concerned with traffic
operations at ramp
intersections where the
LRT crosses the cross
street at-grade.

Should study alternative
of using an existing
bridge over the
Mississippi River for LRT
Crossing.

Should study both
aesthetic and flood
management issues for
proposed bridge.

Require a HEC II analysis

RESPONSE

Federal funding is not
presently being pursued
for this project. If federal
funding is pursued, these
alternatives will be
studied in the EIS.

No response needed.

This issue will be studied
in the EIS.

The use of existing
bridges for LRT was
evaluated and eliminated.
Reasons included in
Scoping Decision
Document.

These issues will be
studied in EIS.

A HEC II analysis will be




Minnesota
Historical
Society

of floodway/stage increase
for new bridge.

Scope of noise analyses
outlined in EAW is
satisfactory to address
noise impacts from
construction and operation
of LRT.

Should consider location
of rail maintenance
facilities to ensure
compatibility with
sensitive land uses.

Roadway improvement
needs should be based on
peak hour with highest
number of trips.

Traffic forecasts used for
Air Quality analyses
should be for year of
completion and should be
a combination of the
increase in vehicle miles
traveled in the region as
well as increases due to
future development on the
LRT line.

Concur with Draft
Scoping Decision
Document. Require
qualified individuals to
perform survey of
archaeological and
historical architectural
resources.

prepared for EIS.

No response needed.

The rail maintenance
facilities for the system
have been studied in other
corridors. No additional
rail maintenance facilities
are being considered for
this project.

The traffic analysis in the
EIS will analyze the peak
traffic hour.

Traffic forecasts will be
developed for year of
completion for
determining air quality
impacts for the EIS.

Qualified professionals
will perform work.
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Metro
Council

Met
Council
Cont.

EIS should indicate how
consistency with local
plans would be achieved.

Scoping Decision should
document number of
housing units and
businesses potentially
displaced by LRT on
Robert Street and cost
estimate of bridge
required.

EIS should recognize that
with LRT on Lafayette an
adequate level of bus
service needs to be
maintained on Robert
Street.

EIS should include
analysis of total
annualized cost per
passenger for LRT
including feeder bus costs
and compare to "no-build"
all-bus system.

EIS should also include
operating cost
implications of LRT
including feeder bus costs
in comparison with the
"no-build" system.

FHWA and Mn/DOT
policy prohibits any rail
tracks from crossing
highway access ramps.

EIS should include a
detailed analysis of the
cost-effectiveness and
financial impacts of LRT

This will be discussed in
EIS.

This information has been
added to the Scoping
Decision.

The LRT transit system
considered in the EIS will
include an adequate level
of bus service on Robert
Street.

This analysis will be
included in EIS.

This information will be
included in EIS.

None of the alternatives
propose to cross a
freeway ramp with LRT.

The EIS will include an
analysis of the cost-
effectiveness and financial
impacts of LRT compared




compared with "no-build"
alternative.

Should provide a cost
estimate in Final Scoping
Decision Document.

Should provide a
comparison of transit
service characteristics
including total transit
system ridership for
proposed project and for
"no-build" alternative.

EIS should address the
airport issue and potential
ramifications for future
LRT service in the
corridor.

Corridor crosses
Metropolitan Interceptor I
MS-100 at intersection of
Cedar and 11th Street and
MWCC would like to
review preliminary plans
when available.

EIS should address
potential economic
development and

redevelopment impacts of
LRT.

EIS should assess impacts
of alternatives on quality
of transit service,
particularly for transit
dependents.

A non-fixed rail
alternative with better
service to increase transit

to the "no-build"
alternative.

Cost estimate included in
Final Scoping Decision
Document.

The EIS will provide this
comparison.

The EIS will address this
issue.

Preliminary plans in this
area will be made
available for MWCC
review.

The EIS will address this.

This will be addressed in
the EIS.

"No-Build" alternative has
improved transit service
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St. Paul
Heritage
Preser-
vation
Commis-
sion

Public
Comments

ridership by an amount
similar to LRT should be
considered.

EIS should address
potential impact to
Lowertown Heritage
Preservation District.

Opposed to LRT in
Lafayette Corridor.

Insufficient ridership to
justify station at Butler
Avenue.

Concerned about potential
increase in crime due to
LRT.

Concerned about increase
in noise due to LRT.

Question whether LRT
ridership would be high
enough to warrant LRT
system in this corridor
and suggest that improved
bus service would be
more cost effective.

Notification process was
not adequate.

Advisory Committees
were not comprised of
community
representatives.

LRT requires coal to
generate electricity and
can impact air quality.

but does not have same
transit ridership as LRT.

This will be addressed in
EIS.

A "no-build" alternative
will be analyzed.

The need for specific
stations will be analyzed
in the EIS.

The impact of LRT on
crime in other cities will
be documented.

The noise impacts of LRT
will be addressed in EIS.

No-build includes
improvements to existing
bus system and an
analysis of cost
effectiveness will be
conducted for EIS.

Appendix A documents
the notification efforts.

Membership on the
Advisory Committee is
documented in
Appendix A.

Air Quality issues will be
addressed in EIS.




Concerned about
relocation of people living
in the corridor.

Concerned about
increased traffic and
congestion on
neighborhood streets.

Should study other
alternatives including:

1.  Improve bus system
and increase
incentives to use
transit.

Elevated LRT in
median of Lafayette.

LRT in TH 61
Corridor.

LRT in West 7th/
I-35E Corridor to
junction of I-35E
and 1-494.

An alignment from
downtown St. Paul
that follows Robert
Street to Concord
Avenue and Concord
Avenue to the
Lafayette Freeway.

Should consider

Relocation impacts will
be addressed in EIS.

This issue will be
addressed in EIS.

"No-build" includes some
improvements to existing
bus system.

Elevated alternatives
would almost double cost
so they are not under
consideration.

LRT in TH 61 Corridor
would not serve St. Paul
South Corridor.

The I-35E Corridor is
considered to be a
different corridor than St.
Paul South and St. Paul
South was given higher
priority because of higher
ridership potential.

This alternative will be
studied in EIS.

Will be considered in
EIS.




implications of potential
new airport.

Impact of snow and steep Will be addressed in EIS.
grade on LRT operations.

Question of Will be addressed in EIS.
responsibilities for snow

removal, maintenance,

security, coordination with

MTC buses.

Potential financing and Will be addressed in EIS.
impact on taxes.




|
|
o
'
|
'
|
b
|
»
'
|
'
E
|
'
|
f
!

APPENDIX C

A scoping meeting to receive comments on the Environmental Assessment
Worksheet (EAW)/Draft Scoping Decision was held on Thursday,
September 19, 1991 at 7:00 PM in the West St. Paul City Hall at 1616
Humboldt Avenue.

A brief presentation regarding the project was made at the hearing.
Individuals present at the meeting were invited to comment. The comment
period for the EAW/Draft Scoping Decision Document officially closed on
Wednesday, October 2nd, 1991 but the regional railroad authorities
accepted comments through October 11, 1991.

Comments regarding the EAW and the Draft Scoping Decision Document
were received from the following agencies:

Federal Agencies

Federal Highway Administration
US Department of the Interior

State Agencies

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Minnesota Historical Society

Regional Agencies
Metropolitan Council

Regional Transit Board
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission




Local Agencies

City of St. Paul
City of St. Paul Heritage Preservation Commission

The comment letters received including letters from the general public
follow. A transcript of the public hearing is available upon request from
either the Dakota County or Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authorities.

;
|
%
'
I
'
!
'
"
*
:
|
g
i
;
'
"
%
"




Q

US.Department Region 5 Suite 490, Metro Square Building
of Transportation Minnesota Division 7th Place and Robert Street

St. Paul, Minneeota 55101-2333
Federal Highway
Administration

September 3, 1991

Mr. John T. Finley, Chairman

Ramseyv County Regional Rail Authority
316 Ramsey County Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Re: St. Paul South Light Rail
Transit Corridor
Environmental Assessment Worksheet
Draft Scoping Decision Document

Dear Mr. Finley:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the referenced
Environmental Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document. The
Federal Highway Administration actions listed on Page 17 of the
Draft Scoping Decision Document are not required unless FHWA
funding is being considered. It will be necessary for the
Minnesota Department of Transportation to obtain FHWA approval
prior to permitting use of any right-of-way from Federal-Aid
highways such as TH 3 (Page 18).

If Federal funding of this LRT proposal is being considered, the
requirements of 23 CFR 771 will have to be met for the
Environmental Impact Statement. In this regard, the EIS must
consider at least two additional alternatives - a Transportation
System Management alternative and at least one other transit
alternative such as High Occupancy Vehicle lanes.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review this proposal.
Sincerely yours,

Charles E. Foslien
Division Administrator

Acting Program Operations Engineer
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL RIVER AND RECREATION AREA
P.O. BOX 65456
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55165-0456

L7621(MISS)

September 10, 1991

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
15 West Kellogg Boulevard

316 Courthouse

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Ms. DeSpiegelaere:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW)
and the Draft Scoping Decision Document (DSDD) for the South Light Rail Transit Corridor.
As indicated in the documents, portions of the project limits are within the Mississippi National
River and Recreation Area. Both of the alternative river crossings are within legislated
boundaries, as are the proposed Plato Boulevard and Concord Street LRT station sites.

We believe the EAW and DSDD adequately outline issues to be addressed in an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). We look forward to review of the Draft EIS when it becomes available.

Please contact me at 290-4160 if the National Park Service can answer questions or otherwise
assist in the preparation of the EIS.

Sincerely,

L Bk,
P
~ Norman J. Reigle

/L ;,,2 Superintendent

NAL PARK SERVICE
e

NATIO
|

Hi1916-1991 W




Minnesota Department of Transportation

Transportation Building S1. Paul, MN 55155

October 8, 1991

Allen Moe

DCRRA

14955 Galaxie Boulevard

Apple Valley, Minnesota 55124

EAW: ST. PAUL SOUTH LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT CORRIDOR

Thank you for the opportunity to review this EAW, Mr. Moe. Our
comments relate to the design of the corridor, including some
technical considerations of the rail itself.

The USDOT and the FHWA have indicated there will be no at-grade
intersections with LRT at interstate highways or freeway ramps and
loops, including T.H. 3/Lafayette Freeway. As a result of this
policy, LRT designers have placed the rails on either the west or
east side of T.H. 3. Subsequently, at all interchange points, the
alignment actually "bubbles" as it skirts the exit and entrance
ramps. This design eliminates the need to construct grade
separations. On the other hand, it surfaces some roadway design
concerns, among which include right turns off the ramps and on to
the rail rights of way and rail crossings; station/pedestrian
concerns, and local feeder bus circulation routes. All of these
affect the overall safety of the regional and local roadway
networks.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review this EAW.

N~Loes M Lo, 4

ISAAC MC CRARY, JR.--ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR

IM:jm

cc: V. Zankevics—Qakdale
L. Foote
F. Pafko

An Equal Opportumiy Emplover




STATE OF

NNESOTA

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

1
500 LAFAYETTE ROAD e ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA ¢ 55155-40 0

DNR INFORMATION
(612) 296-6157

September 30, 1991

Allen Moe, Program Manager Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director
Planning and Program Management Light Rail Transit Planning

Dakota Co. Regional Railroad Authority Ramsey Co. Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Boulevard 316 Court House

Apple Valley, MN 55124 Saint Paul, MN 55102

RE:  St. Paul South Light Rail Transit
Scoping Environmental Assessment Worlsheet (EAW) and
Draft Scoping Decision Document (SDD)

Dear Mr. Moe and Ms. DeSpiegelaere:

The Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the Scoping EAW and Draft Scoping
Decision Document for the proposed St. Paul South Light Rail Transit project. We offer the
following comments on the proposed Environmental Impact Statement scope.

As proposed, the project would involve constructing a new bridge over the Mississippi River
near downtown St. Paul. From both esthetic and flood management perspectives, we view
additional bridge construction as an issue that should be included in the EIS scope. In addition,

it is our view that use of an existing bridge for the light rail transit crossing should be considered
as an alternative to new bridge construction.

As indicated in the EAW, a DNR Protected Waters Permit would be required for any
construction in the Mississippi River, or in any other state protected water. We would require
that a HEC II Analysis of floodway/stage increase encroachment be prepared to determine
impacts on the floodway from bridge pier construction and bridge approach fill.

Thank you for the opportunity to review these documents. We look forward to receiving the
Draft EIS for this project. Please contact Rebecca Wooden of my staff, at (612)297-3355, if you
have questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Thomas W. Balcom, Supervisor
Natural Resources Planning and Review Section
Office of Planning

c: Karen Bowen Tom Lutgen
Steve Colvin Steve Johnson, Mississippi River Team
Lynn M. Lewis, USFWS Gregg Downing, EQB

#920029-01
EQB1/SPSLRT.doc

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155-3898

\oo.l Telephone (612) 296-6300

October 1, 1991

Mr. Allen Moe

Program Manager

Department of Planning and Program Management
Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Boulevard

Apple Valley, Minnesota 55124

Dear Mr. Moe:

RE: St. Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor Environmental Assessment
Vorksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) staff has completed a review of
the above referenced documents. Based upon this review, the MPCA staff
believe that the documents adequately address potential environmental impacts
that the project may generate. The scope of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) as outlined in the Draft Scoping Decision Document (DSDD) will
satisfy the Environmental Quality Board Rules, Minn. Rules pt. 4410.2300,
defining the contents of an EIS. We do, however, have several comments to
make in the areas of noise and air quality.

NOISE

1. The commitment to complete the various noise analyses as outlined in
the Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW)/DSDD will be satisfactory
to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the construction and
operation of the proposed system.

Past experience with rail maintenance facilities, switchyards, etc.,
has indicated that proper location of these types of support
mechanisms is essential to ensure compatibility with sensitive land
uses. Staff suggest that this factor be given consideration in the
preliminary design of any proposed light rail transit system.

AIR QUALITY

1. On page 30, the EAW indicates that "the analysis will consider Daily
and P.M. peak hour trips. The need for roadway improvements will be
based on P.M. peak hour conditions." This is acceptable, providing
the P.M. peak hour period has more trips than the A.M. peak hour
period. If not, the A.M. peak hour conditions must be used.

On page 31, the EAV indicates that the "the analysis will generally be
based on existing traffic conditions plus the addition of
project-generated traffic. In some cases, increases in traffic
because of other sources will be considered, depending on local

Regional Offices: Duluth = Brainerd « Detroit Lakes + Marshall « Rochester
Equal Opportunity Employer * Printed on Recycled Paper
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conditions." The analysis must be based on the traffic conditions
expected to exist at the time of completion of the Light Rail Transit
(LRT) line, including all increases in traffic that could reasonably
be expected to occur by that time. The forecasting of these future
conditions should be a combination of reasonable expected growth in
traffic due to normal increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the
region, as well as VMT increases due to future development that will
be in place by the time the LRT line opens.

Thank you for the opportunity to review these documents. If you have any
questions or concerns, please contact Meri K. Nielsen of my staff at
612/297-1766.

Sincerely,

Yars

Paul Hoff, Director
Environmental Analysis Office
Administrative Services Division

PH:ns




MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

FOUNDED IN 1849 Fort Snelling History Center, S5t. Paul, MN 55111 o (612) 726-1171

September 12, 1991

——

EIUE

Mr. Donald Chapdelaine SEP | 7199

Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Avenue
Apple Valley, Minnesota 55124

Dear Mr. Chapdelaine:

Re: St. Paul South Light Rail Transit; S$32, T29, R22; S5, 8, 9, 16, 17, 20,
21, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, T28, R22; St. Paul, South St. Paul, West St.
Paul, Inver Grove Heights; Dakota and Ramsey Counties
MHS Referral File Number: 91-2284

Thank you for providing this office a copy of the Environmental Assessment
Worksheet for the above-referenced project. It has been reviewed pursuant to
responsibilities given to the Minnesota Historical Society by the Minnesota
Historic Sites Act and the Minnesota Field Archaeology Act and through the
process outlined in Minnesota Rules 4410.1600.

We concur with the recommendation that further cultural resource survey of the
project area is necessary. This survey should address both archaeology and
history/architecture resources. Personnel who meet the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Archaeologist and the
Secretary of the Interior'’s Professional Qualifications Standards for His-
torian or Architectural Historian should complete the survey. The survey work
should conform to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Identification
and Evaluation.

It is important that this survey work is completed at an early stage so that,
should adverse effects on cultural resources be identified, consideration of
alternate plans is still possible.

Please contact us if you have any questions regarding our review of this
project.

Sincerely,

A~

Dennis A. Gimmestad
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

DAG: dmb

cc: John T. Finley, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority f%éﬁ/%/

316 Ramsey County Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, MN. 55101 ~ 612 291-6359

October 3, 1991

Donald Chapdelaine, Chairman

Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Avenue

Apple Valley, Minnesota 55124

RE: Draft Environmental Assessment Worksheet and
Draft Scoping Decision Document for
Saint Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor in
Dakota and Ramsey Counties
Metropolitan Council Referral File No. 14625-3

Dear Mr. Chapdelaine:

At its meeting on September 26, 1991, the Metropolitan Council considered the Environmental
Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the Saint Paul South Light Rail
Transit (LRT) corridor. This consideration was based on a report of the Metropolitan Systems
Committee, Referral Report No. 91-53. A copy of this report is attached.

The Metropolitan Council submits the attached memorandum to the Ramsey County and Dakota
County Regional Rail Authorities as the Metropolitan Council’s comments on the Environmental
Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document for/the St. Paul Light Rail Transit

Corridor.

Sincerely,

Sy EXnolesanc)

Mary E. Anderson
Chair

MEA:lv
Attachment

cc: Greg Downing, Environmental Review Coordinator, EQB
Karen Lyons, Metropolitan Council Staff




Metropolitan Council Meeting of September 26, 1991 Business Item: C"2

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

REPORT OF THE METROPOLITAN SYSTEMS COMMITTEE
REFERRAL REPORT NO. 91-53

September 20, 1991
Metropolitan Council

Draft Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision
Document for the Saint Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor in Dakota and
Ramsey Counties, Referral # 14625-3, Metropolitan Council Districts 2, 15

BACKGROUND

Ramsey County and Dakota County Regional Rail Authorities transmitted for Council review and
comment the Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the
Saint Paul South Light Rail Transit (LRT) corridor. The Metropolitan Council has review and
comment responsibilities over general environmental analyses and preliminary design studies relating
to LRT, and is reviewing the EAW and Scoping Document for consistency with the Metropolitan

Development Guide.

ISSUES AND CONCERNS

None

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Metropolitan Council submit the attached memorandum to the Ramsey County and Dakota
County Regional Rail Authorities as the Metropolitan Council’s comments on the Environmental

Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the St. Paul South Light Rail
Transit Corridor.

Respectfully submitted,

Dirk deVries, Chair




METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Mears Park Centre, 230 E. Fifth St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

September 9, 1991
Metropolitan Systems Committee
Transportation Division (Karen Lyons, Connie Kozlak)

Draft Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision
Document for the Saint Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor in
Dakota and Ramsey Counties

Referral #14625-3, Metropolitan Council Districts 2 and 15

Introduction and Authority to Review

Ramsey County and Dakota County Regional Rail Authorities transmitted for Council review and
comment the Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the
Saint Paul South light rail transit (LRT) corridor. The Metropolitan Council has review and
comment responsibilities over general environmental analyses and preliminary design studies relating
to LRT, and is reviewing the EAW and Scoping Document for consistency with the Metropolitan
Development Guide. '

Description of Project

The St. Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor is proposed to run south from Downtown St. Paul
via the Lafayette Freeway on the right or left slope to just south of I-494 to approximately Upper
55th Street. (See Figure 1.0) Several alternative alignments were originally considered, including
state and county highway and railroad rights-of-way. The candidates were screened down to Robert
Street and the Lafayette Freeway, and finally the Lafayette Freeway was selected as the alignment
for further study. The Robert Street alignment was eliminated because construction of LRT would
require acquisition and relocation of a number of residences and businesses, and construction of a
very long bridge on Robert St. from Concord St. to Annapolis St. The Lafayette Freeway LRT and
the no-build alternatives have been selected for further review in the Preliminary Design/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Final EIS.

Discussion & Analysi

MDIF

The EAW indicates that municipalities in the St. Paul South LRT study area should amend

comprehensive land use plans to include LRT, and to address the opportunities and impacts that will

be created with the LRT line. This is encouraged if LRT studies continue to move forward for this

corridor, and this would apply to county comprehensive plans as well. The Metropolitan Council

would review any comprehensive plan amendments pursuant to the Metropolitan Land Planning Act.
| The EIS should indicate how consistency with local plans would be achieved.
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The Scoping Document states that the EIS will consider impacts of LRT on neighborhoods and

community services and facilities and will address the coordination of development and land use

planning with LRT. Therefore, the EAW and Scoping Document have adequately addressed the
. need for local comprehensive planning actions.

Transportation

The Transportation Policy Plan’s primary policy on LRT is Policy 2, Strategy C, that states that LRT
should serve metro centers, initially be limited to the fully developed area, should be implemented
in corridors where it can be cost-effective, serve transit dependent populations and relieve congestion,
and staged primarily based on cost-effectiveness.

The Council’s transportation plan does not include the St. Paul South LRT Corridor. In its 1990

review of the Comprehensive Light Rail Transit Plan for Dakota County the Council commented

that the South St. Paul Corridor should be considered only for general alignment studies and right-of-
way preservation.

The EAW states that the alignment screening process eliminated Robert Street from further
consideration because of the need to acquire and relocate businesses and because of the need for
construction of a very long bridge from Concord to Annapolis. The cost estimate for this bridge and

| the number of housing units and businesses potentially displaced by LRT on Robert Street should

be documented in the Scoping Document/EAW.

The primary transit market at present in the corridor is on Robert Street, and LRT implemented on
Lafayette may not benefit many of the current Robert Street patrons from a locational and travel
time standpoint. Therefore, the EIS should recognize that if LRT is implemented in the St. Paul
South Corridor on Lafayette, an adequate level of bus service would still need to be maintained on
Robert Street.

The EIS should include analysis of the Lafayette alignment’s total annualized cost per passenger
including capital, operating, and maintenance costs, along with feeder bus costs, and compare this
with the no-build all-bus system. The cost-effectiveness measure threshold currently set in the

Council’s Transportation Development Guide/Policy Plan is $4.00 per passenger (1988 dollars).

The Scoping Document indicates that the EIS will include a definition of the feeder bus system,
estimating the frequency of buses, bus miles, required fleet size, impact on existing bus service, impact
on transit dependent and low and moderate income persons, and travel times resulting from
implementation of LRT in the corridor. The EIS should, in addition, include operating cost
implications of LRT, the feeder bus service, and other support services in the corridor, in comparison
with the no-build system.

The Scoping Document indicates that the following will be addressed in the EIS: transportation

impacts and benefits; mitigation measures; operational impacts on the Lafayette Freeway and at [-494

and their access ramps; and station area access and circulation issues. It appears that the necessary

transportation issues will be addressed in the EIS. The county regional rail authorities should be

aware that Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Minnesota Department of Transportation
[ (Mn/DQT) policy prohibits any rail tracks from crossing highway access ramps.




Housing

The Council’s housing policies (Nos. 26 and 27) relate to careful selection of housing clearance in
terms of location and redevelopment and to appropriate efforts to find replacement housing for
displaced residents. Of particular concern are areas with affordable, low-income housing.

Residential neighborhood impacts intended to receive consideration in the EIS include noise and
vibration, visual impacts, pedestrian safety, air quality, impacts on neighborhood boundaries and
potential relocations and displacements. Therefore, the EAW and Scoping Document adequately
address housing and environmental issues.

Parks

The EAW indicates that this LRT line would impact several local parks. The Scoping Document
indicates that the EIS will adequately address the potential impacts of the project on public park and
recreation areas, such as required park acquisition, access, user safety, visual and noise impacts and
projected adjacent development.

Natural Resources

The EAW and Scoping Document identifies appropriate natural resource issues for inclusion in the
EIS. These include:

° The impacts on adjacent wetlands. |

@ The impacts on surface water quality from increased runoff at park and ride facilities.
dings and clusions

The Ramsey County and Dakota County Regional Railroad Authorities have prepared a
Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the
South St. Paul Light Rail Transit Corridor.

The EAW states that the Robert Street alignment and various other alignment alternatives
were eliminated from further analysis during the Scoping process due to the cost of new
bridge from Concord to Annapolis on S. Robert Street, and because of residential and
business impacts. The bridge cost and the number of housing units and businesses impacted
by a Robert Street alignment should be documented in the Draft Scoping Decision Document
and Environmental Assessment Worksheet.

The EAW/Draft Scoping Document indicates that the Environmental Impact Statement will
sufficiently address the following:

° The need for consistency between LRT and local comprehensive planning.

] Definition of a feeder bus system to serve the alignment, and impacts on existing bus
service and travel times.

° Impacts on transit dependent and low and moderate income persons.
Transportation impacts and mitigation measures, including impacts on the Lafayette
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Freeway and [-494.
® Impacts on parks and natural resources.
@ Housing and environmental effects.

The EIS should incorporate a detailed analysis of the cost-effectiveness and financial impacts
of the Lafayette LRT alignment compared with a no-build, all-bus alternative, including
capital, operating, maintenance, and feeder bus costs, consistent with Policy 2, Strategy C of

the Metropolitan Development Guide/Policy Plan.

Recommendation

That the Metropolitan Council submit the attached memorandum to the Ramsey County and Dakota
County Regional Rail Authorities as the Metropolitan Council’s comments on the Environmental
Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document for the St. Paul South Light Rail
Transit Corridor.




09/16/91 09:33 FAX 612 229 2739 REGIONAL TRANSIT

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

Mears Parik Cenire
230 East Afth Sireet, St. Poul, Minnesola 85101
§12/292-8789

September 9, 1991
Chair and Members of the Policy Committee

Stephanie Eller, AICP Ad/
Senior Light Rail Transit Planner

Review and Comment on St. Paut South LRT Corridor
Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision
Document

SUMMARY

Dakota and Ramssey County Regional Railroad Authorities issued an Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (EAW) and a Draft Scoping Decision Docurment for the light rafl
transit comdor connecting downtown St. Paul with South St. Paul, West St. Paul. and Inver
Grove Heights. As part of the public review process, the Regional Transit Board has
been invited to comment on the EAW. This memorandum presents staff comments on

the document. Action is requasted fo approve these comments for transmittal fo the
two rail authorities. -

BACKGROUND

An EAW is the initial document required by Minnesota's environmentai review
procedures for projects which have the potential for significant envionmental effects.
The draft Scoping Decision Document, issued along with the EAW, identifies what will
and will not be studied in subsequent ervironmenial documents. Affer comments are
received. the final scoping document is ssued, marking the end of the “scoping
process”. The project may then go on to a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

The LRT Regionat Development and Financidl Plan identifiles @ maximum 20-year LRT
system for the region. Within the 20-year system, a 10-year plan is identified. The 10-
year plan prioritizes comidors into three groups (A, B and C) based on technical criteria.
and establishes an approach for staged consfruction based on a corridor’s readiness
for construction and the avdibilty of financing. The St. Paul South Comidor, which
connects downtown St. Paul in Ramsey County with Inver Grove Heights in Dakofa

County, is one of the five Group B conidors in the LRT Regional Development and
Anancial Plan.

The proposed St. Paul South LRT ine i an extension of the Central LRT Comidor
connecting downfown St. Paul with downtown Minneopolis. The St. Paul South line would
be located adjacent to the Lafayette Freeway on elther the east or west side, extending
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south to Upper 55th Street. In most areas sufficient freeway right-of-way exisis to
accommodate the line.

Two attemative alignments to connect downtown with the freeway LRT glignment are
under consideration. Both require a new bridge across the Mississippi River. All six of the
proposed stations provide for pedesirian and drop-off access to the LRT line. Several
aiso provide bus connections and park-ancHide facilities. A plan for feeder bus service
within the corridor has been developed by the MTC., working closely with the two rail
authorties and RTB staff, and consuftants.

DISCUSSION

Because the EAW is primarily an introductory report for a project which plans 1o
complete Minnesota's envionmental review process, it need nof contain the detfailed
information which will be provided in the future Environmental Impact Statement.
However, a cost estimate should be cdded to the project description to make If more
complete in the final Scoping Decision Documaent.

Additional Areas to be Addressad

The Draft Scoping Decision identifies transit service issues which will be addressed in the
EIS. While not specifically stated, ridership comparisons are assumed fo be included. A -
comparison of transit setvice in the comidor including estimated total fransit system
ridership under both the proposed LRT project and the no-bulld alfemative should qiso

be included in the HS.

The Si. Paui South Comidor connects parfs of Ramsey and Dakota Countfies. Eastem

Dakota County has been proposed as the future site of a possible new intemational

airport if the present airport is not expanded. The BS shouid address the cirport issue
and Hts potential ramifications for future LRT service in this comidor.

ANDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The ptogecf description in the final Scoping Decision Document should include an
estimated cost for the project.

2. The evatuation of fransit service in the EIS shoukd address transit service
characteristics including total fransit ridership for both the build (LRT) and no-build
alfematives.

3. The HS should address the siting process for the possible relocated intemational
airport, and its potential ramifications on future LRT service.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Policy Committee accept and recommend to the Boc;rd comments 1 through 3
on the St. Paul South LRT Conidor Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft
Scoping Decision Document.




Metropolitan Waste Control Commission
Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
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Mr. Donald Chapdelaine, Chairman

Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Avenue

Apple Valley, MN 55124

RE: Saint Paul South LRT Corridor EAW and Draft Scoping Decision
document review comments.

Dear Mr. Chapdelaine:

The Metropolitan Waste Control Commission has reviewed the
aforementioned document, in regards to the effects of a LRT rail
system to the Metropolitan Waste Disposal System. According to
the currently proposed alignment we find that the corridor
crosses Metropolitan interceptor 1-MS-100 at the intersection of

Cedar and 11th streets in downtown St. Paul.

Due to the great vertical separation between interceptor 1-MS-100
and any future surface rail system, we do not anticipate an
impact to the interceptor. However we would like to request that
when preliminary plans become available, those plans in the area
of this intersection be submitted to the Commission for review
for conflicts between rail-line improvements and any possible
surface facilities that may exist for 1-MS-100, i.e. manhole
structures.

The Commission has no objection to the EAW and Draft Scoping
Decision Document as submitted.
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Council File # ‘9/—-/4@2/ l

Green Sheet # ’7‘ ?”

RESOLUTION
CITY OF SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA

Presented By

Referred To Committee: Date

WHEREAS, the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) has prepared the Saint
Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft
Scoping Decision Document; and

WHEREAS, the RCRRA has distributed these documents to various agencies and
organizations, including the City of Saint Paul, for review and comment as required under part
4410.1500 Publication and Distribution of an EAW of the Minnesota Environmental Quality
Board rules; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Saint Paul South LRT line would be located along Lafayette Freeway
from downtown Saint Paul to Upper 55th Street near 1-494 in Dakota County; and

WHEREAS, the connection from downtown to the Lafayette Freeway would either follow
Fourth Street, Wall Street, State Street and Eaton Street or follow Fourth Street and Prince
Street; and

WHEREAS, the proposed LRT line would have 6 stations', with stations at Plato Boulevard and
at Concord Street in Saint Paul; and

WHEREAS, the Draft Scoping Decision Document includes consideration of a no-build
alternative including some improvements to existing bus service; and

WHEREAS, good transit service is essential for many transit-dependent citizens and for the
health of Saint Paul’s neighborhoods and downtown; and &

WHEREAS, decisions on Light Rail Transit in the Saint Paul South Corridor could have
significant long-range effects on transportation systems and land use patterns in Saint Paul; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the Saint Paul South Light Rail Transit
Corridor Environmental Assessment Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document and has
submitted its comments and recommendations to the Mayor and City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council concurs with the Planning Commission’s comments and
recommendations;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council makes the following
comments on the Saint Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor Environmental Assessment
Worksheet and Draft Scoping Decision Document:
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Consideration of LRT in the Saint Paul South Corridor is compatible with the Transit
section of the Saint Paul Comprehensive Plan, which states that the city considers LRT a
significant transit alternative with potential benefits for Saint Paul and urges serious
consideration of all potential LRT corridors in Saint Paul, specifically including the Saint
Paul South Corridor; and

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should address the potential economic
development and redevelopment impacts of LRT alternatives and the impact of
alternatives for the location and design of stations and the feeder bus system on support
of Saint Paul’s economic development goals and opportunities; and

The EIS should assess the impact of each alternative on the quality of local and regional
transit service, particularly for transit dependents; and

A non-fixed rail alternative to provide better public transit service and increase transit
ridership in an amount similar to LRT should be considered in the EIS, and the cost per
rider for such an alternative should be compared to the cost per rider for LRT
alternatives including capital, operating, maintenance and feeder bus system costs.
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL
HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION

25 West Fourth Street, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102
612-228-3270

JAMES SCHEIBEL
MAYOR

September 13, 1991

Ms. Kathy DeSpiegelaere
RCRRA

316 Court House

Saint Paul, MN 55102

RE: Saint Paul South Light Rail Transit Corridor: Environmental Assessment Worksheet and
Draft Scoping Decision Document

Dear Ms. DeSpiegelaere:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the preliminary planning document relating to
the South LRT Corridor. Beth Bartz, historic preservation planner for the City of Saint Paul
and staff to the Heritage Preservation Commission, has reviewed the above document, and
found that all sites identified in the 1983 Saint Paul Historic Sites Survey have been discussed in
the Draft Scoping Decision Document. We concur that the future EIS should take further steps
to determine the eligibility of these structures for local designation and listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. We also concur that a reconnaissance level survey is necessary to
determine the existence of any previously undetected archaeological, architectural, and historic
resources.

However, the Draft Scoping Decision Document fails to address any potential impact to the
Lowertown Heritage Preservation District where the South Corridor will connect with the
Midway Corridor. The Heritage Preservation Commission has reviewed the downtown
alignment including the Lowertown Station located between Sibley and Wacouta Street. Further
extension of the LRT corridor to either the Wall/State Street Alignment or the Lafayette
Freeway Alignment will impact the Lowertown District. Both options should be evaluated for
their impact to the district and both costs and benefits to the area be addressed.

If you would like to discuss this matter further please contact Beth Bartz at 228-3399 or myself
at 227-4576.

Sincerely, 2
. Vi . N / Vi
Ay ot L ‘L"“Vk

Sylvia Frank, Chair
Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commission

Allan Torstenson




460 E. Butier Avenue
W. St. Paul, MN 55118
September 28, 1991
Dear Ms DeSpiegelaere,
I am writing to you to express my views regarding the proposed St.
Paul South Corridor of the LRT to be established along the Lafayette
Freeway.

| Tive on the southwest corner of Butler and Highway 3 so | observe

both the highway and this particular intersection. Although the highway 15

a well travelled and much needed highway, the traffic 1s insignificant
compared to Interstates 35, 94, 494, 696 and 394. West St. Paul, South St
Paul and Inver Grove Heights are not dense population areas and ridership
1S in question. | understand that when the highway does link up with Hwy
33, there will be additional usage but then, and not unti] then, should
consideration be given to the LRT and only after extensive research shows
that the people would be willing to use the system. For these reasons | am
against the proposed LRT South Corridor being established at this time.

I indeed the LRT does go through, | would propose to cancel the
station scheduled for Butler Avenue. Several reasons enter into this
opinion. By putting a station on this corner it will increase the traffic on
an already too busy street. This is assuming that the system would be
used which is questionable considering that a bus stop exists virtually at
my driveway. | have never, in the 4 years that | have lived here, seen
anyone at the bus stop for the eastbound bus and rarely, if ever, seen
anyone on the westbound stop. The most that has ever been there has been
three. Hardly a stop that is in great demand by the commuting community
Does it seem practicle to think that an LRT stop would be any more used?

In-addition | am very concerned that there would be an increase in crime




with unattended cars during the day. This has been a serious 1ssue in other
areas that have a commuting station.

Possible alternatives to the establishment of the South Corridor
might be to increase and improve the exisiting bus routes with a possible
incentive for people to use them. This would not only eliminate the great
expense of the LRT but would also leave open options to changes of routes
when and if the needs arise with population movements. Another
alternative, if the system is going to be used, would be to run the track
elevated down the middle of the highway thus eliminating the need and
expense of property reclaimation as well as cutting down noise and
vibrations to neighbors. Another possibility to consider would be to run
the proposed corridor down Hwy. 61 where land 1s available thus causing a
minimum of disturbance to property and need for major allocations for
acquisations

In summary, | am against using the Lafayette Freeway as the
corridor the LRT and if it is going to be used, | am opposed to having a

station on the corner of Butler Avenue.

Thank you for your time and | appreciate your keeping an open mind

on an issue that 1s of vital importance to not only the traffic
consideration but also the vast amount of money that will have to be used
to fund a project that has questionable ridership. | would rather spend tax
money on health care for those in need and for the education of our

children,

Sincerely,

-

) -/. P ‘ / : ; ,.'. r_... ;!
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Kay Williams




John T. Finley, Chaiman
District 3
DDE,?Q? W. McCarty, vice Chairman

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority R, ¢ ot Tecaee

316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

District 4

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

October 10, 1991

Ms. Kay Williams
460 E. Butler Avenue
West St. Paul, MN 55118

Dear Ms. Williams:

We have received your letter regarding the South Corridor Light
Rail Transit Study. The result of the current study is the
identification of alternatives to be studied in subsequent
engineering and environmental studies which may be undertaken.
Your comments will be included as part of the South Corridor
Scoping Comment Record and will be considered by the Dakota
County and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authorities.

Building LRT or improving bus service are the alternatives
recommended to be considered if further studies are undertaken.
Although LRT along the Lafayette Freeway is under consideration
as the LRT alternative, no precise alignment has yet been
determined for ' the corridor. This decision and the station
locations and the facilities that would be provided at each
station will be made subsequent to additional study and public
comment.

Enclosed is a fact sheet on the South Corridor which was
distributed at the Scoping Meeting and presents information on
the South Corridor Light Rail Transit Study. I have included a
brochure prepared by the Regional Transit Board which provides
additional information on LRT planning throughout the region. I
have also added your name to our newsletter mailing list.

Thank you for submitting comments on the South Corridor LRT
Study. Your comments will be carefully considered by the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority and the Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority as they consider options in the South
Corridor.

Sincerely,

Al

Kathryn DeSpiegdelaere
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Craig-y-nos

460 E. Butler Avenue

W. St. Paul, MN S5118

September 28, 1991
Dear Ms DeSpiegelaere,

| am writing to you to express my views regarding the proposed St. Paul
South Corridor of the LRT to be established along the Lafayette Freeway.

| Tive on the southwest corner of Butler and Highway 3 so | have immediate
and ongoing observations of both the highway and this particular
intersection. When considering the potential ridership of the LRT, | have
observed that, although the highway is a well travelled and much needed
highway, when one compares it to the overused interstates such as 94, 35,
394, 494, and 694, the need for alternate means of transportation is
slight. I understand that when the highway does link up with Hwy S5,
there will be additional usage but then, and not until then, should
consideration be given to the LRT and only after extensive research shows
that the people would be willing to use the system. For these reasons | am
against the proposed LRT South Corridor being established at this time.

It indeed the LRT does go through, | would propose to cancel the station
scheduled for Butler Avenue. Several reasons enter into this opinion. By
putting a station on this corner it will increase the traffic on an already
too busy street. This is assuming that the system would be used which 15
questionable considering that a bus stop exists virtually at my driveway.
My time of leaving the house in the morning varies from 6:50 am to 8:30
am which is prime traffic time. | have never, in the 4 years that | have
lived here, seen anyone at the bus stop for the eastbound bus and rarely, if
ever, see anyone on the westbound stop. The most that has ever been there
has been three. Hardly a stop that is in great demand by the commuting
community. Does it seem practical to think that an LRT stop would be any
more used? How about the increase of crime in the neighborhood? This
has been a serious issue in other areas that have a commuting station.
Possible alternatives to the establishment of the South Corridor might be
to increase and improve the exisiting bus routes with a possible incentive
for people to use them. This would not only eliminate the great expense of
the LRT but would also leave open options to changes of routes when and if
the needs arise with population movements. Another alternative, if the
system is going to be used, would be to run the track elevated down the
middle of the highway thus eliminating the need and expense of property
reclaimation as well as cutting down noise and vibrations to neighbors.
Another possibility to consider would be to run the proposed corridor down




Hwy. 61 where land is available thus causing a minimum of disturbance to
property and need for major allocations for acquisations.

In summary, | am against using the Lafayette Freeway as the corridor the
LRT and if it 15 going to be used, | am opposed to having a station on the
corner of Butler Avenue.

Thank you for your time and | appreciate your keeping an open mind on an
issue that is of vital importance to not only the traffic consideration but
also the vast amount of money that will have to be used to fund a project
that will have little or no ridership at the end.

If there 1s anything eise that | can do or anyone else that | could contact to
express these views, which are not held by just me but the entire
neighborhood, would you please let me know.

Sincerely,

Pl G

Richard J. Garcia




John T. Finley, Chairman

Cistrict 3

Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman l
Distnct 1

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority R, 1Y Tmomus
316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

District 4
Hal Norgard
District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

October 10, 1991

Mr. Richard Garcia
460 E. Butler Avenue
West St. Paul, MN 55118

Dear Mr. Garcia:

We have received your letter regarding the South Corridor Light
Rail Transit Study. The result of the current study 1is the
identification of alternatives to be studied in subsequent
engineering and environmental studies which may be undertaken.
Your comments will be included as part of the South Corridor
Scoping Comment Record and will be considered by the Dakota
County and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authorities.

Building LRT or improving bus service are the alternatives
recommended to be considered if further studies are undertaken.
Although LRT along the Lafayette Freeway is under consideration
as the LRT alternative, no precise alignment has yet been
determined for the corridor. This decision and the station
locations and the facilities that would be provided at each
station will be made subsequent to additional study and public
comment. ‘

Enclosed is a fact sheet on the South Corridor which was
distributed at the Scoping Meeting and presents information on
the South Corridor Light Rail Transit Study. I have included a
brochure prepared by the Regional Transit Board which provides
additional information on LRT planning throughout the region. I
have also added your name to our newsletter mailing list.

Thank you for submitting comments on the South Corridor LRT
Study. Your comments will be carefully considered by the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority and the Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority as they consider options in the South
Corridor.

Sincerely,

KathryniDeSpiege;aere

Director of Light Rail Transit Planning

Printed on Recycled Paper
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September 30, 1991

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority

316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55102

This letter is in regard to the LRT that is planned to run along
Lafayette Freeway. I am fearful that this will mean added noise to our
neighborhood. At present, the West St. Paul suburb is near fully
developed and few people use public transportation. I would hope that
encouragement to use the bus system would be utilized. Personnaly, we
would love to use buses if Park & Ride areas were available by the
freeway and a good bus system available between suburbs, in our case Vest
St. Paul to Bloomington. West St. Paul certainly isn't densely populated
encugh to economically use LRT.

Dakota County is growing in numbers but is the density again enough to
warrant such a system as LRT?

I will be interested in any information you can give me on this project.

Kathryn Kolstad

1152 Stassen Lane
West St. Paul, MN 55118

Thank you,




John T. Finley, Chaiman
District 3

Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
District |

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority RUDY, Huont. meois:
316 Courthouse, ST, Paul, Minnesota 55102 612-298-4145 / FAX 2926680 Diane Ahrens

i
District 4

Hé:!l Norgard

istrict 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

October 10, 1991

Mrs. Kathryn Kolstad
1152 Stassen Lane
West St. Paul, Minnesota 55118

Dear Mrs. Kolstad:

We have received your letter regarding the South Corridor Light
Rail Transit Study. The result of the current study is the
identification of alternatives to be studied in subsequent
engineering and environmental studies which may be undertaken.
Your comments will be included as part of the South Corridor
Scoping Comment Record and will be considered by the Dakota
County and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authorities.

Building LRT or improving bus service are the alternatives
recommended to be considered if further studies are undertaken.
Although LRT along the Lafayette Freeway is under consideration
as the LRT alternative, no precise alignment has yet been
determined for the corridor. This decision and the station
locations and the facilities that would be provided at each
station will be made subsequent to additional study and public
comment.

Enclosed is a fact sheet on the South Corridor which was
distributed at the Scoping Meeting and presents information on
the South Corridor Light Rail Transit Study. I have included a
brochure prepared by the Regional Transit Board which provides
additional information on LRT planning throughout the region. I
have also added your name to our newsletter mailing list.

Thank you for submitting comments on the South Corridor LRT
Study. Your comments will be carefully considered by the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority and the Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority as they consider options in the South
Corridor.

Sincerely,

Kathryn;geSpiegeiaere

Director of Light Rail Transit Planning

Printed on Recycled Paper
FEREN .
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Seotrmber 30, 1991

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere Allrn Moe

Ramsey County Rrgional Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority Railroad Authority

316 Courthousr 14955 Galaxie B.vd.

15 West Kellogg Blvd . Apple Valley, MN 55124
St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Me. DeSpiegrlarrr and Mr. Moe:

I am writing with the requect that my letter be placed of record
concerning Light Rail Transit and the South Corridor. My letter
includes the following attachments which I support in their entirety
and which arr a part of my letter to be placed of record:

1. Citizens League Statrment on Light Rail Transit

2. Two articles and one letter to the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority by Minnesota Statr
Scnator John Marty

I continue to criticize your notification process and the statement
made in the third paragraph of item 2 on your Fact Shert that your
Advisory Committee was comprised of community reprecrntatives and
that public mretings wrre held. Those residents who would be
dirrcctly affrcted by the South Corridor wrre not notified, nor -
was there reprrerntation of thecse residents on your Advisory
Committee. I am certain that those of you on thr planning board
and the advisory committee if thrratened with a transit system

next to your houses would take appropriate action against such a
notification process.

Also, in reading comments made by thoss who attended your "public
merting" on July 30, 1991, there wrre mure "naet in favor" of a
transit system, but you focusrd on only une cumment and considered
thie community input! The majority of the very few that attendea
the September 19, 1991 "public merting" also inaicated favoring
"no builu." Howerver, you uid not address any of the alternatives
particuiarly "no build" and the improvement of cur fxcrlifnt bus
sfrvice.




Kathryn DeSpirgrlarrr
Allen Mor

I strongly oppos¢ the Light Rail System anywherr in Saint Paul
particularly on Lafayette Frreway, Highway 3, which you are czlling
the South Corridor for the following reasons:

1. I quote from the Citizens Lrague Statrment:

"LRT: Expensive and Incffective. LRT

--.-

WILL NOT attract a mraningful number of people from their cars;’
WILL NOT relieve congested frreways;

WILL NOT altrr the metropolitan area's basically auto
and oil devendrnt transport system.

WILL NOT cignificantly rrducr the area's air :pollution; and

WLILL NOT carry substantially more passengers than already
riding busrs."

LRT would br exprnsive amd who would pay for it? The taxpayers, of
course, not only in income tax and salec tax increases, but with
loss of homes or the trrror of living next to a system that would
lower property valucs and crratehealth problems ana social problems.

The South Corridor would be an extremely "low ridershin" corridor.
The majority of the population in the south work and shop in the
west towards Minneapolis and Bloomington. Have you explored an LRT
system to accommodate the ridership in that direction?

We have an excrllent and most eéficient MIC Bus System in the Twin
Cities. Put your effort into improving and expanding this service.
It would be less costly and move people around in a faster manner.

LRT is not as clean as you profess. Coal is also usrd to run thecse
trains. Coal crratrs smoke and bad odors.

LRT is not as quiet as you profess. With a frrquency of trains
going through a neibhborhood during the day - a frequency of every
10 minutrs causing vibration certainly does not mean quiet.
Vibration causes noisr and vibration causes health problems and
dectruction to houses. ‘

Why arr you not rxploring morr highly travelled frreways, such as,
494, 35E, 35W, Highway 12?7 In listening to morning traffic reports,
theese are the freeways that cause traffic tie-ups, not Highway 3!

"Feeder busr<" would only create greater traffic problems through
neighborhoods and increase traffic on already busy strrets.

Statione or parking lots would also crerate congestion in neighborhoods
and incrrase crime.
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Kathryn DrSpirgrlacre
Allen Moe

From all indication, you are¢ pushing the Light Rail Transit
project on us - a systrm that will not be as "efficient and
effrctive” as you arr advocating - a system that would create
a hardship for many of us in many ways.

From all indication, you are closing your minds to the fact that
not all cities are decigned for Light Rail Transit and that it
would not be the answer for Saint Paul. It's fine for cities
cuch as New York wherr people commutrs long distancecs.

From all indication, you arc not disclosing that the operating
costs for such a transit system would rise to over 100 percent!

I am in favor of No Build on Highway 3.

Sincrrely,
Agnea Antoniades
399 East Curtice St.

St. Paul, Minnesota 55107
(6 2) 222-6161

State Senator Sandra Pappas
Btetr Reprreentative Carlos Mariani
Statr Srnator John Marty
Stat- Reprecentative Don Valento
State Srnator Gary DeCramer, Chair
& Members of the Senate Transportation Committee
Stat- Senator Keith Langs-th, Chair
& Members of the Agriculture-Transportation-Regulation Committre
State Reprrcentative Keith Langseth, Chair
Btatr Senator Don Frank, Chair
& Member- of the Metro Affairs Committece
State Reprrerntative James Rice, Chair
& Member< of the Appropriations on Economic Devrelopment Committee
Statrs Reprecerntative Henry Kalis, Chair
& Mrmbere of the Transporation Committer
Mayor Jim Schribel, City of Saint Paul
City Council Member Davrs Thune, Ward @, Saint Paul
West Sidr Citizens Organization, Saint Paul
Ramsey County Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Ramsry County Commiccioner John Finley




column for Minneapolis Star Tribune

by Senator John Marty

SHOULD LIGHT RAIL BE DERAILED?

As traffic congestion in the Twin Cities has increased, and with

growing concern for the environment, there has been a big push
to develop a light rail transit system. However, before we
commit up to $2 billion for LRT, let's make sure we do careful

comparisons with other alternatives.

LRT advocates envision a rail system with clean, efficient,
quiet trains moving quickly through neighborhoods similar to the
ones in Europe. While light rail might be attractive, will it

really convince drivers to abandon their automobiles?

According to projections from the Regional Transit Board, if the
entire $2 billion rail system were built, it would carry about
205,000 passengers per day in the year 2010. That's fewer than
the 226,000 bus riders in the Twin Cities now and less than

4 percent of the 5.9 million car trips taken every day in the

metro area.

Even if there is no projected growth in the number of daily car
trips over the next 20 years, is it wise to spend $2 billion in

capital costs for a system that will serve only 4 percent of

vehicle passengers?’
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If we were to divide that $2 billion into 20 annual payments of
$100 million and add that to the MTC budget, it would enable the
MTC to offer all bus rides for free and still have over

$65 million a year left over for cleaner buses, additional

routes and more frequent service.

 With that much money, we could afford to install lifts to make

buses accessible, give buses exclusive right-of-way on certain

freeway lanes and operate more expresé buses. Wouldn't such

‘additions do more to increase transit ridership than a light

rail system?

Many people don't take buses now because they don't go where the
pasSehger wants to go. Are they going to ride light rail when

LRT lines will run in even fewer directions?

Proponents argue that LRT will save on labor costs because one
driver can carry more passengers than a bus. However, the $2
billion in capital would more than pay all the bus drivers of

the entire system for the indefinite future.

Is light rail environmentally better than buses? Its power
supply comes from nuclear-.and coal fired power plants that may
be no better than diesel buses. The use of some of the capital
costs from light rail could fund new buses powered by natural

gas or other clean fuels.




I am pleased to see transportation planners looking 20 years
into the future. However, I'd like to see us develop a transit
system that has potential for carrying 30 to 50 percent of our

- vehicle passengers -- not 4 percent as even the most optimistic

light rail estimates suggest.

It would be nice to see an efficient train system built in the
Twin Cities. However, if our population denéity and ridership
estimates don't justify light rail, we should look at whether

the money could be better spent in getting people out of their

cars through a clean, fast and efficient bus system.

These decisions are too important and the financial commitment

too greéat to be rushed into, even if some light rail promoters

feel we are moving too slow.

~Before we sink $2 billion in a light rail system, let's step
back and look -- not at the routes that should be used -- but

- at the rationale for the entire system.
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March, 1990

MASS TRANSIT: YES, LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT: MAYBE

by Senator John Marty

With increasing traffic congestion in the Twin Cities and
growing concern about the environment, there has been a big push

to plan and begin building a light rail transit (LRT) system.

Advocates of LRT suggest that we need to <=velop light rail in
order to convince auto commuters to switch zo public transit,
anéd that LRT can do so while buses cannot. They describe clean,
efficient, quiet trains moving quickly through neighborhoods,

much as visitors to Europe have admired in Zuropean cities.

It is clear that with growing traffic congestion, greater
awareness of_environmental concerns and the high cost of
additional road building, we must do much ~ore to get people out

of their cars and into public transportat:i<n.

However, before we commit up to $2 bdilliorn in a light rail

transit system, let's make sure we do careful comparisons

between light rail and buses.




Perhaps the most important question that needs to be answered
pbefore building a light rail system is whether it really will

get people out of their cars and onto the trains. According to

projections from the Regional Transit Board, if the entire

$2 billion rail system were built, it would carry about 205,000
passengers per day in the year 2010. That's fewer than the
226,000 bus ricders in the Twin Cities now and less than

4 percent of the 5.9 million car trips taken every day in the
metro area. Even if there is no projected growth in the number
of daily car trips over the next 20 years, is it wise to spend
$2 billion in capital costs for a system that will serve only

4 percent of vehicle passengers?

Assuming we were to divide th&t $2 billior .nto 20 anﬁual
payments of $100 million and add that to t:: MTC budget, it
would enable the MTC to offer all bus rides for free and still
have over $65 million left over for cleaner buses, additional
routes and more freguent service. What if we were to install
lifts to make buses acceésible, give buses exclusive right-of-
way on certain freeway lanes and dperate mcre express buses.
Wouldn't such additions do more to increase transit ridership

than a light rail system?

Many people don't take buses now because they don't go where the
passenger wants to go. ‘are they going to ride light rail when

LRT lines will run in even fewer directions?
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Proponents of light rail argue that it will save on labor costs
because one driver can carry far more passengers than a bus.

However, the capital costs alone for light rail would more than

‘pay all the bus drivers of the entire system for the indefinite

future.

Is light rail environmentally better than buses? Its power
supply comes from nuclear and coal fired power plants that may
be no better than Eiesel buses. ‘The use of some of the capital
costs from light rail could fund new buses powered by natural

gas or other clean fuels.

I am very pleased to see ﬁransportation p.. “ners looking 20
years into the future. However, I'd like > see us cevelop a
transit system that has potential for carrving 30 to 50 percent
of our vehicle passengers -- not 4 percent 2s even the most

optimistic light rail plans call for now.

It would be mice to see an efficient train system built in the
Twin Cities area like the systems people have admired in Europe.
However, if our population density and ridership estimates don't
justify a system, we should look at whether the money could be
better spent in getting people out of their cars through a

clean, fast and efficient bus system.




These decisions are too important and the financial commitment
too great to be rushed into, even .if some light rail promoters

feel we are moving tooc slow.

Before we sink $2 billion in a light rail system, let's step
back and look -- not at the routes that should be used -- but

at the rationale for the whole system.
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March 5, 1991

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Director of LRT Planning

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authorty
316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, MN 55102

‘Dear Ms. DeSpiegelaere:

I am writing to express several concerns about the draft of the
Environmental Impact Statement on the Midway Corridor route:

1. Environmental Impact Statements are supposed to discuss
"appropriate alternatives to the proposed action and their

impacts. . ." (Minnesota Statutes 116D.04, Subdivision
2a.).

On Page 1.7 of the draft EIS, there are several alterna-
tives listed, all of which would be appropriately consi-
dered. Under Alternative 1, it describes the no build
alternative as one that would include "improvements to
the existing transit system including extensions of
existing routes, new routes, and reduced headways on
existing routes would be implemented." However, there
is no evidence in the EIS that this alternative was
actually considered.

A quick look at Table 1.1 under the no-build option,
shows that improvements in the bus system were not
considered, and no-build was used to indicate no change
in the status quo. The statement on Page 1.7 that these
were the alternatives considered in the EIS is not
accurate. I believe the EIS will not be complete until
the no-build alternative is considered with significant

improvements, given the high cost of the light rail
alternative.

-
I




2. On Page 2.20 of the draft EIS where the RTB’s goals for
light rail transit are listed, the second goal is to
"improve cost-effectiveness of transit service." The EIS
should certainly attempt to analyze whether or not the
proposed light rail system would meet each of the three
goals. However, I found no attempt ‘anywhere in the docu-
ment to analyze whether or not improving the cost-
effectiveness goal would be met.

In fact, in the attached February 14 memo from David Warner
of BRW in response to my concerns, he states that "the
analysis . . . assumes that light rail transit is the
appropriate transit service technology for the Midway
Corridor.' (emphasis added)

~ Rather than make a bold assumption on such a major project,
it seems reasonable that the EIS at least take a look at
-the cost-effectiveness of the project.

Page 2.23 of the EIS states that an LRT route in the
Midway Corridor "would divert between 2,000 and 3,000 daily
trips from automobile use to transit use." However, on
Page 2.25, the average daily traffic on University Avenue
and I-94 is projected to grow by about 30,000 vehicle trips
per day, or about 10 new vehicles for every one that the
LRT would take off the roads.

Although the statement on the bottom of Page 2.23 that
LRT "could help to reduce traffic congestion in the down-
town and Midway Corridor", is very weak, it still over-

states the impact of LRT, according to the analysis in the
EIS.

Given the fact that LRT would only address one-tenth of
the projected increase in Midway Corridor traffic, this
suggests all the more reason for the EIS to examine

other alternatives such as improvements in the bus system,
because we will have to find a serious way of addressing
the increased congestion that LRT will not address.

Finally, on Page 2.26 the EIS says that "transit rider-
ship of 30,000 riders per day for east-west routes through
the cOrrldor is approaching the maximum that can be
handled by the current fixed route bus service." The draft
EIS gives no documentation for this statement, and I
believe it should be reviewed before the final EIS comes
out. If we can’‘t handle many more than the 30,000 bus
passengers in the Midway Corridor at this time, we are
going to have great trouble handling the extra 27,000
vehicles 20 years from now, after LRT is built.
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Page Three

I believe these concerns need to be addreaaed in the final
version of the EIS.

I appreciate your including this letter with the puhlic
comments on the draft EIS

Sincerely,

John Marty
JM/bjh

~cc: Senator Herriam, Chair, Senate Finance Committee

Senator Langseth, Chair, Agriculture, Tranaportation, and
Regulation Division of Finance

Senator DeCramer, Chair, Senate Transportation Committee

Curt Johnson, Citizens League
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INTRODUCTION

The Citizens League issued its last full report on transit, New Destinations JSor Transit, in October,
1986. In that report and earlier studies, the League found:

° Transit is not a vehicle. It is riding, rather than driving alone -- riding in a bus, a van,
a taxi or even in a car.

To be used, transit must serve. It must respond to the dispersed travel patterns of the
region's residents; it must recognize where people live and work; it must compete with
the private automobile. Large vehicles on inflexible routes, which require users to
come to a fixed line, will not accomplish this.

The Regional Transit Board should concentrate on increasing ridership -- on getting
drivers to ride -- in order to reduce congestion and to improve mobility. It should
promote whatever vehicle best serves the trips that riders want to make.

During 1989 and 1990, the Regional Transit Board prepared a proposal for the 1991 Minnesota
Legislature to fund and construct an extensive light rail transit (LRT) system that would cost at least
$1.6 billion (not including inflation and interest).

In 1990, the League's Community Information Committee convened a small task force to revisit the
1986 League report and to evaluate the Regional Transit Board's LRT proposal. Task Force members
were Ted Kolderie, chair; John Boland, Jeffrey Hazen, Milda Hedblom, A. Edward Hunter, William
Kelly, William Lahr, Scheffer Lang, Thomas Lehman, Charles Neerland and Dana Schroeder. Carl
Cummins, Citizens League president, and Nancy Zingale, chair of the Community Information
Committee, were ex-officio members. The Task Force produced this statement.




?

Light Rail Transit Statement

DISCUSSION

LRT: EXPENSIVE AND INEFFECTIVE

The Regional Transit Board (RTB) proposal that the 1991 Minnesota Legislature levy a new, one-cent
mctropolitan-area sales tax to build a light rail transit (LRT) system costing at least $1.6 billion in 1991
dollars represents a highly unproductive, even wasteful use of taxpayer money.

The proposed system would be by far the most expensive single public capital undertaking in
Minnesota's history. Yet it would serve only aminiscule number of the millions of trips that people
make cach day in the seven-county Twin Cities metropolitan area. And it would mainly carry people
who already ride buses.

RTB and Metropolitan Council data demonstrate clearly what LRT WILL NOT do. The projections
of these two agencics show plainly -- despite claims to the contrary -- that LRT:

. WILL NOT attract a meaningful number of people from their cars;
WILL NOT relieve congested freeways;

WILL NOT alter the metropolitan area's basically auto- and oil-dependent transport
system;

WILL NOT significantly reduce the area’s air pollution; and
. WILL NOT carry substantially more passengers than already are riding buses.

Plainly, the Twin Citdes metropolitan area needs better transit. But that means directing the area's scarce
transit dollars (and the resulting transportation benefits) to more people. It means developing real
solutions -- programs that will attract people out of their one-0ccupant cars.

If the Minnesota Legislature enacts the LRT proposal, legislators will be approving a huge capital
investment for a tiny minority of the populace. Meanwhile, the vast majority will be unable to use LRT
because it simply does not serve their transportation nceds. They will continue to rely on cars. And
(rccway congestion will continue to increase.

LRT would not do away with the region's bus system. Although it would replace some current bus
routes, basically LRT would simply be added on top of buses. It would, in fact, depend heavily on the
very buses that LRT proponents say people won't ride. Buses would be essential to gather passengers
and get them to the rail lines in order to transfer to LRT -- always assuming that people will be willing
to complicate their trips with transfers. For some current bus riders, their trips would be faster. For
others, their trips would take longer.




Light Rail Transit Statement

One result: The total annual cost of transit -- the capital and operating expenditures for both buses and

LRT -- would about double, compared to today's buses-only system.! This 100-percent increase in
cost would buy about 20 percent more riders, according to RTB and Metropolitan Council data.

The proposal to build a light rail "demonstration" in the so-called "central corridor” between downtown
Minneapolis and downtown St. Paul raises exactly the same problems, albeit on a smaller scale. It
would cost about $400 million but would not increase ridership -- it would move no more people than
would ride buses if no LRT were built in this cerridor, according to Metropolitan Council-RTB
projections.

In addition, this line would not be a true "demonstration” at all; it is proposed simply as the first of nine
lines. The RTB plans to begin construction on many of these lines well before the central corridor has
been completed, much less demonstrated anything.

THE LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

The principal RTB request to the 1991 Minnesota Legislature is to build a "10-year maximum" LRT
system -- nine lines radiating outward from the central-city business districts with an as-yet
undetermined number of costly tunnels, including one under downtown Minneapolis. (In addition, at
Icast two other tunnels in Minneapolis and one in St. Paul are under review.)

The construction cost would be at least $1.6 billion in 1991 dollars, not including inflation or interest.
The first line, with construction beginning in 1993, would be between the two downtowns.
Construction then would begin on one additional new corridor every 12 months.

The RTB is asking the Legislature to impose a new, one-cent sales tax ($212 million annually, in 1991
dollars) in the seven-county metropolitan area to build this system. Half the new sales tax would cover
the capital expense of LRT, if this cost does not escalate; the other half is dedicated for "transportation”
purposes -- presumably it would go to metropolitan cities and counties to build roads and streets.

The RTB proposal is silent on where the cities, counties or state would find tax money for the increased
operating costs of the bus and LRT systems. This presents an extremely daunting problem, since the
RTB and the Metropolitan Transit Commission in late 1990 were struggling with significant shortfalls
and scrvice cuts for simply the current operation over the next two years. In addition to fare increases,
it appearcd that higher property taxes and/or a larger share of the state motor vehicle excise tax (MVET)
would be required to fund the operating deficit of just the current system.

An RTB consultant’s analysis in mid-1990 showed that a one-cent metropolitan sales tax could pay for
any two of these goals -- building LRT, building more local roads, and operating the LRT and bus
systems -- but not all three. This analysis assumed capital contributions of $30 million in local (county)
money and $200 million in federal money.

This situation suggests a return to the circumstances -- fare increases and services cutbacks -- that led to
public ownership and subsidy of the bus system in the first place. Public policy today should
concentrate on transit serving as many people in as many parts of the area as possible, which almost
cenainly will mean additional subsidy for existing service. To plow large amounts of limited public
dollars into a few LRT corridors at the expense of transit service for the broader region would be self-
defcating at best.

The Ciuzens League compared the total capital and operating costs of the today's transit system to the total
annualized costs of the current system plus LRT. The League used RTB data for 1989 transit operations,
including Metro Mobility, and RTB low-case projections for its 10-year LRT proposal, all in 1988 dollars.
Operating costs would rise from a total of $121.2 million to $152.3 million a year, while the annual
average capital costs for 10 years would jump to $139.2 million from $20.5. Thus, total annualized costs
(capital and operating) would rise from $141.7 million to $291.5 million, or just over 100 percent.

-ﬂ-*—-'—-b.-'---—.-—




%

Light Rail Transit Statement

Mcanwhile, the Metropolitan Council supports a significantly different plan. The council opposes
dedicating any broad, gencral levy such as a sales tax exclusively to any single category of capital
improvement. And it rccommends only a half-cent regional sales tax.

The council would direct about half of this new tax to: (1) metropolitan-type expressways -- not to local
governments for local streets; (2) recreational open space; (3) land acquisition for needs such as a new
airport and (4) a varicty of other transit, housing and human services needs.

The council would use the remainder -- a quarter of a cent -- for only the "central” LRT line, making it a
true demonstration. When this corridor is built, new LRT lines (if any) would need to be cost-justified
and to compete with other regional capital-spending projects. :

Finally, with the full "system" proposal very much on the table, some RTB interests are simultaneously
proposing the Midway line as a "demonstration” to be built first, to show that LRT "works,"
supposedly before any other lines are started.

That is generally how LRT has been developed elsewhere in this country; only one (relatively
incxpensive) surface line was put into operation; subsequent lines, if any, were built later. But do not
be misled: The RTB legislative request is not for the modest, one-line LRT start other cities have made.
Here is why:

. The RTB and its county advisory committee continue to seek legislative financing for
the full, $1.6-billion, nine-line "10-year maximum" proposal, with its schedule of
building one new line every year for nine consecutive years.

The proposal still incorporates an expensive downtown Minneapolis tunnel (and an
unspecified number of additional tunnels) as part of the "demonstration," even though
the downtown tunnel is totally unjustified if only one LRT line is built. The argument
for a downtown tunnel is solely that the SIX lines Hennepin County wants to build
can't all be handled easily on downtown Minneapolis streets.

Hennepin County is spending millions of dollars for engineering, environmental
studies and other activities on ALL its proposed LRT corridors.

LOW RIDERSHIP

The RTB projects LRT trips in the year 2010 at from 12,000 a day on the least-patronized line (so small
that building it is not justified, according to Metropolitan Council guidelines) to 32,400 (down 23
percent from a 1990 estimate of 41,900) on the most-patronized line.

Despite impressions to the contrary, LRT would carry relatively few people -- trips would total some
205,000 per day (the number of individuals using LRT would be about half this number, since most
would travel two ways and be counted twice). This means fewer LRT passengers, 20 years hence,
than the bus system enjoys today. In 1989, MTC regular route bus ridership was 237,600.

Equally discouraging is the extremely small number of current car trips that LRT would replace,
according to RTB data. Of the 205,000 total daily LRT trips, only some 43,000, or 21 percent, would
be "new"” riders (about 21,500 individuals) -- people attracted out of cars. The remainder, or almost 80
percent of the trips, would be made by bus if no LRT were built.

For 80 percent of its patrons, LRT means either simply replacing the bus or -- more typically, since
many would need to ride a bus to an LRT station -- adding a transfer and an LRT trip to what is now
Just a bus trip.

The 205,000 projected LRT trips a day 20 years from now represent only 2.5 percent of the
current daily eight million trips in the Twin Cities region; the 43,000 new transit trips (those attracted
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out of cars) represent one half of one percent (.53 percent) of the current total trips. At $1.6 billion,
the RTB proposal would require a capital outlay of more than $37,000 for each such new trip.

Such a painfully small contribution to transit ridership in the Twin Cities area cannot possibly produce
mcaningful progress toward the RTB's professed goals of reducing the area's dependence on cars (and
gasoline), relicving air pollution and reducing highway congestion.

Why would an expensive new system carry such a small proportion of trips? The answer is basic and
straightforward: The fixed LRT lines will not (and cannot) match the trips that people make in today's
metropolitan area.

The fixed LRT routes -- radial spokes leading to (or from) the two downtowns -- and the technology are
a half-century behind reality. They roughly match the physical and economic development of the
Minnecapolis-St. Paul area until after World War I, and the trips that people then made.

THE METROPOLITAN AREA'S DIFFUSE TRAVEL PATTERNS

Today residential, commercial and other development in the Twin Cities metropolitan area is widely
dispersed. Density is low. In addition, people choose to live in one part of the area and work in
another part. Naturally, trips match this development pattemn. They connect the locations where people
live, work, shop and engage in myriad other activities. They criss-cross the area in an every-which-
way pattem.

A large and increasing proportion of travel is from one suburban location to another. No single center
enjoys a significant portion of trips. Today's trips do not concentrate in a few diagonal corridors and

end in downtown Minneapolis or St. Paul. They do not resemble the old, radial pattemn proposed for
LRT.

For cxample, of the metropolitan area's 6.7 million average daily (weekday) trips in 1982, only about

235,000, or 3.5 percent, went to the central-city downtowns. And of 1.1 million daily work trips that
year, only 184,000 (16.7 percent) went to the downtowns, combined. By 1988, this ratio had shrunk
notably, based on Metropolitan Council estimates: Of 1.47 million daily home-to-work trips that year,

only 169,300 (11.5 percent) went to the downtowns -- 8 percent to Minneapolis, 3.5 percent to St.
Paul. ’

Even heavy traffic in centain traditional corridors does not mean that these vehicles are bound for
downtown. State traffic counts show that only 25 to 30 percent of the north-bound traffic on I-35W in
south Minncapolis enters the central business district, for instance; the remainder is bound elsewhere.

Today's development will continue, with or without LRT. This means that not only the bulk of
residential growth, but the majority of new jobs, as well, will occur in outlying areas. Less than one
percent of the metropolitan area's employment gain between 1970 and 1986 was in the central cities,
and only six percent of the new jobs through 2000 will be in those cities, according to the Metropolitan
Council; 71 percent will be in outer-ring suburbs and outlying areas virtually untouched by the
proposed LRT system.

In 1984, 72 miles of 580 miles of metropolitan area freeways and expressways experienced "severe"
congestion, according to the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT). By 2000, this will
increasc to 125 miles; most of the new congestion will occur well outside the area LRT would serve.
The projected cost of building and improving highways just to keep congestion at current levels is about
double current expenditures, according to a MnDOT study. LRT would not alleviate this need, since
the bulk of the mileage is outside the area LRT would serve.
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THE FLAWED LRT PLANNING PROCESS

The low projected ridership for LRT, particularly compared to its capital cost, might also be partly a
function of the planning process.

The Minnesota Legislature gave the individual counties LRT planning responsibility with the
understanding that the counties would pay for LRT, presumably from their property-tax levies. But
when the counties and the RTB settled on a large and expensive "system," they sought a new regional
sales tax to pay forit. The counties' share of the cost dipped from 100 percent to about six percent.

The RTB simply combined the individual county plans, a process that provided no opportunity for
application of an overall metropolitan perspective or metropolitan priorities. The Metropolitan Council
has criticized this process, arguing that it invited each county to push for as much LRT as possible. The
Council pointed out that "an LRT system is not a local system" and county-level decisions might not
"coincide with overall regional objectives."

In fact, the approval processes of the RTB, an RTB advisory committee composed primarily of
commissioners from the seven metropolitan counties, and the Metropolitan Council itself involved log-
rolling and political considerations of several kinds.

First, the RTB and its advisory committee sought a larger tax than is necessary to build the proposed
lines because LRT essentially would not serve Scott, Carver, Dakota or Washington counties; the
additional tax gains their support by providing transportation dollars in those counties.

Second, exceptionally low-ridership corridors (from St. Paul south to Dakota County, for example)
were included in the 10-year plan, also to gain broad county support.

Last, the "central” corridor or Midway line between downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul received first
priority for construction, partly out of deference to St. Paul and Ramsey County. (While this line has
the highest projected ridership in the RTB proposal, it also carries a relatively high capital cost. This
corridor already has the Twin Cities' most successful bus line, plus downtown-to-downtown express
service.) The central LRT line is projected to carry no more passengers than would buses without LRT.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Full Proposal

The nine-line, $1.6-billion LRT proposal is prohibitively expensive and would be a highly imprudent
use of taxpayer dollars. Since it would attract few new transit riders, this proposal would not -- despite
proponents’ claims -- produce noticeable reductions in highway congestion, pollution or the
metropolitan area’s basic dependence on oil for transport. (The RTB proposal contains no data
substantiating such claims.) The Legislature should not fund it.

The "Demonstration"

The so-called "demonstration” project presents precisely the same drawbacks, and the Legislature
should also reject it. Were the Legislature to authorize a true pilot project, it would:

. Assure taxpayers of a true demonstration by prohibiting construction of any additional
corridors until the pilot project is built and operating and the Legislature has had a full
opportunity to evaluate its costs and benefits.

Choose a line with a lower projected capital cost (the Hiawatha corridor in south
Minneapolis would cost only about one-fourth as much as the central corridor) and tell
the county proposing it to pay for the demonstration.

Establish criteria for judging the success or failure of any demonstration. What
percentage of LRT riders would be new transit passengers -- people attracted from
driver-only cars, as opposed to people already in car pools or riding buses? How
much (if any) highway congestion would the pilot project eliminate? How would it
compare, in cost and ridership, to alternatives such as high-occupancy vehicle (HOV)
lanes and improved bus service?

Specifically rule out a downtown Minneapolis tunnel as part of any demonstration,
since there is general agreement that a tunnel would be desirable only if multiple
additional lines are constructed.

Dedicated Funding

The Legislature should avoid tying its own hands by dedicating a broad, general tax, such as a sales
tax, solely to LRT or transportation. Legislators almost surely will be forced to balance LRT and roads
against other metropolitan needs, as the Metropolitan Council argues. Equally important, the
Legislature might well find it necessary to use any state sales-tax increases for state-level needs, such as
balancing the state budget, holding down property taxes and funding education and a variety of
social/human services.

Our Opposition

Although the Citizens League has long been skeptical about expensive, technologically oriented
"solutions” to traffic congestion, we did not arrive at our decision to urge defeat of the current LRT
proposal lightly or without a deep appreciation of the importance of improved transit in the Twin Cities
mctropolitan arca. Unfortunately, the more we leamed about the cost and ridership of this proposal, the
morc convinced we became that it does not deserve legislative or public support.

m*----.n-—n--—.-
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Our opposition is dominated by one simple, general conclusion -- Metropolitan Council and RTB
projections cstablish clearly that LRT would attract so few people from driver-only cars that it could not
significantly increase transit ridership. Both agencies deserve credit for avoiding the inflated, unrealistic
ridership claims that have plagued LRT planning elsewhere. Now, the Legislature and other elected
officials should recognize the reality of these projections.

Legislative Action

This does not mean that the Legislature cannot improve transit in this metropolitan area. But the
Legislature must look to real solutions. It will need to recognize, first, that hard facts demonstrate that
the glamorous proposal will not be effective and, second, that continued planning and political emphasis
on a prohibitively expensive, ineffective technology will only postpone progress toward any true relief
of highway congestion. The Legislature should:

. Repeal the provision in current law that grants the seven metropolitan counties
authority to levy $42 million a year in property taxes for LRT.

Direct the RTB to refocus its efforts, concentrating on reasonable-cost strategies
based not on a particular technology or transportation corridor, but on service that will
persuade drivers to ride.

Emphasize that turning drivers into riders is vital to truly reducing auto use and
congestion. Reasonable strategies for the RTB include car- and van-pooling; HOV
lanes; improved buses and better bus service, including more express service,
comfortable, climate-controlled stations and good park-and-ride facilities; para-transit;
staggered work hours; lower parking rates for multi-occupancy vehicles and higher
rates for driver-only vehicles; and new service (perhaps leading to fixed-guideway
transit) within major centers rather than between them.

Assign responsibility for highway-related transit development jointly to the
metropolitan agencies and to MnDOT.

Direct them to propose annually, as part of the metropolitan transportation development
program, appropriate locations for HOV lanes and exclusive busways, based on
service needs. (Eventually, when and if development density and ridership justify,
these locations might be candidates for fixed-guideway transit.)

Require that with each proposal for new or expanded highway capacity, the
metropolitan agencies and MnDOT use ridership considerations to determine whether
the capacity should be provided as regular lanes, HOV lanes or busways.
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October 10, 1991

Ms. Agnea Antoniades
399 East Curtice Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55107

Dear Ms. Antoniades:

Thank you for your letter of September 30 regarding light rail transit plans for the
South Corridor. As you’ve requested, your letter and the attachments to it will be
placed in the public record for this project.

As we’ve discussed, the purpose of this initial study, a Scoping Study, is to identify
vhat alternatives will be considered if additional studies are undertaken. This study
proposed that an Environmental Impact Statement, if one is prepared, should consider
alternatives of not building light rail transit but improving existing bus service and
the alternative of light rail transit.

I appreciate your suggestions for notification and community involvement.

Ramsey and Dakota County Regional Railroad Authorities will carefully consider all the
comments that have been made on this project.

Sincerely,

—/ __f{/“
/ [/ . J
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning

KD/blk

cc: Senator Sandy Pappas
Representative Carlos Mariani
Senator John Marty
Representative Don Valento
Senator Gary DeCramer
Senator Keith Langseth
Senator Don Frank
Representative James Rice
Representative Henry Kalis
Mayor James Scheibel
Council Member Dave Thune
Vest Side Citizens Organization
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner John Finley

Printed on Recycled Paper
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John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Duclne W. McCarty. vice Chairman
District |

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
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316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6489 Diane Ahrens

District 4

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

October 10, 1991

Ms. Ellen Kanavati
670 South Robert Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55107

Dear Ms. Kanavati:

We have received your letter regarding the South Corridor Light
Rail Transit Study. The result of the current study is the
identification of alternatives to be studied in subsequent
engineering and environmental studies which may be undertaken.
Your comments will be included as part of the South Corridor
Scoping Comment Record and will be considered by the Dakota
County and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authorities.

Building LRT or improving bus service are the alternatives
recommended to be considered if further studies are undertaken.
Although LRT along the Lafayette Freeway is under consideration
as the LRT alternative, no precise alignment has yet been
determined for the corridor. This decision and the station
locations and the facilities that would be provided at each
station will be made subsequent to additional study and public
comment.

‘Enclosed is a fact sheet on the South Corridor which was
distributed at the Scoping Meeting and presents information on
the South Corridor Light Rail Transit Study. I have included a
brochure prepared by the Regional Transit Board which provides
additional information on LRT planning throughout the region. I
have also added your name to our newsletter mailing list.

Thank you for submitting comments on the South Corridor LRT
Study. Your comments will be carefully considered by the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority and the Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority as they consider options in the South
Corridor.

Sincerely,

Kathryn ZeSpiegeiae;e

Director of Light Rail Transit Planning

i
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John T. Finley, Chairman

District 3

Duane W. McCarty, vice Charman
Distnet |

Warren W. Schaber, secretary

District 6
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316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

District 4

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald Salverda
Distnct 2

October 3, 1991

Mr. Reno Rossini
1461 Kent Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55117

Dear Mr. Rossini:

Allen Moe has given me a copy of your recent memo about the St.
Paul South/Southwest Corridor. I appreciate, as always, your
keen interest in our light rail transit plans.

It might interest you to know that the Metropolitan Council is
preparing a "Metro Transit Facilities Plan," to be completed in
draft form by December and to be submitted to the State
Legislature in February. The Plan will consider different modes
of transit, including busways, 1light rail transit and high
occupancy vehicle lanes, for corridors in the metro area. Nacho
Diaz is the project manager. You may want to review that study
when it is available.

Sincerely,

Kathryn DéSpiegelaere
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning

KD/blk
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October 2, 1991

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority

316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Blvd.

St Paul Mn 55102

Dear Ms. Kathryn DeSiegelaere:

I am writing this letter to inform you that I strongly oppose
the LRT System,

I have been a resident of St Paul all my life, I live next to
Highway 3 believe me the noise tends to get very bad, I cannot
imagine what it would be like to add a LRT system.

If it is to be built, please consider that it be built elsewhere.

A suggestion I have is that you Increase or Improve bus service in
the Twin Cities.

Sincerely, \
/%//u/ o Mecea

Mary H. Garcia
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218 Waterloo Averue
So. 8t. Paul, MN 55075
October 1, 1991

Mr. Allen Moe

Dakota Gounty Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Blvd.

Apple Valley, MN 55124

Dear Mr. Moe:

We are writing to strongly object to the proposed light rail transit if

it is to be located along the Lafayette Freeway. We are 35~year residents
in the Oak Park neighborhood of So. St. Paul. The neighbors in our area
opposed the construction of the freeway where it is now located; we em-
ployed an attorney to represent the group and attended rmumerous public
meetings over more than five years to voice our objections, but plans had
already reached a phase that made our efforts futile. As a result the
serenity and natural beauty of our quiet neighborhood bordering on Marthaler
Pond was permanenty damaged and diminished.

That is why we welcome the opportunity to voice our objection to the LRT

in our area at a stage that is hopefully early emough to have an influence.

If it is demonstrated that Dakota County needs light rail transit, we be-
lieve the interests of residents would be better served by comducting an
extensive review of available commercial streets such as Concord Ave. in

So. St. Paul. We feel it is unfair to further damage the rumerous residential
areas along the Lafayette Freeway.

The Lafayette location was determined in part because it followed the border
of West St. Paul and So. St. Paul, but this also severely penalized those
hameowners who had the misfortune of living by these borders. To further

damage the same homeowners with the drawbacks of light rail transit construc-
tion should be avoided if at all possible.

Thank you for your consideration of our objection and we will certainly ap-
preciate rotice of any public hearings planned for the future.

Sincerely yours,

William F. Gorman

Merriam C. Gorman gé
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September 30, 1991

Mr. Allen Moe

Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Blvd.

Apple Valley, Mn. 55124

Dear Mr. Moe:

We are emphatically against the idea of a light rail transit
system from downtown St. Paul to I-494 on either side of the
Lafayette Freeway.

We believe the County Regional Railroad Authority should
reexamine the traffic priorities and resolve any problems via a
different resolution.

An item of consideration would be to provide a Southbound only
Lafayette Freeway exit connected to Marie Avenue in West St.
Paul. ;

The opening of the Marie Avenue exit would divert a majority of
truck traffic which frequent the Marie Avenue industrial park
and the southern portion of the city. In addition, a large
segment of the car traffic would use the Marie Avenue exit to
end their journey at one of many apartment complexes, Carousel
Apts., Country Club Manor, Westwood Apts., Holiday Acres and
others. This project would resolve much of the inter-city
traffic problems.

We question the need for LRT in Dakota County, which is an area
not densely populated.

The Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority might be wise to
place the project on hold until the Midway corridor is built and
in use to see how successful it might or might not be.

We believe that many times, projects are pushed forward
regardless of costs, prudent planning and is it a realistic
solution to the problem.

Doug H.
430 E. Thompson Ave.
West St. Paul, Mn. 55118
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September 30, 1991

Mr. Allen Moe

Dakota County Regional
Railroad Authority
14955 Galaxie Blvd.
Apple Valley, MN 655124

Dear Mr. Moe

This letter is in regard to the LRT that is planned to run along
Lafayette Freeway. 1 am fearful that this will mean added noise to our
neighborhood. At present, the West St. Paul suburb is near fully
developed and few people use public transportation. I would hope that
people would be encouraged to use the bus system. Personnaly, we would
love to use buses if Park & Ride areas were available by the freeway and
a good bus system available. West St. Paul certainly isn’t densely
populated enough to economically use LRT.

Dakota County is growing in numbers but is the density great enough to
warrent a LRT?

-

I will be interested to hearing all information on this project.

Kathryn Kolstad

1152 Stassen Lane
West St. Paul, MN 55118

Sincerly,
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NOISE GUIDELINES, CRITERIA, AND METHODOLOGIES

NOISE

Noise generated during the operation of the proposed LRT system would be from the
following sources.

o Light rail vehicles
o Feeder-buses
o Station-related automobile traffic

The remainder of this section documents methodologies which will be used to identify future
noise levels and noise standards, guidelines and criteria which will be used to evaluate noise
impacts.

Existing Environment

The existing noise environment adjacent to the proposed rail lines and station sites will be
characterized through noise monitoring. Noise monitoring sites selected will represent the
most noise sensitive uses proximate to the rail corridors and proposed station sites.

Noise Impact Measurement

Generally, a proposed development would create the potential for a significant noise impact
when one or both of the following conditions are met.

o Predicted noise levels exceed state or federal one-hour noise standards

o Noise associated with the proposed development causes a three decibel increase in
predicted one-hour no-build noise levels

These criteria will be used in evaluating the potential for impacts from feeder-buses and from
automobile traffic associated with the proposed system. The federal noise abatement criteria
and state noise standards are documented in Tables 1 and 2. LRV noise, because of the
relatively short single-point passby duration and the low number of passbys per hour would
not noticeably affect the predicted one-hour noise levels. Therefore, evaluation of the
potential for impacts based on the State Noise Standards or Federal Abatement criteria is
not appropriate. LRV noise impacts will be evaluated by comparing average maximum
passby noise levels (Lmax) to American Public Transit Association (APTA) Lmax Guidelines.
The Lmax noise level is the average maximum noise level associated with an LRT passby.




TABLE 1
FEDERAL NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA

Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level - decibels (dBA) 1/

Activity
Category _Leq(h) L10(h) Description of Activity Category

A 57 60 Lands on which serenity and quiet
(Exterior) (Exterior) are of extraordinary significance and serve
an important public need and where the
preservation of those qualities is essential if
the area is to continue to serve its intended
purpose.

67 70 Picnic areas, recreation areas,
(Exterior) (Exterior) playgrounds, active sports areas, parks,
residences, motels, hotels, schools,
churches, libraries, and hospitals.

72 75 Developed lands, properties, or
(Exterior) (Exterior) activities not included in Categories A or B
above.

Undeveloped lands.
52 55 Residences, motels, hotels, public

(Interior) (Interior) meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries,
hospitals, and auditoriums.

1/ Either L10(h) or Leq(h) (but not both) may be used on a project.

Source: FHPM 7-7-3, 23 CFR 772, "Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction
Noise," FHWA, July 1982,

TABLE 2
STATE NOISE STANDARDS
Minnesota State Noise Standards (dBA)
Daytime Nighttime
(7:00 AM - 10:00 PM) (10:00 PM - 7:00 AM)
L10* L50* L10* L50*

Residential 65 60 55 50
Commercial 70 65 70 65
Industrial 80 75 80 75

* Sound levels for a one-hour survey.

Source: Minnesota Rules Chapter 7010.0400. Statutory Authority Minnesota Statutes Section 116.07
Subdivisions 2, 4.
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APTA Lmax noise level guidelines, documented in Table 3, are set at levels which would
likely be acceptable to communities potentially affected by the additional transient noise.

In addition to establishing Lmax passby noise levels for general land use categories, the
APTA has established Lmax guidelines for a number of more sensitive building uses. These
guidelines are shown in Table 4.

Impact Quantification Methodology

The potential for significant noise impacts from the sources listed above will be quantified
using the methodologies described in the following sections.

LRV Noise

LRV noise impacts on surrounding developments will be quantified using the following
general methodology:

0

Lmax LRV noise emission rates over the assumed range of operating speeds for
the system will be established. Lmax noise emission rates developed for the
Hennepin County Light Rail Transit Draft Environmental Impact Statement are
also applicable for use in Ramsey and Dakota Counties. Surveys of other
operating systems or additional noise monitoring may be completed. For the
Hennepin County system, noise emission rates from systems in Portland,
Sacramento, San Diego and Baltimore were used in establishing best-case and
worst-case noise emission levels.

The general land use of the area surrounding the proposed rail corridors will be
determined. The appropriate APTA guideline which would be applicable along
various segments of the line is dependent on the use of the land.

The setback distance to receiver sites adjacent to the rail corridors will be
determined.

Based on the emission rates, applicable APTA guidelines and the setback distance
to adjacent receiver sites, the number of residential, commercial, industrial and
public uses which would fall within the appropriate Lmax contour will be
identified.

Traffic and Bus Noise

Vehicle traffic and bus traffic noise impacts will be quantified using methodologies
documented in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway traffic Noise
Prediction Model (Federal Highway Administration, FHWA-RD-77-108, Washington,




TABLE 3
GUIDELINES FOR MAXIMUM AIRBORNE NOISE FROM TRAIN OPERATIONS

Single Event Maximum Noise Level Design Goal
Community Area Single-Family Multi-Family Commercial
Category Dwellings Dwellings Buildings

I Low Density 70 dBA 75 dBA 80 dBA
Residential

Average Residential 75 75 80

High Density 75 80 85
Residential

Commercial 80 80 85

Industrial/Highway 80 85 85

Source: 1981 Guidelines for Design of Rapid Transit Facilities, American Public Transit Asociation,
Washington, DC, 1981

TABLE 4
GUIDELINES FOR MAXIMUM AIRBORNE NOISE FROM TRAIN OPERATIONS

Building or Single Event Maximum Noise
Occupancy Type Level Design Goal

Amphitheatres 60 dBA
"Quiet" Outdoor Recreation Areas 65 dBA

Concert Halls, Radio and TV Studios, 70 dBA
Auditoriums

Churches, Theatres, Schools, Hospitals, 75 dBA
Museums, Libraries

Source: 1981 Guidelines for Design of Rapid Transit Facilities, American Public Transit Association,
Washington, DC, 1981
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DC, 1978). The model estimates traffic noise levels at adjacent receivers from roadway
sources based on:

o Peak hour background and site-generated traffic levels

0o Mixture of heavy trucks, medium trucks and cars in the vehicle stream. Transit
buses generated by the proposed facility are assumed to have noise emission
levels comparable to medium trucks

National average vehicle noise emission levels

Vehicle operating speeds representative of existing or forecast operating
conditions

o The distance from the roadway source and receiver site

Using this methodology, predicted noise levels for the build and no-build condition will
be calculated. Based on a comparison of the build condition noise levels to no-build
levels and a comparison of the predicted noise levels to the federal and state noise
standards, the potential for a significant impact will be determined.

VIBRATION

The proposed LRT system has the potential to create ground- borne vibration impacts on
development adjacent to the corridors. The effects of LRT ground-borne vibration are
generally perceived in two forms:

o Vertical floor vibration

o Rumbling noise within adjacent buildings which is caused by resonance through the
building structure

Adjacent to at-grade sections, vertical vibration of interior floors is the dominant effect. In
contrast, adjacent to rail tunnel sections, the rumbling of ground-borne noise is more
dominant. Guideline levels for evaluating the potential for a significant impact have been
established for each of these vibration effects.

Vibration Impact Criteria

American Public Transit Association (APTA) guidelines apply to ground-borne noise from
train operations. Criteria for acceptable levels of interior floor vibration have also been
established. These guidelines are not intended for design of a system that is imperceptible,
but rather a system which would emit vibration levels sufficiently low so that no significant
intrusion or annoyance would occur (San Diego East Urban Corridor Alternatives




Analysis/Environmental Impact Statement Technical Report: Noise and Vibration, Wilson,
Thrig, and Associates, April 1984). The established guidelines for LRT ground-borne noise
and criteria for vibration are documented in Tables 5 and 6.

Identification of surrounding land uses and applicable vibration guidelines. Included in
the land use inventory process would be identification of specific vibration sensitive
uses. Type of uses identified are described in Table 7.

An evaluation of vibration analyses completed for other LRT systems relative to the
proposed St. Paul South LRT corridor.

The potential impact area is highly dependent on the propagation rate of the geological strata
between the rail source and the adjacent receiver sites. Evaluation of the strata will be
completed as part of the preliminary engineering and system design phases of project
planning.

As with LRT-generated air-borne noise, supplemental maximum ground-borne noise and
vibration guidelines for a number of specific vibration sensitive non-residential uses have
been established. The average maximum LRT pass-by vibration criteria for these sensitive
uses are documented in Table 7.

The threshold for perception of vibration resulting from an LRT passby varies based on the
frequency of the shock wave. The degree of perception of LRT generated ground-borne

vibration, by frequency band, is displayed in Figure 3. The figure shows that if predicted
levels of ground-borne vibration from the proposed LRT system do not exceed approximately
72 dB over most frequency bands, re: 1.0 micro inch per second, the level would be barely
perceptible. In addition, if the predicted vibration level falls below 67 dB over most of the
frequency bands, ground-borne vibration from the proposed LRT would likely be
imperceptible.

Vibration Impact Analysis
As part of the EIS process, the following vibration impacts analyses will be completed:
o Identification of rail vibration emission levels
Identification of surrounding land uses and applicable vibration guidelines. Included in
the land use inventory process would be identification of specific vibration sensitive

uses. Type of uses identified are described in Table 7.

An evaluation of vibration analyses completed for other LRT systems relative to the
proposed St. Paul South LRT Corridor.




TABLE 5
APTA GUIDELINES FOR MAXIMUM GROUND-BORNE NOISE FROM TRAIN OPERATIONS

Maximum Single Event Ground-
Community borne Noise Level Design Goal
Area Single-Family Multi-Family Hotel/Motel
Category Dwellings Dwellings Buildings

I Low Density Residential 30 dBA 35 dBA 40 dBA

II Average Residential 35 40 45
High Density Residential 35 40 45
Commercial 40 45 50

Industrial/Highway 40 45 55

Source: 1981 Guidelines for Design of Rapid Transit Facilities, APTA, Washington, DC, 1981

TABLE 6
CRITERIA FOR MAXIMUM GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION FROM TRAIN OPERATIONS

Community Maximum Single Event Vibration Velocity (dB)
Area Single-Family Multi-Family
Category Dwelling Dwelling Hotel/Motel

Low-Density 70 dB 70 dB 70 dB
Residential

Average 70 dB 70 dB 75 dB
Residential

High-Density 70 dB 75 dB 75 dB
Residential

Commercial 70 dB 75 dB 75 dB

Industrial/Highway 75 dB 75 dB 75 dB

Note: Criteria apply to vertical vibration of floor surfaces within the buildings. Vertical vibration RE: 1.0
micro inch per second.

Source: ~ Wilson, Ihrig and Associates, Inc., Technical_Memorandum, Acoustical Study Guadalupe Corridor,
1983.




Y n =] ~ @
o =] o o o
1 1 1 1 1

1/3 Octave Band Velocity Level - dB RE 10 IN/SEC

©
o
|

" Vertical Vibration RE: 1 Micro Inch Per Second

I |
63 125 250 500 1000

Octave Band Center Frequency - Hz

Source: San Diego East Urban Corridor
Alternatives Analysis FIS Technical Report:
Nolse & Vibration, 1984.

Figure 3
Level of Perception of Normalized
Ground Surface Vibration at 50 Feet

-.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION 3

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY I
Originating Department

[

Information on LRT station in vicinity of
T.H.280/I-94/Westgate.

Authorized
DISCUSSION ONLY

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere

2) Technical Memorandum #1 - Westgate/TH 280 LRT Service
3) List of organizations

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

D-ocumentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

C ittee / Meeting Date Date
Rovember 12 Y991 ; 74791

Board Date Date




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Duane W. McCarty, vice Chaiman
District 1

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

- H :
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority b Rl

316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens
Hal Norgard
District 7
Donald Salverda

District 2

MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planningza_

SUBJECT: LRT Station in Vicinity of TH 280/I-94/Westgate

DATE: October 30, 1991

Information has been developed by BRW on alternatives to be
considered for LRT station 1locations in the vicinity of TH
280/1-94/Westgate. A copy is attached (Attachment 1).

That information has been shared with representatives of the
organizations 1listed in Attachment 2. The next meeting to
discuss alternatives is scheduled for November 20.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD/blk
Attachment

Printed on Recycled Paper

-l ¢
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #1

WESTGATE/TH 280 LRT SERVICE

Prepared for:

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
316 Courthouse
St. Paul, MN 55102

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
Southwest Street Level Government Center
Minneapolis, MN 55487

Prepared by:
BRW, Inc.

700 Third Street South
Minneapolis, MN 55415

OCTOBER 29, 1991




INTRODUCTION

This memorandum summarizes the evaluation of alignment alternatives for
the Midway Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Westgate/TH 280 segment.
Following is an introduction to this issue, a description of the alternatives,
and an evaluation of alternatives.

The issue of concern is resolution of an appropriate level of transit service
for the Westgate/TH 280 area. The Westgate/TH 280 service area is
defined, for the purpose of this study, as that are which is located between
I-94 on the south, the U of M Transitway on the north, Emerald Street on
the west, and TH 280 on the east.

The Westgate/TH 280 line segment is that segment of the Midway
Corridor LRT alignment which is located between the University of
Minnesota east bank campus on the west and Cretin Avenue/Vandalia
Street on the east. Five different LRT alignment alternatives for the
Westgate/TH 280 area have been identified and evaluated to allow the Rail
Authorities to select the preferred alignment.

Pending the final selection of the U of M LRT alignment, the most
westerly station in this segment will be located at either the Arby’s site,
at Washington Avenue and the Motley Bypass, or somewhere in the
vicinity of 25th Avenue and 5th Street SE.

At the easterly end of the study area, at Cretin Avenue/Vandalia Street, it
is assumed that the LRT tracks will be on the south side of the Soo Line
tracks. Thus, all five alternative alignments will require that the LRT
tracks cross the Soo Line tracks. The cross-over, which would occur west
of Pelham Boulevard in Alternatives A and B and east of Pelham
Boulevard in Alternatives C, D, and E, will, for the purposes of this
evaluation, be assumed to be an at-grade crossing.




ALTERNATIVES

Following is a brief description of each of the five alternatives (See
Figures 1 through §.).

Alternative A (Shuttle Bus). In this alternative the LRT line would be
located in the Soo Line right-of-way with a bridge over I-94 north of
Franklin Avenue. Stations would be located at 25th Avenue and Franklin
Avenue. Access for the Westgate/TH 280 area to the LRT system would
depend on a shuttle bus either to the Franklin Avenue station or to the
Cleveland Avenue Station.

Alternative B (Pelham Station). In this alternative the LRT line would be
located in the Soo Line right-of-way with a bridge over I-94 north of
Franklin Avenue. Stations would be located at 25th Avenue, Franklin
Avenue, and Pelham Boulevard. Access for the Westgate/TH 280 area
would be via a pedestrian walkway along Eustis Street and a pedestrian
overpass across [-94 to the Pelham Boulevard station.

Alternative C (Wabash Station). In this alternative the LRT line would be
located in the Soo Line right-of-way west of Emerald Street, would cross
I-94 on a bridge west of Emerald Street, would be located along the
Wabash Avenue freeway frontage road alignment, would cross TH 280 on
a bridge, and would have an at-grade crossing at Pelham Boulevard.
Stations would be located at 25th Avenue, Franklin Avenue, and Wabash
Avenue. Access for the Westgate/TH 280 area would be via a pedestrian
walkway along Eustis Street to the Wabash Avenue station. Access to the
neighborhood to the south would be via a grade-separated pedestrian
bridge.

Alternative D (Transitway). In this alternative the LRT line would be
located in the U of M Transitway right-of-way west of Berry Street, along
Berry Street north of University Avenue, along Curfew Street south of
University Avenue, - . would cross the Weyerhaeuser railroad spur,
Wabash Avenue, and 1-94 on a bridge just west of TH 280. Stations
would be located at 25th Avenue and along Curfew Street between
University Avenue and Franklin Avenue just west of Court International.

Alternative E (University Avenue). Alternative E is similar to Alternative
D, except that the alignment west of Curfew Street would be in the median




of University Avenue. Station sites on University Avenue are limited,
because of grade constraints, to the segment west of 27th Avenue SE or
to the segment east of Bedford Street.
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives are evaluated in terms of travel time, patronage forecasts,
access to the LRT stations, land use impacts, service to potential
redevelopment areas, property acquisition costs, construction costs, and
consistency with corridor design criteria.

Following is a discussion of the alternatives in terms of the evaluation
criteria. A summary of the evaluation is presented in the evaluation matrix
at the end of this section.

TRAVEL TIME/PATRONAGE FORECASTS

The LRT ridership impacts, for the Year 2010, shown in Table 3 were
generated based upon "hand manipulation” of previous model results. This
method provides a very general approximation of anticipated model results
for a simulation of the proposed system modification. The ridership
adjustments were compared with the previous station ridership projections
within the Midway Corridor and adjusted further as appropriate. The
ridership increases identified in the table account for the small loss of
through trips resulting from increased travel time.

Alternative A represents the baseline alignment. Alternative B adds a
station south of 1-94 at Pelham Boulevard. Most of the ridership attracted
to the new station would consist of trips originating in the neighborhood.
A small number of LRT trips would be destined to work destinations in
the immediate vicinity. It is not anticipated that a significant number of
LRT riders would walk to the Court International area. Approximately
400-500 trips are forecast for this new station.

Alternative C effectively moves the new Pelham station north of I-94 to
Wabash. This location would offer a small improvement over Pelham with
respect to the Court International area and Westgate. Service to trips
originating south of the freeway would diminish, resulting in a riders! p
level of approximately the same as adding the Pelham station (400-500
daily trips).

Alternative D locates the alignment through the Westgate/TH 280 area and
along the transitway alignment. The increased accessibility to the
Westgate/TH 280 area is anticipated to attract about 400-600 daily LRT




work trips to the area. These LRT trips represent 7 to 10 percent of the
5,800 work trips projected for this area in the Year 2010.

Additional Westgate/TH 280 station activity would be attracted from the
Franklin Avenue area and feeder bus service diverted from the Cleveland
Avenue Station. Depending on the feeder bus plan, the Westgate/TH 280
Station would generate between 1,500 and 2,500 daily trips.

Alternative E modifies the Alternative D route to follow University
Avenue rather than the transitway. The ridership level for E would be
about the same as for Option D.

The loss of LRT "through" trips resulting from the modifications outlined
above is estimated to be insignificant. The increased travel time caused
by the addition of a new station in Alternative B would eliminate about
200 daily LRT riders. The additional station, reduced travel speed along
University, and the additional curves in the alignment would reduce
through trips in Alternative E by about 400 daily trips.

ACCESS TO THE LRT STATIONS

Alternative A provides direct pedestrian access for the Prospect Park
residents immediately adjacent to the Franklin Avenue station. The

Westgate/TH 280 area would depend on a shuttle bus or an extension of
the existing 16A bus which would require one additional transfer for
system users.

In Alternative B, accessing the LRT system would require a walk to the
Pelham Boulevard station of over half-a-mile from some of the sites in the
Westgate Development area, and would require crossing I-94 on a
pedestrian overpass. The Pelham Boulevard station would provide
relatively direct access for the Desnoyer Park neighborhood to the south.

In Alternative C the walking distance from the Westgate area is somewhat
shorter than in Alternative B, but is still considerable.

Alternative D provides relatively direct pedestrian access to the LRT
system for the Westgate/TH 280 area, but portions of the Prospect Park
neighborhood, especially the East River Road area, are beyond the one-half
mile, or approximately 10 minute, walking distance and would require
connection via a feeder bus.

In Alternative E relatively direct pedestrian access to the LRT system is
provided for the Westgate/TH 280 area as well as Prospect Park residents,
assuming a station is located on University Avenue in the Prospect Park
vicinity.




LAND USE IMPACTS

In Alternatives A and B the LRT line will be located adjacent to the
Desnoyer Park residential area south of 1-94 and the Prospect Park
residential area along East River Road.

In Alternative C, the impacts will be similar to Alternatives A and B,
except that there will be less of an impact on the Desnoyer Park residential
area south of I-94, since the LRT line will be located north of I-94.
Potentially, there will be a significant impact on the Hartzell
Manufacturing property and operations.

In Alternatives D and E the LRT alignment will require the acquisition of
thirteen residences along the east side of Curfew Street and the LRT line
will be across the street from the remaining residences on the west side of
Curfew Street. This may, however, be a short-term impact, because the
residential pocket is incompatible with the surrounding commercial and
industrial uses and it is a potential candidate area for redevelopment. In
addition, there will be some impacts, because of the LRT right-of-way
acquisition, on Hartzell Manufacturing, Court International, and the
Westgate Development area. In terms of other land use impacts, the
proposed LRT station between Franklin Avenue and University Avenue
presents an excellent opportunity for mixed-use redevelopment projects in
the station vicinity or integrated with the station.

SERVICE TO POTENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT AREAS

The two potential redevelopment areas are the mixed-use district along
Berry Street and Curfew Street on both sides of Franklin Avenue and the
triangular area north of Franklin Avenue just west of I-94. The Berry
Street/Curfew Street area is much larger than the Franklin Avenue/I-94 site
and, in conjunction with Court International and the Westgate
Development, it may have much greater potential for redevelopment,
especially if integrated with an LRT station.

Alternatives A, B, and C provide direct pedestrian access for the Franklin
Avenue/I-94 site and Alternatives D and E provide direct pedestrian access
for the Berry Street/Curfew Street redevelopment area.

PROPERTY ACQUISITION COSTS

Alternatives A and B will require acquisition of the Soo Line right-of-way.

Alternative C will require acquisition of the Soo Line right-of-way,
portions of the properties on either side of Pelham Boulevard just north of
[-94, and the Hartzell Corporation foundry building and the adjoining




warehouses just north of Wabash Avenue. It will also require vacating of
the Wabash Avenue frontage road.

Alternative D will require acquisition of a number of parcels including:
a portion of the Hartzell property; part of the property east of Hartzell;
thirteen residences along Curfew Street; the two business properties in the
northeast corner of Franklin Avenue and Curfew Street; a portion of the
parking lot west of Court International; the LRT right-of-way easement
through the Westgate Development area; and right-of-way along the U of
M Transitway.

Alternative E will require the same property acquisition as Alternative D,
except for the Westgate and the U of M Transitway rights-of-way.
Property acquisition may be required along University Avenue.

The property acquisition costs for the five alternatives are estimated in
Table 1.

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

The primary construction cost differences between the alternatives are the
special features, stations, bridges, and retaining walls. All five alternatives
will require that the LRT tracks cross the Soo Line track. For the
purposes of this evaluation it is assumed that the railroad crossover in all
five alternatives will be an at-grade crossing.

Table 2 lists the construction costs for each of the alternatives.
The construction cost items described below are the major items which are

over and above the basic track, signalization, and intersection construction
costs.

Alternative A

o Reconstruction of the approximately 450-foot long bridge over 1-94
north of Franklin Avenue

Alternative B

Alternative B will require the ,ame improvements as Alternative A plus:

o Construction of the Pelham Boulevard Station
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TABLE 1

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE - LAND ACQUISITION COSTS (1991 $)*

ALTERNATIVE

ITEM

DESCRIPTION

C
Wabash
Station

D
Transitway

E
University
Avenue

Soo Line Right-of-Way

$§5,000,000

Arby’s Station Site

$1,300,000

Two Partial Properties at Pelham
Boulevard + Hartzell Foundry
Building and Adjoining Warehouse

$5,000,000

East Edge of Hartzell Property +
Railroad Spur and Comer of Former
LH. Property + 13 Residential
Properties East Side of Curfew
Street + 2 Commercial Properties on
the Northeast Comer of Curfew/
Franklin + 60 Strip Along Curfew
Street from Court International

30" Strip Through Westgate
Development

U of M Transitway R.O.W. and
Station Site

University Avenue Properties for
R.O.W.

(Potentially
Required)

LAND ACQUISITION TOTAL

$6,300,000

$6,300,000

$11,300,000

$4,000,000

$4,000,000

* Preliminary estimates for comparison purposes only.
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TABLE 2
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE - CONSTRUCTION COSTS (1991 $)*

—_——

ALTERNATIVE

ITEM

A
Shuttle Bus

B
Pelham Station

C
Wabash Station

D
Transitway

E
University
Avenue

Systemwide
Construction
(Trackwork,
Electrific. Signals,
Train Control)

$9,700,000

$9,800,000

$10,100,000

$10,100,000

$10,200,000

Line Segment
Construction

Utility Work

$3,200,000

$6,400,000

Guideways Including
Bridges and
Retaining Walls

$14,800,000

$10,400,000

Railroad Crossing
and Railroad Related
Work

Stations

2 @ $1,500,000

$3,000,000

2 @ $1,500,000
1 @ $1,200,000
$4,200,000

3 @ $1,500,000

$4,500,000

2 @ $1,500,000

$3,000,000

2 @ $1,500,000

$3,000,000

Modification of
Pelham Boulevard

$100,000

Pedestrian Overpass
and Streetscape/
Lighting Impr. Along
Eustis St.

$700,000

Reconstruction of U
of M Transitway

$1,200,000

Reconstruction of
University Avenuc

$1,200.000

TOTAL

$21,900,000

$23,900,000

$34,500,000

$30,600,000

$32,300,000

* Preliminary estimates for comparison purposes only.




0

Alternative C

0

Construction of the approximately 500-foot long pedestrian overpass
over I-94 and streetscaping/lighting improvements for the pedestrian
walkway along Eustis Street to University Avenue

Reconstruction of the approximately 450-foot long bridge over 1-94
north of Franklin Avenue

Construction of the approximately 2,100-foot long bridge over 1-94
west of Emerald Street

Construction of the Wabash Avenue Station

Construction of the approximately 800-foot long bridge over TH 280
Construction of an at-grade crossing at Pelham Boulevard
Construction of the approximately 500-foot long pedestrian overpass

over I-94 and streetscaping/lighting improvements for the pedestrian
walkway along Eustis Street to University Avenue

Alternative D

0

0

Construction of the approximately 1,300-foot long bridge over the
Weyerhaeuser railroad spur, the Wabash Avenue frontage road, and
[-94 west of TH 280 and retaining walls for the LRT guideway
between Wabash Avenue and Franklin Avenue

Reconstruction of the U of M Transitway adjacent to the LRT tracks

Alternative E

Construction of the approximately 1,300-foot long bridge over the
Weyerhaeuser railroad spur, the Wabash Avenue frontage road, and
I-94 west of Highway 280 and retaining walls for the LRT guideway
between Wabash Avenue and Franklin Avenue

Reconstruction of University Avenue

Construction of the Prospect Park Station.




CONSISTENCY WITH CORRIDOR DESIGN
PHILOSOPHY

The design philosophy for the regional LRT system, applicable to this
evaluation of the alternatives, includes the following design guidelines:

o LRT as the backbone of the regional transit system supported by a
feeder bus system

High-speed - top speed of 55 miles per hour with average operating
speeds of 25 to 30 miles per hour including stops

Predominantly exclusive right-of-way
o Stadon spacing of 1/2 to 1-1/2 miles
o Moderate cost - $20 to $30 million per mile

Following is an evaluation of each of the alternatives in relation to the
design philosophy:

Alternative A is highly consistent with the design criteria. The LRT

alignment in Alternative A has exclusive right-of-way, has very few sharp
curves and has the fastest travel time of the five alternatives. The average
station spacing is approximately 1.2 miles, although two of the stations are
0.7 miles apart and two are 1.7 miles apart.

Alternative B is highly consistent with the design criteria. The LRT
alignment is the same as in Alternative A, except that the travel time is
slower than in Alternative A because of the additional station. The
average station spacing is approximately 0.8 miles.

Alternative C is moderately consistent with the design criteria. The
average station spacing is approximately 0.8 miles. It is similar to
Alternative B except that travel time is slower than in Alternative B.

Alternative D is moderately consistent with the design criteria. The travel
time is somewhat slower, but it has higher patronage. The average station
spacing is approximately 1.3 miles.

Alternative E, which is similar to Alternative D, is moderately consistent
with the design criteria. The average station spacing is approximately
1.2 miles.

The evaluation of the alternatves is summarized in Table 3, Evaluation
Matrix.
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TABLE 3
EVALUATION MATRIX

ALTERNATIVE

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A
Shuttle Bus

C
Wabash
Station

Travel Time (From Union
Depot to 25th Avenue SE) in
Minutes

19.5

20.5

LRT Patronage Increase
(For the Year 2010)

+200
to 300

+200
to 300

+500
to 1,000

+500
to 1,000

Access to the LRT Stations
(Number of Additional
Stations)

Direct for
Some
Residential

Direct for
More
Residential
(+1)

Direct for
More
Residential

"and Some
Redev. Area
(+1)

Direct for
Some
Residential
and Redev.
Area

Direct for
Much of
Residential
and Redev.
Area

Land Use Impacts and
Service to Potential
Redevelopment Areas

Neighborhood
Adjacency

Neighborhood
Adjacency

Housing
Removal/
Service to
Potential
Major
Redev. Area

Housing
Removal/
Service to
Potential
Major
Redev. Area

Consistency with Regional
Design Philosophy

Highly
Consistent

Highly
Consistent

Moderately
Consistent

Moderately
Consistent

Moderately
Consistent

Property Acquisition Cost*

$6,300,000

$6,300,000

$11,300,000

$4,000,000

$4,000,000

Construction Cost*

$21,900,000

$23,900,000

$34,500,000

$30,600,000

$32,300,000

Total Cost (Rounded Off to
the Nearest Million)

$28,000,000

$30,000,000

$46,000,000

$35,000,000

$36,000,000

* Preliminary estimates for comparison purposes only (1991 $).




Westgate Work Group

Members - Groups Represented:

District 11

District 12

District 13 (Desnoyer Park)

District 13 (Merriam Park)

Prospect Park

Midway Civic and Commerce Association

North St. Anthony Park Merchants Association
St. Anthony Park Association

Agencies Represented:

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
City of st. Paul

City of Minneapolis

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Regional Transit Board

Metopolitan Council

Metropolitan Transit Commission

St. Paul Port Authority

University of Minnesota




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Originating Department :
z%éw 04
AuthorizedfSigna Date

Request Justification

Approve JointPowers Agreement for Light
Rail Transit.

ACTION IS REQUESTED

The Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory Committee considered a revised joint

powers agreement for light rail transit on November 6. Information attached
includes:

1) Proposed resolution
2) Information considered by the Joint LRT Advisory Committee

Date / Time
Received By

Risk Manager.
- Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

Committee / Meeting Date i Date
November 12, 1991 11/4/91

Board Date Date




b Resolution

ional
 iroad Board of

o RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approved
in concept the Draft Joint Powers Agreement as submitted to the
Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory Committee on September 24,
1991; and

WHEREAS, The Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory Committee
directed staff to modify the agreement so that it would be
acceptable to the majority of the potential participating
agencies; and

WHEREAS, The Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory Committee
considered the revised agreement and requested its consideration
by Regional Railroad Authorities and other prospective
participating agencies; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey : County Regional Railroad Authority

approves the Joint Powers Agreement as accepted by the Joint
Light Rail Transit Advisory Committee.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




MEMORANDUM

Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory Committee

Staff Committee to the Joint Light Rail
Transit Advisory Committee

October 30, 1991

RE: DRAFT JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT

At your meeting of October 9, 1991, the Staff Committee presented to
you for your consideration a redraft of the Joint Powers Agreement
which had been presented to you on September 11 and which incorporated
a number of changes suggested by you at the September 11 meeting. At
the October 9 meeting, you further reviewed the draft and directed the
Staff Committee to meet with representatives of all prospective
members to address the concerns of prospective members and prepare a

final proposal for your consideration at your meeting on November 6,
1991.

pursuant to your direction, the Staff Committee has met on a number of
occasions and has prepared a Final Draft for your review and approval.

This document, in whatever form you approve it, will be the document
submitted to prospective member bodies for approval and establishment
of the Joint Powers Board.

In general, we have attempted to write a document which will create a
Joint Powers Body which will be relatively easy to join; which will
create a strong Joint Powers Board which will have substantial and
comprehensive power with respect to final design and construction of
the Light Rail Transit System in the metropolitan area; and from which
it will be difficult to withdraw.

Members should recognize that implicit in the establishment of a
strong Joint Powers Board is a corresponding reduction in the
individual authority of the member bodies. Once a specific project
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enters the final design, construction, and testing phase, the
individual member bodies will not retain much authority except through
the representatives they appoint to the Joint Powers Board.

The Staff Committee was able to reach a consensus on nearly all of the
suggestions and comments which were presented to it by the
representatives of the member bodies. Three issues on which consensus
could not be reached and which, as a result, are deferred to you are
identified at the end of this report. :

In addition, counsel for the RTB has raised some questions about the
authority of the RTB to join this Board.

The Staff Committee has always had some concerns in this area. The
general joint powers statute (Minn. Stat. § 471.59) requires that
participants in a Joint Powers Board must share a commonality of
powers. It is clear that at least the RTB and Met council do not have
some of the powers, such as the power to acquire property by eminent
domain, shared by the other bodies. As a result, the staff Committee
has felt that legislation would be necessary to clarify that the state
agencies could join. ;

Some relief was provided by the legislature in 1991 when it enacted .
Minn. Stat. § 473.3998. while this statute directs the state agencies

to join a Joint Powers Board, it specifically limits the requirement

to a Joint Powers Board established to design and construct corridors
funded only with federal and county funds. There is substantial doubt
that a corridor funded with state funds would qualify under this

statute.

The concerns expressed by the RTB were not clarified in time for
discussion and consensus by the Staff Committee. As a result, the
possible solutions are not included in the draft document which has
been submitted to you.

We have, however, prepared for your consideration some draft language
(Attachment A) which we feel will enable the state agencies to join
this Board. This language is in the attached materials and proposes
to amend Section 6 to clarify that the Joint Powers Board will
exercise its power in accordance with Minn. Stat. § 473.3998. This
means that the Board will NOT be able to operate with respect to state
funded corridors without obtaining legislation amending Minn. Stat.

§ 473.3998. We have, howev.., worded the amendment to insure that if
§ 473.3998 is amended to include corridors funded with state funds,
then the Joint Powers Board will have the power to operate in this
area.
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Counsel for the RTB has also suggested that the relationship between
the Board and its member bodies be clarified for liability purposes.
To that end, we propose an amendment (Attachment B) to Section 3 of
the agreement be added as per the attached. This should make it clear
that the Board is an independent entity and not an agent or partner of
the member bodies.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Joint Powers Board is structured to have the following key
features:

1. Membership will consist of the seven metropolitan county
Regional Railroad Authorities, the Metropolitan Council,
Regional Transit Board, Department of Transportation, and the
Metropolitan Transit Commission.

The Board will have authority and control over final design
and construction of LRT lines.

The Regional Railroad Authorities will be responsible for

corridor planning, preliminary design (10%), and preliminary
engineering.

The Board will not have any taxing authority. The member
bodies will provide funds for administration of the Board.

A Corridor Management Committee is established to oversee the
details of final design and construction of a line. The
committee membership consists of the member or members from
the county Regional Railroad Authority in which the line is to
be built, the member from the RTB, and the member from the
MTC. If the line is to be constructed in state highway right-
of-way, the MnDOT member is also included.

This committee is expected to have a powerful role in the
actual design, location, and construction of a line. Since
these functions have the most significant and immediate impact
on local neighborhoods, it was felt that the members of the
Joint Powers Board which most directly represent those
citizens should have a stronger voice in the decisions which
have such a direct and immediate imp t on their constituents’
lives.

This strong voice is effectuated by provisions in the
agreement that decisions by the Corridor Management Committee
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cannot be changed by the full Joint Powers Board except by a
2/3 vote of the Board.

It is recognized, however, that certain of the decisions of
the Corridor Management Committee can have a systemwide
impact, particularly the first corridor built. Therefore, the
agreement also provides that if a decision has systemwide
significance, then the Board can override a decision of the
Corridor Management Committee by a simple majority vote.

The Staff Committee recognized early that financing the Joint
Powers Board’s operations would be a major concern of the
member bodies. After much discussion, the formula agreed upon
is as follows:

a) 10% of the administrative budget will be allocated to
Carver, Scott, and Washington Counties. This 10% will be
allocated to the respective counties on a per capita
basis, with two additional limitations:

i) the maximum contribution of the three counties will
not exceed an aggregate of $30,000. Thus, as long as
the administrative budget of the Joint Powers Board is
$300,000 per year or less, this cap will not affect
the assessments.

ii) Within the $30,000 cap, the counties have allocated
individual caps of $6,000 for Carver and Scott
Counties and $18,000 for Washington County.

Each of the state agencies will contribute 5% of the
budget. If all four state agencies joint, and can
contribute, the total assessment for the state would be
20% of the budget.

The remaining 70% of the budget will be assessed as
follows:

Hennepin County 20%
Ramsey County 20%
Dakota County 15%
Anoka County 15%

In addition to the above, the agreement provides that if
any of the prospective members do not join, cannot by law
contribute, or if the budget causes the caps on the
smaller counties to be exceeded, the unallocated

5
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assessment will be divided among the'remaining members in
the proportion their shares bear to each other.

This financial formula will be in effect for the first seven fiscal
years of the Board. At the end of the sixth year, the members will
renegotiate the formula; if they cannot do so, the budget will be
allocated on the basis of 5% to each state agency and the remainder on
a per capita basis among the Regional Railroad Authorities.

The above formulation for financing the operation of the Board applies
onlv to the administrative operations of the Board. Financing and
funging of actual line construction costs will be decided, in all
likelihood, by the source of the funds, i.e. the state or federal
governments.

In addition to the above described modifications to the draft
presented to you on October 9, the following changes have been made:

1. The preamble has been changed to include reference to Minn.
Stat. § 473.3998 enacted in 1991. This statute provides
explicit authority for the state agencies to join the Board
and shall be referenced.

SECTION 4: PURPOSE has been changed to authorize the Board to
seek legislation and funding for the LRT system and to
identify it as an integral part of the policy making process.

SECTION 15: WITHDRAWAL has been modified to indicate that a
member which withdraws will be liable only for a prorated
share of the administrative costs in the year withdrawal
becomes effective. The prorating will be on the basis of a
1/12th assessment for each month the withdrawing member
remains a member.

SECTION 21: CONTRACTS. Contracting procedures of the Board
will conform to those of the Regional Railroad Authorities.
The three issues which were considered by the Staff Committee but on

which consensus could not be reached are as follows:

1. Some members felt that lobbying costs should be specifically
stated as an administrative cost.

2. Some members felt that the requirement of a 2/3 vote of the
Board to override Corridor Management Committee decislons was
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too strict and wanted the override requifement reduced.

Some members wished to strengthen the position of the RRA’s on
the Corridor Management Committee by providing them with two
votes, instead of one. At present, the two votes are
allocated to local RRA’s on the Board but not on the Corridor
Management Committee.




ATTACHMENT A

POWERS OF JOINT POWERS BOARD

Subject to the -provisions of Section 11 hereof, the Joint Powers
Board is hereby authorized to exercise such authority as is
necessary and proper to make all decisions regarding final
design, construction and testing of Light Rail Transit in the
metropolitan area for corridors funded in accordance with the
provisions of Minn.Stat. § 473.3998 and as it may be amended.
The Joint Powers Board shall be empowered to exercise all powers
granted to the Regional Railroad Authorities pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes Chapter 398A (1990), except for the power to
levy any tax, and subject to the provisions of Minn. Stat.

§ 471.59, and consistent with regional priorities as established
by the RTB for LRT in the Development and Financial Plan dated
February 1990, as it may be amended from time to time, adopted by
the RTB. Such powers shall include but not be limited to any or
all of the following, to the extent permitted by law or not
otherwise limited by this agreement:

A. to make and enter into contracts in its own name;

B. to employ agents and employees, and to fix the compensation
and all other terms and conditions of employment thereof;

for the purposes permitted by Minn. Stat. § 473.3998 as it
may be amended, to lease, acquire, construct, manage, sell or
otherwise convey, and maintain any land, buildings, works, or
improvements; to acquire real and personal property by the
exercise of eminent domain; to lease facilities to any
person; and to make application for, receive, and use state,
local, and federal funding, and funds by way of grant or gift
from any other sources.

to incur debts, liabilities, or obligations which do not
constitute a debt of any of the parties;

to sue and be sued in its own name;

to apply for any permits and approvals required to design and
construct the system;




ATTACHMENT B

JOINT POWERS BOARD

There is hereby created a Joint Powers Board as a public entity
to be known as the Metropolitan Light Rail Transit Joint Powers
Board. The Board shall be an entity separate from its member
bodies and shall not be deemed an agent or partner of the member
bodies, and the member bodies shall not be liable for the actions
of the Board.




JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT

This agreement is entered into by and between the Anoka
County Regional Railroad Authority (ANOKA), the Carver County Regional
Railroad Authority (CARVER), the Dakota County Regional Railroad
Authority (DAROTA), the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
(HENNEPIN), the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RAMSEY),
the Scott County Regional Railroad Authority (SCOTT), the Washington
County Regional Railroad Authority (WASHINGTON), the Regional Transit
Board (RTB), the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), the
Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC) and the Metropolitan Council

(COUNCIL), pursuant to the provisions of Minnesota Statutes Chapters

398A, 471.59, and 473.3998 on this day of

19 .

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the parties contemplate the construction of a
phased, integrated Light Rail Transit system (the "SYSTEM") throughout
the seven county metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, the parties are committed to a joint and coordinated
effort to plan, design, and construct said SYSTEM; AND

WHEREAS, the parties agree that it is essential that these
efforts be directed and coordinated by a single organization with
power to make and implement all decisions regarding the design and
construction of the SYSTEM.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES HEREBY AGREE as follows:
SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS

Unless the context otherwise requires, the terms defined in this
section shall for all purposes of this agreement have tha
meanings herein stated: ‘

1. Administrative Costs shall include but not be limited to
salaries and fringe benefits, rent, utilities,
transportation, travel, telephone, office supplies,
insurance, accounting and legal fees not relating to a




specific corridor, and membership fees and dues incurred by .
the Board.

Agreement means this Joint Powers Agreement as it now exists
and as 1t may hereafter be amended.

Alignment shall mean the specific geographic location within
a corridor wherein an LRT line shall be constructed.

Authorities shall collectively refer to the Anoka, Carver,
Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott and Washington County
Regional Rail Authorities.

Board shall mean the Joint Powers Board herein established.

Civil Component shall mean the facilities to be constructed
which include Items such as the trackbed, drainage,
foundations, bridges, subsurface structures such as tunnels
and electrical duct banks, grading and site work, stations,
parking lots and yards and shop facilities.

Corridor shall mean the general geographic location within a
county or counties wherein an LRT line shall be constructed.

Final Design shall be as defined in Minn. Stat. § 473.3993,
subd. 3 (1990).

Implementation shall mean the process of final design, .

construction, and testing of the LRT system or an LRT line,
except for those functions reserved to the Regional Railroad
Authorities by this agreement.

Line. An LRT line.
LRT shall mean Light Rail Transit.

LRT Line shall mean the trackbed, rails, catenary, power
Iines, stations and other properties used by the LRT
vehicles.

Metro/State Agencies shall collectively refer to the
Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), the Regional
Transit Board (RTB), the Metropolitan Council (the COUNCIL)
and the Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC).

Preliminary Design shall be as defined in Minn. Stat. §
473.3993, subd. 2 (1990), including ten percent (10%) of
engineering and design work and completion of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Preliminary Engineering shall mean the thirty percent (30%)

of civil engineering and preparation of performance
specifications for the systems elements (vehicles,
communications, electrification, signals, fare collection,

etc.) of an LRT project. .
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Regional Railroad Authority Match shall mean any funds for
design and construction of a line required to be provided by
a Regional Railroad Authority.

17. RRA shall mean Regional Railroad Authority.

18. Systems Component/Systems Elements shall mean the vehicles,
trackwork, electrification, train signals, communications,
and fare collection systems of the LRT system and lines.

Systemwide Significance shall mean a decision relating to
corridor alignment or grade selection which as a practical
matter precludes another alignment or grade selection within
the corridor or any other corridor; the selection of civil or
systems components which must be uniform throughout the LRT
system for operational efficiency; design or construction
change orders which individually or in the aggregate increase
the cost of corridor construction by ten percent (10%) or
more; or any other matter which substantially affects the
design guidelines promulgated by Chapter 6 of the Light Rail
Transit Regional Coordination Plan approved by the Regional
Transit Board on December 17, 1990.

SECTION 2. TERM

This agreement shall be effective pursuant to Section 23 hereof
and shall continue in full force and effect until terminated by
the parties pursuant to the provisions of Section 19 of this
agreement.

SECTION 3. JOINT POWERS BOARD

There is hereby created a Joint Powers Board as a public entity,
to be known as the Metropolitan Light Rail Transit Joint Powers
Board.

SECTION 4. PURPOSE

This agreement has been entered into by the parties for the
purpose of coordinating member bodies in policy development,
planning, designing, and constructing an integrated Light Rail
Transit system in the Metropolitan area; establishing a Joint
Powers Board to seek necessary legislation and funding for, and
to direct and control the planning, design, and construction
thereof; determining the structures and procedures of the Board:
and describing the relationship between the Board and its member
bodies.




SECTION 5. MEMBERSHIP .

A. Each Regional Railroad Authority shall appoint one (1) of its
members and one (1) alternate.

B. The Commissioner of Transportation shall appoint one (1)
member and one alternate.

The Metropolitan Council shall appoint one (1) member and one
(1) alternate.

The Regional Transit Board shall appoint one (1) member and
one (1) alternate.

The Metropolitan Transit Commission shall appoint one (1)
member and one (1) alternate.

Each member and alternate shall serve for a term of one (1) year
from the date of his or her appointment. Each member and
alternate appointed by a Regional Railroad Authority, the
Council, RTB, and MTC must be a member of the Body making the
appointment and must remain so during the term of her or his
appointment. If a Board member ceases to be a member of the body
he or she represents his or her membership on the Board shall

immediately terminate and the member body shall appoint a new
member. ;

Each member of the Board shall have one (1) vote. Except as .
otherwise herein provided, the Board shall decide all matters by
majority vote. When the Board establishes a Corridor Management
Committee pursuant to Section 9 hereof, the alternate member
appointed by the Regional Railroad Authorities who are
represented on such committee shall also have one (1) vote on the
Board until such time as the line or lines being constructed are
assigned to the MTC for maintenance and operation in accordance
with Section 20 of this agreement. No Regional Railroad
Authority shall have more than two votes on the Board, consisting
of the member and alternate, at any time, regardless of the
number of lines in final design or construction within such
Regional Railroad Authority’s geographic area of responsibility.

SECTION 6. POWERS OF JOINT POWERS BOARD

Subject to the provisions of Section 11 hereof, the Joint Powers
Board is hereby authorized to exercise such authority as is
necessary and proper to make all decisions regarding Final

Design Construction and testing of Light Rail Transit in the
Metropolitan area. The Joint Powers Board shall be empowered to
exercise all powers granted to the Regional Railroad Authorities
pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Chapter 398A (1990), except for

the power to levy any tax, and subject to the provisions of Minn.
Stat. § 471.59, and consistent with regional priorities as
established by the RTB for LRT in the Development and Financial .

il
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Plan dated February 1990, as it may be amended from time to time,
adopted by the RTB. Such powers shall include but not be limited
to any or all of the following, to the extent permitted by law or
not otherwise limited by this agreement: '

A.

B'

to make and enter into contracts in its own name;

to employ agents and employees, and to fix the compensation
and all other terms and conditions of employment thereof;

to lease, acquire, construct, manage, sell or otherwise
convey, and maintain any land, buildings, works, or
improvements; '

to acquire real and personal property by the exercise of
eminent domain;

to lease facilities to any person;

to incur debts, liabilities, or obligations which do not
constitute a debt of any of the parties;

to sue and be sued in its own name;

to apply for any permits and approvals required to design and
construct the system;

to make application for, receive and use state, local, and

federal funding, and funds by way of grant or gift from any
other sources.

SECTION 7. OFFICERS, EMPLOYEES, AND SERVICES

A.

The Board shall elect a chairperson and vice chairperson from
among its members, each to serve a term of one year. The
Board shall also appoint a secretary who may, but need not
be, a member of the Board. If the secretary is not a member
of the Board, he or she shall have no voting rights.

In addition to the powers of the Board in Section 6 of this
agreement, the Board may hire an Executive Director and
appropriate staff as necessary to carry out the purposes of
this agreement.

The Board may contract with any of its member bodies or any
of the Metropolitan counties to provide financial and
accounting services, including disbursement of funds or any
other services. The chief financial officer of the body so
selected shall act as controller of the Board and shall draw
warrants to pay demands against the Board when the demands
have been approved by the Board pursuant to authorization of
the Board. The member bodies shall retain their authority to
request reports pertaining to any and all such services. All
interest earned from established board funds shall be

=S




credited back to that same fund. .

SECTION 8. BY-LAWS

The Board shall have the power to adopt such by-laws that it, in
its sole discretion, may deem necessary or desirable for the
conduct of the business of the Board. Such By-Laws shall be
consistent with this agreement and any applicable laws or
regqulations.

SECTION 9. CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

For each LRT corridor in final design and construction there is
established a corridor management committee which shall consist
of one member of the Board from each RRA in which the specific
alignment lies, one Board member from another Regional Railroad
Authority selected by the Board, and the members from the MTC and
the RTB. If the proposed alignment or any portion thereof
includes or is to be located on a state highway, then the MnDOT
representative shall also be included. Each member of Corridor
Management Committee shall have one vote.

A committee may, in its discretion, appoint to the committee a
representative of any city or cities affected by a line. Such
appointees shall serve in an advisory capacity and shall not have

a vote but shall be entitled to participate in all analysis and .

discussion undertaken by the committee.

SECTION 10. RESPONSIBILITY OF CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

The Corridor Management Committee shall have primary
responsibility for final design, construction, and implementation
of the LRT line within the corridor. If all or any portion of a
line lies within a state highway right-of-way, the MnDOT shall be
the designer and builder for civil components of the sections of
the LRT line within said state highway right-of-way. The Board
shall be responsible for the final design and construction of the
system components of the entire LRT system, and the civil
components of the LRT system which are not within a state highway
right-of-way. A line which only crosses a state highway shall
not be deemed to lie within a state highway right-of-way for
purposes of this section or Section 9 hereof.

In the event MnDOT declines to act as designer and builder of the
civil component of the line, the Board shall have such
responsibility and may select any other designer and builder

Decisions of the Corridor Management Committee shall be binding
on the Board unless overridden by a vote of two-thirds (2/3)
voting membership of the Board or unless the decision shall have
systemwide significance.




SECTION 11. POWERS RESERVED TO REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITIES

The Regional Railroad Authorities shall continue to be
responsible for corridor planning, Preliminary Design (10%
design), Environmental Impact Statements, system standards/design
criteria, and Preliminary Engineering (30% design) for corridors
within their jurisdiction. Following completion of Preliminary
Engineering of a corridor, the RRA shall relinquish responsibil-
ity for the Final Design and construction of the corridor to
Board. The Board shall complete planning process, as provided
for in Minnesota Statutes Section 473.169, and shall be
responsible for the construction of the LRT System. The Board
may purchase any property owned by a member body which in the
Board’s opinion is suitable or desirable for construction or
operation of the line or the system.

SECTION 12. FINANCING

A. Administrative Costs. Not later than June 1 of each year the
Board shall establish and approve a budget for the adminis-
tration and operation of the Joint Powers Board for the
following fiscal year which shall be January 1 through
December 31. Each member body shall be assessed for its
share of the administrative costs according to the following
schedule for the first seven (7) fiscal years:

1. Ten percent (10%) to a maximum of $30,000 of the budget
shall be allocated to Washington, Carver, and Scott
counties’ RRAs. This portion shall be allocated to the
respective RRAs on a per capita basis with a maximum
contribution in any one fiscal year to be $18,000 for the
Washington County RRA, $6,000 for the Carver County RRA,
and $6,000 for the Scott County RRA.

Each Metro/State agency shall pay five percent (5%) of
the administrative budget.

The remaining seventy percent (70%) of the budget shall
be allocated between Hennepin, Ramsey, Dakota, and Anoka
RRA according to the following percentages:

Hennepin 20%
Ramsey 20%
Dakota 15%
Anoka 15%

If any prospective member body fails to join the Joint Powers
Board, or withdraws from the Board, ot by law cannot
contribute to the Board’s administrative costs, the
assessment allocable to said member or members shall be
reallocated to all other members in the proportion the
assessments under Sections 12(A) hereof bear to each other.
If the percentage assessment allocable to the RRA’s under
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Section 12(A)(1l) hereof exceeds the individual RRA cap limit
ation of said section, such excess shall also be reallocated
to all other member bodies in the proportion the assessments
under Section 12(A)(2) or (3) hereof bear to each other.

At the end of the sixth fiscal year, all members shall
renegotiate the assessment formula established above. Any
agreement reached must be approved by all member bodies as an
amendment to this agreement. 1In the event the members cannot
agree, the assessment formula shall be changed as follows:

l. Each participating Metro/State agency shall contribute 5%
P of the administrative budget

2. The remainder of the assessment shall be allocated to the
member RRA’s on a per capita basis

If funds are received to complete final design and

construction of a line, then the Metro/State agencies and
Hennepin, Ramsey, Dakota, and Anoka RRAs shall renegotiate

the assessment formula stated in subsections A(2) and (3) of
this section. Such negotiations shall occur if final design
and construction of the line for which funding is received
increases the general administrative costs of the Board by

more than 10% and whether or not the funding received is
sufficient to pay for such increase. .

Project Costs. For specific line construction, including
right-of-way acquisition, those RRAs in which an alignment
lies shall contribute any regional railroad authority match
required for final design and construction in accordance with
the estimated and actual costs of design and construction of
the portion of the line which lies within the county to be
charged, excluding central maintenance facilities and
communications. This paragraph shall not operate to or be
construed as obligating the counties or regional railroad
authority to provide any such regional railroad authority
match if not required to do so by the legislature or by other
final design and construction funding sources.

Not later than June 1 of each year the Board shall establish
and approve a budget for the following fiscal year, which
shall be January 1 through December 31, to provide for the
administration and operation of the Joint Powers Board. This
budget shall be calculated to derive a per capita cost for
the population of the seven county metropolitan area, based
upon the latest available census data.

SECTION 13. INDEMNIFICATION
The Board shall acquire such insurance protection as is
necessary, and shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless all .
8=
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parties to this agreement and their officers, agents and
employees from all claims, losses, damages, costs, injury and
liability of any kind, nature, and description indirectly or
directly arising from the performance of any of the activities of
the Board or activities undertaken pursuant to this agreement.

SECTION 14. WITHDRAWAL/TERMINATION

Any party may withdraw from this agreement upon one year’s prior
written notice to the Board. Withdrawal shall be effective one
year from the date such notice is received by the Board. 1In the
event of withdrawal by any member body, this agreement shall

remain in full force and effect as to all remaining member
bodies.

SECTION 15. EFFECT OF WITHDRAWAL, DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY, FUNDS,
AND OBLIGATIONS

A party withdrawing from this agreement shall, prior to such
withdrawal, pay the full amount of any unpaid assessments for
administrative costs of the Board, as defined in Section 12A
hereof, and any Regional Railroad Authority shall remain
obligated to pay the full amount of any regional railroad
authority match necessary to complete final design and
construction of a line lying wholly or partially within the
boundaries of the withdrawing Regional Railroad Authorities
region. Further, withdrawal of a member body shall not restrict
in any manner the authority of the Board to complete the final
design and construction of a line running through the
jurisdiction of the withdrawing member. A party withdrawing from
this agreement shall not receive a distribution of property or
funds until such time as this agreement is terminated by all
parties pursuant to Section 19 hereof. Such disposition of

property shall be in accordance with the provisions of section 16
hereof.

Any member withdrawing shall be liable for any assessment for
administration costs in the fiscal year in which the withdrawal
becomes final only for the period in such fiscal year that the
member remains a member. The members assessment shall not exceed
the sum of one-twelfth (1/12th) the full assessment multiplied by

the number of months in the fiscal year during which the member
remains a member.

SECTION 16. DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY AND FUNDS

At such time as this agreement is terminated, any property inter-
est remaining in the Board, following discharge of all
obligations owed by the Board, shall be disposed of and the
proceeds of the property shall be returned to the member bodies
in proportion to their contribution.




Notwithstanding the foregoing, any real or personal property .

owned by the Board which is necessary for the operation of the
LRT system shall be assigned by the Board to the MTC.

SECTION 17. AMENDMENTS

This agreement may be amended at any time by agreement of all the
parties. Such amendment shall be approved by all parties and
shall be in writing.

SECTION 18. RECORDS, ACCOUNTS AND REPORTS

The Board shall establish and maintain such funds and accounts as
may be required by good accounting practice. The books and
records of the Board shall be subject to the provisions of Minn.
Stat. Chapter 13 (1990), the Government Data Practices Act, and
Minn. Stat. § 16B.04. The Board, within 120 days after the close
of each fiscal year, which shall be January 1 to December L0l
shall give a complete written report of all financial activities
for such fiscal year to the parties.

SECTION 19. TERMINATION

A. Events of Termination. This agreement shall terminate upon
the occurrence of any one of the following events:

1. When necessitated by operation of law or as a result of al
decision by a court of competent jurisdiction; or

2. By unanimous consent of all parties.

Effect of Termination. Termination shall not discharge any
liability incurred by the Board or by the member bodies
during the term of this agreement. Each member shall be
liable for its own acts to the extent provided for by law.
The Board shall continue to operate after the date of
termination only for the purpose of winding up its business
and for aiding in the prosecution and defense of claims. The
Board shall approve a final report of its activities and
affairs and, on the expiration of thirty (30) days therefrom,
shall cease to exist.

SECTION 20. SYSTEM DISPOSITION AND RESPONSIBILITY OF MTC FOR LRT
OPERATIONS

Unless otherwise provi.cd by law, upon completion of construction
and final system testing of a line, the Board shall assign all
its right title and interest in the line to the MTC. The MTC
shall thereafter be solely responsible for maintenance and
cperation of the line.




SECTION 21. CONTRACTS AND PURCHASES; DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS

In addition to all other powers heretofor enumerated, the Board
shall have the power to disburse public funds, let contracts and
make purchases. Contract letting and purchasing shall conform to
the requirements of the contracts and purchases of the Regional
Railroad Authorities.

SECTION 22. COUNTERPARTS

This agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each
of which shall be deemed an original, but all of which shall
constitute one and the same instrument.

SECTION 23. EFFECTIVE DATE

This agreement shall be effective when adopted by any three
Regional Railroad Authorities. The first three Regional Railroad
Authorities adopting this agreement shall notify all other
potential signatories to this agreement within ten (10) days of
their action. Within forty five (45) days of said notification,
all others shall deliberate whether or not to adopt this
agreement and become signatories hereto. If, at the expiration
of said 45 days, a potential signatory or signatories has
declined to adopt the agreement or has not acted, the agreement
will nevertheless be effective as to all parties who have adopted
the agreement, and they shall be bound hereby.

SECTION 24. NEW MEMBERS

Any RRA which wishes to participate in this agreement after the
start of the first full fiscal year shall be assessed a share of
the budget established pursuant to Section 12 hereof for each
fiscal year in which the RRA was not a member of the Board.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties to this agreement have hereunto set
their hands on the date written below.

<Rev.

10-23-91>




John T. Finley, Chairman

Distnct 3

DDUOr;\e W. MCCOI’TY, Vice Chairman
: o e s M Distnct |
. = it SR ety R D B R -G Warren W. Schaber, secretary

District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority R e, Tradire

316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

District 4

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

Memorandum

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

From: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning
Subject: Joint Powers Agreement
Date: November 6, 1991

There is an agenda item for the November 12 Regional Railroad
Authority meeting pertaining to approval of the Joint Powers
agreement. The meeting of the Joint LRT Advisory Committee
that was scheduled for November 6 to discuss- the agreement
has been postponed until November 13 due to adverse weather
conditions.

You will not be requested to approve the agreement on
November 12 at the Regional Railroad Authority meeting, as
indicated in the previously prepared documentation. The item
remains on your agenda for discussion. There have been
several changes to the agreement since it was discussed with
you on September 24 and David MacMillan will highlight those
changes for you at your meeting. This will enable your
representatives to the Joint LRT Advisory Committee,
Commissioners Finley and Ahrens, to articulate your position
at the November 13 meeting of that Committee.

Printed on Recycled Paper




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY ,/
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested

REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Originating Department

2 : sty

Authorized Sfgna Date

Regional Transit Board's Recommendation on
Light Rail Transit.

DISCUSSION ONLY

Request Justification

See attached:- 1) Memo from K. DeSpiegelaere
2) RTB recommendations
3) RTB data on LRT corridors
4) Development and Financial Plan LRT corridor prioritization

Date / Time
Received By

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

Committee / Meeting Date ignature
__November 12, 1991 jf@—-————a

Board Date Signature 7~




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

' Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman

District 1
3 IIII“ Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority R P, R
316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard
District 7

Donald Salverda
MEMORANDUM District 2

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning Z/ﬁ
SUBJECT: Regional Transit Board’s Recommendations on Light Rail Transit
DATE: October 30, 1991

The Regional Transit Board (RTB) is analyzing and reassessing priorities for light rail
transit corridors. The information attached includes recommendations (Attachment 1)
and background data (Attachment 2) that has been discussed at a Policy Committee
meeting of the RTB and will be discussed on November 6 by the Joint LRT Advisory
Committee.

The recommendations are a marked change from the existing LRT Development and Financial
Plan:

Fewer corridors are recommended than are currently in the plan. Attachment 3
illustrates the current LRT plan.

Surface alignments, not tunnels, are recommended.

The Central Corridor from downtown to downtown is recommended to follow the
federal process. You may recall detailed discussions that Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority had on that subject in early 1990.

The non-federal funding for LRT construction is proposed to be regional property
tax levied by the Regional Transit Board.

The Central Corridor has been combined with the I-35W Corridor as the first
priority corridor.

One recommendation reinforces the previous plan: The Central Corridor remains the
highest priority corridor for light rail transit, as it has been in previous studies.

The Regional Transit Board and Joint LRT Adviscry Committee will take action on this
subject and the Metropolitan Council will consider those recommendations in its Metro
Transit Facilities Plan, due to be completed in December, 1991.

Recommendation:

For your information.

KD/blk
Attachments

Printed on Recycled Paper
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RTB
10/28/91

LRT CORRIDOR REEVALUATION
PROPOSED PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS

CORRIDOR STAGING:

Central Corridor and 1-35W/South Corridor two-phase system.

Initial system with both regional core and home-based trip service fectures.
Highest performance characteristics in the region.

1. Central Conidor linking downtown Minneapolis, University of Minnesota.
State Capitol, and downtown St. Paul

z I-35W/South Corridor linking Dakota County with Minneapolis and St. Paul

Coridor segments to be constructed as funding becomes available.

Surface alignment through both downtowns, the State Capitol area, and the
University of Minnesota.

Proposed Corridor Staging:

1. Central Corridor
2. [-35W/South

Two additional comidors have attractive performance characteristics. These
corridors should be considered for implemenation either after Central and -35W,
or if neither Central nor I-35W can be started in the near future:

3. Minneapolis Northwest
4, Minneapolis Northeast

Remaining corridors will be reexamined in updating the regional 20-year pian.

Preserve right-of-way for corridors in current 10-year plan.

FINANCING:

o Financing goal of 30% federal funds, 70% RTB bonding authority (property tax).
System upgrades such as tunnels could be provided by individual jurisdictions.
Federal EIS/Alternative Analysis proceedures to begin immediately.

GOVERNANCE:

o Final design and construction to be directed by Joint Powers Board as described
. in LRT Regional Coordination Plan.




Listachment 2

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
Mears Park Cenire

230 East Fifth Street, S$t. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/292-8789

October 28, 1991
TO: Chair and Members of the Policy Committee

FROM: Stephanie Eiler, AICP /@V/
Senior LRT Development Planner

SUBJECT: LRT Corridor Reevaiuation Materials

Aftached to this memo are materials which continue the reevaluation of LRT corridors.
At the special Policy Committee meeting last week. all of the region’s 10-year plan
corridors were compared under "equalized" conditions, with the necessary
infrastructure and start-up system costs shared. This material was presented in Tables 1
and 2, with the methodology explained in supporting data.

The materials enclosed with this memo compare the cormidors using two other
approaches:

o} Cost to construct any single cormridor, with and without the downtown
Minneapolis tunnel - Tables 3 and 4. and

Cost 1o construct the Central Comdor paired with any one cf tihe cter
cormidors - Tables 5 and é.

Again. back-up data describing the methodology is also explained.

The packet also includes the following:
o Downtown Minneapolis tunnel and surface alignment estimated Costs
o] Corridor travel times for transit with and without LRT

o] Timing constraints for each corridor

Draft recommendations for Policy Committee discussion will be distributed separately.




RTB
10/28/91
DRAFT LRT CORRIDOR COMPARISON
Table 3: Individual Corridor Costs with Necessary Infrastructure System Costs

Capltal Cost Annual Annual Annualized New
Conid Passenger with Mpls. Capiltal LRT Operating & Ridership Cost per Transit
Ridership! Miles Tunneld Cost Malintenance Cost? (306 Days)  Passenger  Riders

Group ‘A’ 32,400 159,000 $569 m $51m $108m 2.9m $6.00 2,900
« Central CBD to CBD-11.4 miles
(Soo Line/I-94 Alignment Altemnative)

Group 'B’
1-35 W to 946th Street-~8.8 miles 31.000 §576m $12.3m

Hiawatha to GSA-7.4 milles 17.500 $566 m s$9m
Mpls. Northeast to Northtown-10.7 miles 18.300 $429-433 m §9.5m
Mpls. Northwest to 63rd Avenue-10.2 miles 21,900 $445m $40m $9.3m

St1. Paul South to Upper 55th-6.7 miles 11,300 55,000 $238 m $21 m $6.7m 3.5m

Group ‘'C’
Mpls. Southwest to T.H. 169-9 miles 18.500 94.000 $460m $41m $9.5m 57m

St. Paul Northeast to 1-694-8 miles 11.600-12,100% N/A $255-308 m®  $23-28 m N/A 3.637m
St. Paul Northwest (to “o. Rd. C) 13,5000 N/A $113mé N/A N/A N/A
Hiawatha Extenslon (to Alrport) 800 N/A $70md N/A N/A N/A

1-35W Extension (fo TH. 13) 1000 N/A s63md N/A N/A N/A

lindividual corridor alone. With Central Coridor built, each corridor Increases 400-900. The Central Corridor also picks up aadditional ridership with each
additional corridor buillt, Source: Metropolitan Councll.

255urce: Metropolitan Councll (passenger miles/frip).

exciudes right-of-way: Includes light rall vehicles except on 35W. Mpls. Tunnel Cost: Mills Dist. to Conv. Ctr: $187 mlllon - Conv. Clr. to 29th St: $189 milion Total: $376 million.
ARt portion only; stand-alone basls.

STo White Bear Lake (additional 3-4 miles)

Srom Development and Financlal Plan. No additional work has occurred.




RTB
10/28/91

DRAFT LRT CORRIDOR COMPARISON
Table 4: Individual Corridor Costs with Potential Cost Reduction Measures! Applied

Caplial Cost Annual Estimated Annualized New
Conid Passenger with Mpls. At- Capiltal LRT Operating & Ridership Cost per Transit
Ridenhlp2 Miles Grade Alignment Cost Maintenance Cost (306 Days) Passenger Riders

Group ‘A’
e Central CBD to CBD-11.4 miles 32,400 159,000 $469 m $42m $§10.6m 99m $5.50
(Soo Line/I-94 Alignment Alternative)

Group ‘B’
e |-35 Wto 96th Street-8.8 miles 31.000 $121m 9.5m

to 66th Street-5.1 miles 21,500 N/A 6.6m
Hlawatha to GSA-7.4 miles 17 500 $340m $8.9m 54m
Mpls. Northeast to Northtown-10.7 miles 18,300 $329-333 m $30m $9.4m 56m
to F694-6.6 miles 14,100 $268 $24m N/A 43m

Mpls. Northwest to 63rd Avenue-10.2 miles 21,900 $345m $31m $9.2m 67 m $6.00

o SI. Paul South to Upper 55th-6.7 milles 11,300 55,000 $238 m $21'm $6.7m 3.5m $8.00

Group 'C’
e Mpls. Southwest to T.H. 169-9 miles 18,500 94,000 $360m $32m $9.5m 57m $§7.50

o St. Paul Northeast to 1-694-8 miles 10.400-10900  N/A N/A N/A N/A 32-33m  N/A
st. Paul Northwest (to Co. Rd. C) 13,5004 N/A $113mé N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hiawatha Extension (fo Alrport) 800% N/A $70m? N/A N/A N/A N/A

e [-35W Extenslon (tfo TH 13) 1004 N/A $63m4 N/A N/A N/A N/A

1An at-grade alternative to replace the downtown funnel in Minneapolls was conceptually developed by HCRRA staff at the request of the RTB. Although briefly discussed
with Minneapolls, this alternative has not been reviewed or approved by Ruil Authority members or the City of Minneapolis. Alignment and cost calculations are very
preliminary, and do not represent a level of analysls comparable fo other portions of the HCRRA Stage | system. Connections to corridors at both ends in particular will
require additional analysls. For shortened I-35W and Minneapolls Northeast Corridors, estimotes are also very preliminary and will require additional analysis.

2As modeled for tunnel system. Individual corridor alone. With Central Corridor bullt, each corridor can be expected to Increase 400-900. The Central Corridor also picks up
additional riders with each additional corldor bullt, Source: Metropolitan Councll.

3source: Metropolitan Councll (passenger miles/trip).

4amount reported In Development and Financlal Plan In 1991 §. No additional work has occurred.




DRAFT LRT CORRIDOR COMPARISON
Table 5: Individual Corridors Paired with Central Corridor, System as Currently Designed (with Tunnel)

t Capltal Cost Annual Annual Annualized New
Passenger with Mpis. Capltal LRT Operating & Ridership Cost per Transit
“omdc Ridership! Miles Tunneld Cost  Maintenance Cost? (306 Days)  Passenger Ridersd

Group ‘A’ 32,400 159,000 $569 m $51m $108 m 2.9m $6.00 2,900
e Ceniral CBD to CBD-11.4 miles
(Soo Line/I-94 Alignment Altemative)

Group 'B’
I-35 Wto 96th Street-~8.8 miles 64,300 $908 m

Hlawatha to GSA-7.4 milles 50400 $898 m
Mpils. Northeast to Northtown-10.7 miles 51,400 ; $717-721m $65m
Mplis. Northwest to 63rd Avenue-10.2 miles 54,700 $777m $70m

St. Paul South to Upper 55th-6.7 miles 44 200 $713m $64m

Group 'C’
Mpls. Southwest to T.H. 169-9 miles 51,600 $918 m $83 m

St. Paul Northeast to 1-694-8 miles® 44,500-45,000 $730-783 m $66-70 m
St. Paul Northwest (tc Zo. Rd. C) N/A N/A N/A
Hlawatha Extension (to Alrport) N/A N/A N/A

1-35W Extension (to T.H. 13) N/A N/A N/A

lindividual coridor and Central Comidor. With Central Corridor bullt, each corridor Increases 400-900. Forecast does not Incliide additional ridership picked up by Central
Corridor with each additional corridor bullt. Source: Metropolitan Councll.

2Possenger miles/trip/coridor plus Central Corridor. Source: Metropolitan Councll (passenger miles/trip).

Sexcludes right-of-way; Includes light rall vehicles except on 35W. Mpis. Tunnel Cost: Milis Dist. to Conv. Ctr: $187 milllion - Conv. Cir. fo 29th St: $189 millon Total: $376 million.
ARt portion only, assumes presence of Central Corridor.

Ststimated. Source: Metropolitan Councli

670 White Bear Lake (additional 3-4 miles). Construction costs to I-694/C.R. E nof avallable.
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DRAFT LRT CORRIDOR COMPARISON
Table é: Individual Corridors Paired with Central Corridor, with Potential Cost Reduction Measures' Applied

Caplial Cost Annual Estimated Annualized New
Conmidor Passenger  with Mpls. Al- Capltal LRT Operating & Ridership Cost per Transit
Ridership? Miles Grade Alignment Cost Maintenance Cost (306 Days) Passenger Riders?

Group ‘A’
e Cenftral CBD to CBD-11.4 miles 32.400 159,000 $469 m $42m $10.6m 99m $5.50 2.900
(Soo Line/I-94 Alignmen: Altemative)

Group B’
e [-35 Wto 96th Street-8.8 miles 64,300 $18.3m 19.7m

to 66th Street-5.1 miles 54,800 $15.7m 16.8m
Hlawatha to GSA-7.4 milles 50,400 $14.7m 154m
Mpis. Northeast to Northtown-10.7 miles 51,400 $164m 15.7m
to 1-694-6.6 miles 47 200 $600 m $15.7m 144m

Mpls. Northwest to 63rd Avenue-10.2 miles 54,700 $677 m $61m $16.3m 16.7m

St. Paul South to Upper 55th-6.7 mlles 44,200 58.000 $613m $65m $13.3m 13.5m

Group 'C’
o Mpls. Southwest to T.H. 169-9 mlles 51,600 98,000 $692m $62m $18.5m 158 m $5.00

St. Paul Northeast to I-694-8 miles 42,800-43,300 N/A N/A N/A $13.5m 13.2m N/A
St. Paul Northwest (to Co. Rd. C) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A
Hiawatha Extenslon (to Alport) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1-35W Extension (to T.H. 13) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1An at-grade alternative to replace the downtown tunnel In Minneapolls was conceptually developed by HCRRA staff at the request of the RTB. Although briefly discussed
with Minneapolls, this alternctive has not been reviewed or approved by Rail Authority members or the City of Minneapolis. Alignment and cost calculations are very
preliminary, and do not represent a level of analysis comparable to other portions of the HCRRA Stage | system. Connections to comidors at both ends in particular will
require additional analysis. For shortened 1-35W and Minneapolis Northeast Corridors, estimates are also very preliminary and will require additional analysis.

2As modeled for tunnel system. Individual corridor and Central Corridor. Fore ast does not Include additional ridership picked up by Central Corridor with each additional
corridor bullt, Source: Metropolitan Councll.

3P0senger miles/frip/corridor plus Central Corridor, Source: Metropolitan Councll (passenger miles/trip).

4estimated. Source: Metropolitan Councll :
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LRT CORRIDOR EVALUATION

Minneapolis Tunnel Cost:

Alignment (3.2 miles long) as designed in the HCRRA Stage | LRT System plans, illustrated
on the attached figure.

Mills District to Convention Center $187 million
Convention Center to 29th Street __189 million

Total $376 miillion

Minneapolis Surface Alignment Altemative(s) 1/:

Roughly equivalent to tunnel alignment with stations at the same locations. South of 12th
Street, the alignment follows 3rd Avenue for either altemative.

Alignment Mills District to Convention Center  Conv, Cirto 29th St Total

3rd Avenue $50 mifiion $62 million $112m

2nd/Marquette $87 million $63 million $150M

Cost includes: Civil work, utilities, stations, track work, signals, electrification, fare
svstems, and connections to the Southwest. South/I-35W, and Hiawatha Corridors.

Cost excludes: University of Minnesota Connector, yard/shop downsizing, system
communication downsizing, and right-of-way.

1/ Surface altemative costs were developed conceptually by HCRRA staff at the
RTB's request, and have not undergone detailed analysis. Connections to comidors at
each end will need additional analysis. The surface alternatives have not been
reviewed or approved by the Rail Authority or the City of Minneapolis.
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INDIVIDUAL CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION COST
WITH NECESSARY INFRASTRUCTURE/SYSTEM COST:
COORDINATION PLAN SYSTEM (with Tunnel)

Minneapolis Short Tunnel: $187m Required for: Central
1-35W/South
Mpils. NW
Mpls. NE
Hiawatha
Mpls. Southwest

Yard/Shop: Required for: All Corridors*®
Start-Up Costs:

Downtown St. Paul: Required for: Central
St. Paul South
St. Paul NE

Minneapolis Tunnel Extension: $189m Required for: [-35W South
Hiawatha
Mpls. Southwest

*Additional cost for trackage to connect to yard/shop would be required for
most corridors.

RTB
10/28/91




INDIVIDUAL CORRIDOR CONSTRUCTION COST
WITH NECESSARY INFRASTRUCTURE/SYSTEM COST:

WITH SURFACE DOWNTOWN MINNEAPOLIS ALIGNMENT]

Minneapolis Surface Alignment-
Mills District to Convention Center:
$50-87 m - say $87 million

Required for: Central
1-35W/South
Mpls. NW
Mpls. NE
Hiawatha
Mpls. Southwest

Yard/Shop: 4m Required for:  All Corridors*
Start-Up Costs: ém

Downtown St. Paul: $44m Required for: Central
St. Paul South
St. Paul NE

Minneapolis Surface Alignment-
Convention Center to 29th Street: $62-$63 m, say $63 m

Required for: 1-35W/South
Hiawatha
Mpls. Southwest

1Based on very preliminary estimates by HCRRA staff. Connections at ends to
corridors in particular are very preliminary. Alignment and costs have not been
reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

2Additional cost for trackage to connect to yard/shop would be required for
most corridors.

RTB
10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: CENTRAL

Central Corridor to Mpls Tunnel Portal:
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:
Downtown St Paul Distribution System:
Mpls Tunngal Extension to 29th Street:
Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

With Surface Downtown Minnegpolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: $288 m!
Mpis Surface Aiignment (Milis Dist. to Conventionr: Cti.): 7m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System : 44m
Extension to 29tn Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

Notes:
IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W, park & ride, & 8 LRV's: $569 M, less
(5187 M short tunnel + $44 M yard/shop + $6 M start-up = $281 M) = $288 M.

RTB
10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: [-35W/South

Construction Cost from 96th Street to Mpls Tunnel Portal:

Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System:

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop 44m
Start-Up om

Total: §576m

with Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates

are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost from 96th to Edge of Downtown Alignment: $180m
Mpls Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.): 87m
Downtown Si. Paul Distribution System: 0
Extension to 29th Street: &3m
Yard/Shop Am
Start-Up ém

Total: $350m

. Assumes [-35W
construction to Burnsville Center with adequate median width to extend LRT in the future.
Construction Cost from 66th St. to Edge of Downtown Alignment: $116m
Mpls Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 0
Extension to 29th Street: 63m
Yard/Shop 4m
Start-Up ém

Total: $316m

Note: Estimates are very preliminary, and represent only 1 of 3 LRT alternatives and only 1 set of

inter-change configurations. Sufficient park and ride spaces for a terminus at 66th would also have

to be added. Vehicles are not included.

RTB

10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: Hiawatha

With Minneapolis Tunnel (Coordingtion Plan system as designed Dy RRAS)
Construction Cost to Mpls South Tunnel Portal:

Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System :

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

With Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment. Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates .

are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost to Edge of Surface Alignment Attemative at 29th: 1 $140m
Mels Suiface Alignment (Miiis Dist. tc Convention Citr.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 0
Extension to 29th Street : &3m
Yard/Shop 4m
Start-Up —_6ém

Total:

Notes:
Isource: RTB Report to Minnesota Legislature, 2/91, Table 1.

RTB .

10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: Minneapolis Northeast

Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: $192-196m
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel: 187 m
Downtown St Paul Distribution System: 0
Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street: 0
Yard/Shoo 44 m
Start-Up ém

Total: $429-433m

Wwith Surface Downtown Minneqpolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: $192-196m
Mpis Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.): 87 m

Downtown St. Paul Distribution System:
Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

Note: Estimate is very preliminary. Sufficient park and ride spaces at terminus station may add
additional cost.

Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: ; $131m
Mpls. Surface Alignment: 87 m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 0
Extension to 29th Street: 0
Yard/Shop 44 m
Start-Up __ém

RTB
10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: Minneapolis Northwest

Construction Cost from 63rd to Mpis Tunnel Portal:

Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System:

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up _ém
Total: $445m

With Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estirnates

are very preiiminary and noi reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.
Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: - $208m
Mpls Surtace Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Cir.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 0
Extension to 29th Street: 0
Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

RTB
10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: St. Paul South

with Minneapolis Tunnel (Coordingtion Plan svstem gs designed Dy RRAS)
Construction Cost:

Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System :

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street :

' Yard/Shop*

Start-Up

Total:

Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates

Wwith Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment.
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost: $144m
Mpls Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.>: 0
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street : 0
Yard/Shop* 44m
Start-Up L6

Total:

*Yard/Shop would have to be relocated near St. Paul South Corridor

RTB
10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: Mpls. Southwest

Construction Cost to Mpls South Tunnel Portal:
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:
Downtown St Paul Distribution System:

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:
Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates

With Surf b I Mi s Al I
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost to Edge of Surface Alignment Altemative:
Mpls Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.):
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System:

Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

$160m
87 m
0

63m
4m

—om

RTB
10/28/91




SINGLE CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION
Tables 3 and 4

CORRIDOR: St. Paul Northeast

With Minneapolis Tunnel (Coordingtion Plan system as designed Dy RRAS

Construction Cost to Mpils Tunnel Portal (from
White Bear Lake to downtown St. Paul) $161-214m

Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel.: 0
Downtown St Paul Distribution System : )
Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street : 0
Yard/Shop* 44m

Start-Up SRR - ¢

Total:

Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates

With Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment.
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment from 1-694 or Co. Rd. E:
Mpls Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. fo Convention Citr.):

Downtown St. Paul Distribution System:

Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

*Yard/Shop would have to be relocated near cormidor

RTB
10/28/91




CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION: PAIRED CORRIDORS
Tables 5 and 6

CORRIDORS: 1-35W/South and Central

Central construction cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal:

I-35W Construction Cost from 96th Street to Mpls Tunnel Portal: 150 m
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System: 44m
Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop 44m
Start-Up S -1

Total: $908 m

With Surface Downtown Minnegapolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Central Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: $288 m!
I-35W Construction Cost from 96th to Edge of Downtown Alignment: 150m
Mpis Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street: 63m
Yard/Shop 44m

, e Y

$682m

. Assumes |-35W
constmchon to Burnswlle Cenfer with c:dequofe median width to extend LRT |n the future.

Central Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: $288 m!
I-35W Construction Cost from 66th St. to Edge of Downtown Alignment: 116m
Mpis Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street: é63m
Yard/Shop 44m
Start-Up - ém

Total: $648 m

IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W, park and ride, and 8 LRV's: $569 m,
less (187 m short Mpls tunnel + $44 m yard/shop + $6 m start-up = $281 m) = $288 m.

Note: Estimates are very preliminary, and represent only 1 of 3 LRT alternatives and only 1 set of
inter-change configurations. Sufficient park and ride spaces for a terminus at 66th would also have .
to be added. Excludes light rail vehicles.

RTB
10/28/91
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CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION: PAIRED CORRIDORS
Tables 5 and 6

CORRIDORS: Hiawatha and Central

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal:
Hiawatha Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal:2
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System:

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

with Surface Downtown Minnegpolis Alignment, Note: Developed cenceptuclly only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: $288 m
Hiawatha Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: | 140 m
Mpls Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street: 63m
Yard/Shop 4m
Start-Up —m

Total:

IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W, park and ride, and 8 LRV's: $569 m,
less (5187 m short Mpls tunnel + $44 m yard/shop + $6 m start-up = $281 m) = $288 m.

229th Street

3source: RTB Report to Minnesota Legislature, 2/91, Table 1.

RTB
10/28/91
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CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION: PAIRED CORRIDORS
Tables 5 and 6

CORRIDORS: Minneapolis Northeast and Central

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: $288 m!
Northeast Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: 192-19%6 m
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel: 187 m
Downtown St Paul Distribution System: 44m
Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street: 0
Yard/Shop 4m
Start-Up = T

Total: $717-721m

With Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment. Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: $288 m
Northeast Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: 192-19% m
Mpis Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Cir.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 4m
Extension to 29th Street: 0
Yard/Shop 4m
Start-Up

Note: Estimate is very preliminary. Sufficient park and ride spaces at terminus station may add
additional cost.

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: $288 m
Northeast Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment: $13Tm
Mpils. Surface Alignment: : 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street: 0
Yard/Shop _ 4m

Start-Up ) 1]
Tokct $600 m

IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W., park and ride, and 8 LRV’s: $569 m,

less ($187 m short Mpls tunnel + $44 m yard/shop + $6 m start-up = $281 m) = $288 m.

RTB

10/28/91
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CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION: PAIRED CORRIDORS
Tables 5 and 6

CORRIDORS: Minneapolis Northwest and Central

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal

Northwest Construction Cost from 63rd to Mpls Tunnel Portal:
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System:

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

With Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal $288 m!
Northwesi Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Aiignment: 208m
Mpis Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Cir.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W, park and ride, and 8 LRV's: $569 m.,
less (5$187 m short Mpis tunnel + $44 m yard/shop + $6 m start-up = $281 m) = $288 m.

RTB
10/28/91
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CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION: PAIRED CORRIDORS
Tables 5 and 6

CORRIDORS: $t. Paul South and Central

Central Construction Cost to Mpils Tunnel Portal:

St. Paul South Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal:
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System:

Mpils Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

c t i Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or appreved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis. .

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: $288 m
St. Paul Scuth Construction Cest to Edge of Downtown Alignment: 144m
Mpis Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Citr.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W. park and ride, and 8 LRV's: $569 m,
less ($187 m short Mpls tunnel + $44 m yard/shop + $6 m start-up = $281 m) = $288 m. .

RTB
10/28/91
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CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION: PAIRED CORRIDORS
Tables 5 and é

CORRIDORS: Mpils. Southwest and Central

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal:

Mpls. Southwest Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal:
Short Downtown Minneapolis Tunnel:

Downtown St Paul Distribution System:

Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street:

Yard/Shop

Start-Up

Total:

Wwith Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates
are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal: $288 m

Mpls. Southwest Cconstruction Cost to Edge of Downtown lﬂxlignmen’r:2 140m

Mpls Surface Alignment (Mills Dist. to Convention Ctr.): 87m
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: 44m
Extension to 29th Street: 63m
Yard/Shop 4m
Start-Up —20m

Total:

IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W, park and ride, and 8 LRV's: $569 m,
less ($187 m short Mpls tunnel + $44 m yard/shop + $6 m start-up) = $288 m.
229th Street

RTB
10/28/91




CORRIDOR COST ALLOCATION: PAIRED CORRIDORS
Tables 5 and 6

CORRIDORS: $t. Paul Northeast and Central

Central Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal $288 m!

St. Paul Northeast Construction Cost to Mpls Tunnel Portal (from
White Bear Lake to downtown St. Paul) 161-214m

Short Dcwntown Minneapolis Tunnel: 187 m
Downtown St Paul Distribution System: 44m
Mpls Tunnel Extension to 29th Street: 0
Yard/Shop 44m
Start-Up M TR |

Total: $730-783m

With Surface Downtown Minneapolis Alignment, Note: Developed conceptually only; estimates .

are very preliminary and not reviewed or approved by HCRRA or City of Minneapolis.

Construction Cost to Edge of Downtown Alignment from 1-694 to Co. Rd. E: N/A
Mple Surface Alignment (Niilis Dist. to Cenvention Ctr.): N/A
Downtown St. Paul Distribution System: N/A
Extension to 29th Street: N/A

Total: N/A

IMarch 1991 estimate adjusted 10/91 by RTB to delete R/W, park and ride, and 8 LRV’s: $569 m,
less ($187 m short Mpis tunnel + $44 m yard/shop + $6 m start-up) = $288 m.

RTB

10/28/91 .
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DRAFT LRT CORRIDOR COMPARISON
Timing Constraints

Alignment EIS Status Design Status Related Highway
Comidor Pre-DEIS DEIS s 10% 30% Projects

Group ‘A’
e Central CBD to CBD-11.4 miles Selected Complete Complete In Process |94 Remap
(Soo Line/I-94 Alignment Altemative)

Group B’
e |-35 Wto 96th Street-8.8 miles 2 Alternatives In Process -35W Reconstruction

to 66th Street-5.1 miles 2 Alternatives In Process
Hiawatha to GSA-7.4 :niles Selected Complete In Process Complete Mpls, Street/Bridge Work
Mpls. Northeast to Northtown-10.7 miles Selected Complete Complete No
to I-694-6.6 miles Selected Complete Complete No
Mpls. Northwest to 63rd Avenue-10.2 miles Selected Complete In Process Complete No

St. Paul South to Upper 55th-6.7 miles 2 Alternatives No

Group 'C’
e Mpls. Southwest to T.H. 169-9 miles Selected Complete In Process Complete No

St. Paul Northeast to I-694-8 miles 2 Alternatives Potentially 35
St. Paul Northwest (to Co. Rd. C) N/A
Hiawatha Extenslon (to Alrport) N/A

1-35W Extenslon (to T.H. 13) N/A
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RTB

DRAFT EVALUATION OF LRT CORRIDORS
TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS

Comidor  Bus/No Build

16A 55 min
94B 37 min
94D 27 min
(Minneapolis-
to U of M 16A) 16 min
UofMto
St. Paul 16A) 39 min

Hiawatha? 35 min
Southwest? 39 min
Mpls Northwest? 31 min

35wW3 50 min4

Mpls Northeast? 33 min

St. Paul South? NA

1 RCRRA, HCRRA

2 BRW

3 SRF

4 Closest Route to Burnsville Center
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION L

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY I

Originating Department ‘
K el piogelare 10l
Authorized Date

Request Justification

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted the professional services
of SRF, Inc. for the purposes of conducting Alignment Studies for the Northeast
Corridor. Contract No. RCRRA-90-001 governs the performance of services and terms
of payment. Payment in the amount of $1,000 for the period ending September 30,
1991, will be issued upon approval by the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
in accordance with contract provisions and Rail Authority Resolution No. R90-
Payment documentation is being submitted for approval in compliance with the latter.
Attachments are:

Approve Partial Payment No. 16 (FINAL) to
SRF, Inc. in the amount of $1,000.

(Northeast Corridor Alignment Study)

ACTION IS REQUESTED

1) Proposed resolution approving payment
2) Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment No. 16 (FINAL)

L - - 3 G o a¥a!

Budgeting and %% Date / Time
County Attorney WY Received By

Risk Manager
Data Processing.

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date . Signature Date

C ittee / Meeting Date Cxﬂ {gnature " Date .
‘November 12, 1991 2 é : Pt/ o

-
Board Date Signature < Date




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch,
Inc. for the purpose of conducting alignment studies for the
Northeast Corridor; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA-90-001, governs the performance of services of and
terms of payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. has satisfactorily
completed all work identified in the referenced agreement, and
provided detailed invoice documentation for services and costs
.accrued through September 30, 1991; and

WHEREAS, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc. Invoice No. 16, Partial
Payment No. 16 (FINAL), and attachments thereto, provide the
correct documentation of payments due Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc.
through September 30, 1991; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, Payment to Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, 1Inc. in the
amount of $1,000 for services to the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority through September 30, 1991, 1is hereby
approved; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That payment as indicated represents payment in
full for all services to be performed under Agreement Number
RCRRA-90-001.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

REGIONAL RATLROAD AUTHORITY

CHARGE TO: Dept. Date 10/8/91

Appropriation Item Consulting Services

For Accounting Use Only WARRANT NO.

Claim # Date Paid Object Amount

PAO17 020102 $1,000.00
~

15-17 18-20 32-41

$1,000.00
Total

(4) PAY TO: ZCS 01818

8 First Name & Initial 9-22
SRF

Last Name or Firm Name 23-52

. 53-76 = =

Scc Sec Eo_
8 Address 9-32 OR

City State 33-54 Zip Code 55-59  Fed

(5) On Check Stub put: /&\ Partial Pymt. 16 (FINAL); Inv. 16; NE Corr. Align. Study

9-60
fo Agreement PA017; Acct. 59107-020102; 9/30/91

Last Neme First Name

Use only if Payee and/or
Address differs from
Item &

sAtta~' to the back of this form: Original Invoices, Receipts, Certified Claims

or other documents,
Preparer's Signature: /s/ Bette Kurvsh

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

-

Authorized Signature: , N’

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

sA-354 (02 - 89)
FOR INSTRUCTIONS SEE ACCOUNTING SYSTEM PROCEZDURES MANUAL




RAMSEY COUNTY REGICNAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PARTTAL PAYMENT NO.16 (FINAL)

PROJECT: NORTHEAST CORRIDOR ALIGNMENT STUDY
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA-90-001

PROJECT COST CENTER: 59107 AGREEMENT NO:
DATE: 08 OCT 91

RAMSEY COUNTY REGICNAL
RAILROAD AUTHORITY

316 COURTHOUSE
ST.PAUL, MN 55102

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59107-020102 100.0%
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 30 SEP 91 $244,865.00
LESS RETAINAGE $0.00
AMOUNT DUE $244,865.00
LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $243,865.00

ALLONABLE PAYMENT FOR THIS PARTTAL: $1,000.00

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I HAVE EXAMINED THE WORK AND DETAIL OF THE INVOICE, AND
FIND THE TASKS LISTED HAVE BEEN COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH AGREEMENT REQUIREMENTS.

$1,571.89

$18,865.32
$27,848.91 SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT
$12,135.33
$19,494.68 ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT': $244,865.00
$44,152.39 LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS $244,865.00
$11,612.66 (INCLUDES THIS PAYMENT)
$25,520.19 AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT $0.00
$23,593.04
$23,471.78
$8,247.84
$5,853.22
$5,845.52
$294.08
$15,358.15
$1,000.00
$244,865.00




INVOICE

SR STRGAR - ROSCOE - FAUSCH, INC. 612/475-0010
Suite 150, One Carlson Parkway N., Minneapolis, MN 55447 FAX 612/475-2429

Refer to File: 0901380
Invoice Date: 9/30/91

Invoice No.: 16
_ Period Ending: 9/30/91
Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Room 316 Courthouse
15 West Kellogg Blvd.
St. Paul, MN 55102

re: NORTHEAST LRT CORRIDOR STUDY
AGREEMENT NO. RCRRA-90-001

CURRENT CUMMULATIVE
PERIOD TO DATE

Total Labor and Overhead 0.00 195,780.71
Total Direct Non-Salary Costs 0.00 14,326.33
Subconsultant 0.00 36,272.31

TOTAL FEE EARNED 0.00 246,379.35
Maximum Allowed Per Agreement 0.00 244,865.00
Retained Amount Due 1,000.00 0.00

TOTAL 1,000.00 244 ,865.00

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE 1,000.00

BUDGET $244,865.00
PERCENT COMPLETE 100.0%






