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AGENDA
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
TUESDAY, JULY 14, 1992

- LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - 316

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS

Minutes of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board
Meeting of June 9, 1992.

Central Corridor/35V Update - Discussion Only.

Metro LRT Joint Powers Board actions - Discussion Only.
Appoint representative and alternate to Central Corridor

Management Committee, and appoint representative to Central
Corridor Technical Staff Committee.

Approve adjustment to the 1992 Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority budget in the amount of $44,300.

Approve commitment of funds to Central Corridor Alernatives
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement through December
1994 in amount of $107,000.

Ratify Partial Payment No. 7 to BRW, Inc. in the amount of
$119,916.64 for Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering.

Ratify Partial Payment No. 8 to BRW, Inc. in the amount of
$131,336.17 for the Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary
Engineering.

Action is Requested.

Printed on Recveled Paper




MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Tuesday, June 9, 1992

The regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was held on
Tuesday, June 9, 1992 in the Large Conference Room of 316, Court House. Chairman
Finley called the meeting to order at 10:25 A.M.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Duane McCarty
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Donald Salverda
Commissioner Warren Schaber

Also Present: David MacMillan represented the County Attorney's
Office, James Van Houdt, Ed Glaubitz, Hugh Faville,
Robert Clarkson, Jill Goski, Terry Schutten, Karen
Tero, Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning

Minutes of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting

of April 28, 1992.

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting approves the
minutesof the regular Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting held on
April 28, 1992, as written.

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

Discussion of Joint Powers Board Meeting

Chairman Finley informed the board that we had the Joint Powers Board meeting
last week, which was the culmination of the meetings with Commissioner Denn,
and everyone has in their package what Commissioner Denn was to deliver with
the Transportation Alliance through the Congressional Delegation this is

listed on Page 3. Then, they had another meeting subsequent to that which

they agreed to proceed as if the law was not vetoed. They stepped up the
program for the Alternative Analysis, and evidently MN/DOT as the lead

agency is really proceeding quickly to put someone on board. Ms. DeSpiegelaere
had commented that they were excited about getting into the Midway Corridor,
and getting the ball rolling.
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Ms. DeSpiegelaere said the affected parties met on May 20th, they agreed

to proceed with the Governor's permission with the provision of the vetoed
bill. At staff level they have been preparing a Request for Proposal for
the Alternative Analysis, which is the request of Governor Carlson and his
Chief of Staff John Riley. There will be three lead agents for the project,
Hennepin, Ramsey and Mn/DOT. They are going to proceed in this light, and
Commissioner Denn will take this agreement to Washington next week. Senator
Pappas was the only one on that Transportation Alliance trip to Washington.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere feels that they have developed a very ambitious schedule,
and several staff members are very optimistic.

This week staff of the RTB, Metro Council, Mn/DOT and the two counties,
Hennepin and Ramsey, are going to Washington to speak with the staff of
the Federal Transit Administration about federal funding. Most everyone
feels that this work should continue, so everything is moving forward.

Commissioner Finley said we are acting as if it was not vetoed, in order

for there to be a coordinative plan, because the bill that was pocket vetoed
had spelled out who was going to be doing what because of the mismash of

the existing law, there were overlaps etc., so they brought it all together,
and got an agreement as to who was going to do it. So, it is in our best
interest to follow it as if it was not pocket vetoed because even though we
do not have exactly the same role that we have under the existing law, it is
more of a coordinated role and one from the cooperative standpoint to the
legislators and the general public as saying "does the right hand know what
the left hand is doing", and we will be able to say for once we do. If we
did follow the Taw as it is, we would be doing one thing with Hennepin
County, Mn/DOT would not be in it at all under the existing laws. The
approval process and lead agency Mn/DOT would not be in the loop at all
under the existing law. The approval process and the lead agency would
probably be a 1ittle more complicated with the Powers Agreement. Mn/DOT

has a problem on Joint Powers Agreement as it is not an agency of the
government.

Commissioner Schaber reiterated his concern about our spending dollars,
and we could be criticized for expending dollars as we do not really have
any agreement to move forward.

Commissioner Hunt does not see the Governor will renege, if he has given
his approval to the department head that he appointed to proceed, he has
to stand by that.

David MacMillan said under the existing Statute this Joint Powers Board
that is currently structured, the powers of the Regional Railroad Authority
are very broad, and authorize proceeding along the lines that we are. The
only question he thinks that is debatable is Mn/DOT and their joining the
Joint Powers Board. The structure of what is being done in his view is
perfectly within the powers of the Joint Pow goard, the individual
Regional Railroad Autﬁority, and we are not/gﬁﬁQ ing extra legal, all the
new legislation did was to formalize the informal arrangement that you are

legally powered to make at this point. He does not see any real legal
problem.
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Chairman Finley asked Ms. DeSpiegelaere if she wishes to address the

expenditure issue. The federal funds would be 80% with 20% match for
the Alternative Analysis. She mentioned also that Hennepin County is
also sharing in the cost of this contract.

Chairman Finley said that we are actually diminishing our power by
proceeding the way we are, those who are exercising more power than

they actually have would be the Governor's own appointees, Commissioner
Denn and Mary Anderson, as they gained power in the legislation that was
pocket-vetoed, and they are exercising that power as if they had them,
where we lose a little bit of our power because we are a governmental
agency empowered by the existing law to do everything. In fact, we are
mandated as the Joint Powers Board to do certain things that we certainly
can be doing even more than what we are doing. But, because of the
cooperative effort, we are getting a better sharing of funds. To add,

the answer that we have a better sharing of funds and responsibility that
we otherwise would have had.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere has heard that John Riley is planning on returning
to his office now that the surgery is over.

Chairman Finley feels that all Board members should be on our toes on

this whole 35 , and support light rail as much as possible, but we cannot
let it get muddied up as it did last year on the priorities, so he thinks

the Joint Powers Board and the agencies are there, maybe when those minutes
come back in, we can have a reiteration of those priorities, maybe that would
be a good way. That is the way we handled it a+ the Joint Powers Board,

they supported LRT very strongly on 35E, but specifially mention that the
primary corridor is the Central Corridor

Commissioner Hunt said last week she attended a meeting of the MTC, she

is the RTB liason to the MTC. She hears a lot of interesting things there.
They had a presentation from the Mn/DOT, along with one of the entineers,

as well as their consultant. It was a very good and more detailed presen-
tation tha was given at the RTB. They indicated that one of the first things
they were going to do after the decision was made to proceed in whichever
mode, was to establish an HOB lane so that people could have access through
that corridor from the suburbs to Downtown Minneapolis and back again. They
would also subsidize buses for the MTC in order to transport the folks, and
that they would have things such as a meter bypass for the buses so that
buses would be able to pass the cars. She thinks they are anticipating

that they are . going to make it possible to use that corridor in spite

of construction.

Commissioner Ahrens is concerned that there might be some things done in
Washington because of 35W that might jeopardize our agenda. She had heard
something about a lobbyist being hired to represent that group. Commissioner
Ahrens wonders if we should have someone present there to watch ov for our
interest.

Commissioner Hunt made a motion at the RTB a few weeks ago that the Chairman
of the RTB take that issue to the Joint Powers Power, and suggest that the
Board talk about how lobbying for Federal funds was going to take place and
how it was going to be coordinated. Mr. Ehrlichmann did not get very far
with this issue at this meeting. She thinks it is important for this Joint




Minutes

Rams ey County Regional Railroad Authority

June 9,

1992

Powers Board to discuss this in conjunction with the Met Council and
Mn/DOT as to just who is going to be in charge, as we are going to have
the different agencies not coordinated, then we could run into some
serious problems again.

Commissioner Hunt would move that this Chairman take this issue to the
Joint Powers Board and discuss how we are going to coordinate lobbying
in Washington D.C. The reason it came up at the RTB is because the RTB
is looking at what kind of representation it should have in Washington.

Chairman Finley would 1ike to know why the RTB does not join the Joint
Powers Board, they are supposed to u er the Statute. Commissioner Hunt
will bring this up at the next meeting.

Commissioner Salverda mentioned in the Sunday paper they were alluding
to the tremendous pressures on 35W, and the Commissioner of Highways

is holding off on his position for a few months, and there may be more
présssure at that time, then what happens to the Joint Powers Agreement
and everyone else in the process.

Chairman Finley thinks from the legal standpoint, it does not carry its
weight from the existing law, because the decisions are made at a different
level, but from practical part, it carries all kinds of weight as the State
is going to have to be a contributor on any line built. With the Legislature
the way it is, and if the Commissioner pushes for LRT to go there first, we
may be in the second fiddle as there is going to have to be funding of money
in either corridor, and you have the power brokers over there.

Commissioner Salverda is concerned that this may raise some conflict
between the cities.

Chairman Finley said even ifthey decided on light rail, other than normal
course of even* , it still could not be built for about seventeen years

in the normal course of events, so it would not affect the planning of the
I94 Corridor. But, if it is built ahead of the rest of the project, it is
concerning, and that is the scenario that you are réferring to really.

He feels that it would be unfortunate as it would be an entire foulup of
the entire planning process that everyone has worked for before. It has
less of a chance of happening from a practical stanpoint with Commissioner
Denn than it would have it Commissioner Riley had been there.

Commissioner Ahrens again stated her concern that Ramsey County needs someone
in Washington to be looking out for us. She has no reason to trust Hennepin
based on past experience. and recent history.

Commissioner Hunt thinks that we had a clear indication from Oberstar, Sabo
and Vento that they were not going to respond unless there was a unanimity
back here in Minnesota, so we could pursue that with Vento and his staff and
the other Congressmen to see if we can't maintain that same position. There
are some other scenarios - one good thing that has come out of 35W is that
you have really awakened people to Light Rail. There was nothing else that
was absolutely going to jolt people into recognizing that Light Rail had a
role to play.
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Commissioner Hunt continued, another thing if you sat through sessions of
the Legislature when Light Rail came up you had any number of people who
were not from either Hennepin or Ramsey who pointed out that it was going
to be a political kind of decision, even though they did not say it in so
many words, that was going to include satisfying Hennepin and Ramsey County.
She thinks that what we have seen is that our delegation, with the exception
of a few, has been pretty united in supporting Ramsey County's position,
whereas the Hennepin County delegation has been very disjointed in their
approach. With the 35W going through a major part of Hennepin County it is
going to make a lot of those Hennepin County legislators be more receptive.
This might be the only way we are going to get any kind of funding through
the next session of the Legislature.

Another scenario Commissioner Hunt could see is the Nick Coleman scenario,

if you have a number of people in the inter-city and they have representatives
in the Legislature who are unhappy about any kind of expansion of 35W, you
could have the next session of the Legislature putting some restriction on
what happens in 35W that would affect the inter-city particularly - that part
of the process.

Commissioner Ahrens said the approaches would be made through the administrative
level at this point, and this is the area in which she thinks we need protectior
She thinks Vento can protect us, but what things can occur at the administrative
level could throw the monkey wrench into the nice orderly path that we like to
follow to get the Corridor - this is her concern.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere commented that in recent months she has been led to believe tf
Hennepin recognizes that Ramsey opposes their views, and they are not going to
accomplish their objectives. Last year it would have been preferable for all tc
be in Washington talking about one single corridor, this was not the case. It
seems to her that people around the county are aware of what happened last year.
Therefore, the Transportation people may be very skeptical because of the
initial approach. She has had conversations with Congressman's Vento Office

in the last two months, and the message was that they were very embarrassed
last year by what happened. Oberstar's Office was of the same opinion, so they
want everyone who approaches that there is unanimity amongst everyone at the
administrative level.

Commissioner Hunt had one further point, at the last session,not this recent
one, she believes they spelled out how Federal funds should be approached.

They have to go through certain hoops in order to get to Washington. If anyone
we?% outside those hoops, they would be in trouble with the Legislature as
well,

Chairman Finley said from the standpoint of the State's relationship to all
sorts of Federal funding of projects, they understand where all the money is,
for example, they may be able to get some sort of funds on a highway that
could also be used for part of what is needed for Light Rail from another pot
of money. It also shows that the counties themselves are not going off in
different directions, and the regional agencies in different directions when
the State themselves are doing the bidding in behalf of the County. With
Commissioner Denn this region has a real friend for transit, and not just

Eighways, regardless of Light Rail. He is a strong metropolitan person from
ere.




Minutes

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

June 9,

1992

Commissioner Hunt would like to restate her motion regarding the
clarification on the seeking of funds for the metropolitan area.

She feels it would be good for the RTB to be getting that clarification,
as well as Hennepin County so that there is a clear understanding on how
Federal funds should be approached.

Commissioner Ahrens seconded this motion.

WHEREAS, There is agreement in the region about the Central
Corridor as the first priority for 1light rail transit and
agreement about following the federal funding process for the
Central Corridor; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the Joint Powers Board should provide
clarification to its members about the process of seeking federal
funds and should identify how Mn/DOT as the agency specified as
the lead on federal funding for the corridor will proceed with
its responsibilities.

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

Authorize Staff to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for consultant
services tor an Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
tor the Central Corridor.

Chairman Finley said this is going to be a four party agreement between the
consultant, Mn/DOT, Hennepin and Ramsey Counties.

Ms.DeSpiegelaere explained that this will combine the Midway Corridor, the
University Connector and downtown Minneapolis into a single piece of work.
This contract will include work on a surface alignment in downtown Minneapolis.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere, as suggested by Chairman Finley, will ask Ken Stevens to

come over to the next Board meeting, to explain the rest of the corridor and
when Hennepin is at. Chairman Finley feels this will be very informational

to see how the Hennepin County piece fits in with our line.

Commissioner Ahrens would like to know where they are in their planning
process for their 35W.

Commissioner Norgard asked when the line will meet when it gets into
Minneapolis.

Commissioner Ahrens moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Hunt.
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WHEREAS, The Central Corridor is the highest priority
corridor for light rail transit in the Twin Cities Metropolitan
area; and

WHEREAS, 1In order to qualify for federal funding in excess
of 1/3 of the capital costs of the project, an Alternatives
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement must be completed
in coordination with a federal agency; and

WHEREAS, Federal funds are available to the Twin Cities in
the amount of $2 million as an 80% match for costs of engineering
studies; and

WHEREAS, The 20% local match is proposed to be funded from
previously completed Central Corridor studies and staff costs for
the Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement;
Now, Therefore, Be It .

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
authorizes the issuance of a request for proposal consistent with
the attached draft to provide a basis for selection of a
consultant team to assist in preparation of an Alternatives
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Central
Corridor, with responsibilities for leading the study with the
Minnesota Department of Transportation, Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority, and Hennepin County Regional Railroad
Authority.

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

Report on Light Rail Transit Conference

Ms. DeSpiegelaere discussed the Conference on Light Rail Transit in
Calgary, her memo listed others who attended, representatives from
Mn/DOT. There are several cities who are planning LRT, probably in
1994. The Portland system has always been supported at the Federal
level. Another subject of interest at this conference was technology,
the Tow floor vehicle, vehicles are still in the experimental stages.

An interesting note which Ms. DeSpiegelaere found in her files that
had to do with Portland was four years ago they had ridership of 13,000
perday. However, at this conference, it was now 24,000 per day.

The cities who are planning construction in the next few years are
Baltimore, St. Louis and Denver.

Ratify Partial Payment No. 27 to BRW, Inc., in the amount of
»199.06 tor Phase T PE/ETS Studies for the Midway Corridor.

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




Minutes

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

June 9,

1992

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

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

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. has satisfactorily completed portions of
the work identified in the referenced agreements, and provided
detailed invoice documentation for services and costs accrued
through December 31, 1991; and

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

WHEREAS, Resolution R89-70 requires submittal of invoice and
payment documentation to the Rail Authority for ratification at
the next scheduled meeting following staff approval of invoice
documentation; Now, Therefore, Be It

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 64636, Partial Payment No.
27, and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through December 31, 1991; Now, Therefore,
Be It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $199.06 for

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through December 31, 1991, is hereby ratified.

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

Ratify Partial Payment No. 6 to BRW, Inc., in the amount of $116,868.07

Tor Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering.

Commissioner Norgard moved the following recommendation, seconded by
Commissioner Hunt.
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WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of BRW, Inc. for the
purpose of conducting Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary
Engineering studies; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001, govern the performance of services of
and terms of payment to BRW, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. has satisfactorily completed portions of
the work identified in the referenced agreements, and provided
detailed invoice documentation for services and costs accrued
through February 29, 1992; and

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001, the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R91- )
the Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments
to BRW, Inc. for work completed and invoiced in accordance with
the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Resolution R91- requires submittal of invoice
and payment documentation to the Rail Authority for ratification
at the next scheduled meeting following staff approval of invoice
documentation; Now, Therefore, Be It

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 65131, Partial Payment No. 6,
and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through February 29, 1992; Now, Therefore,
Be It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $116,868.07
for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through February 29, 1992, is hereby ratified.

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

) 49 _ 9
P13-5 %

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

Interstate 35W (I-35W), as the major north-south freeway in the region, is a key element
of the highway infrastructure in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. It carries the heaviest
traffic volumes of any segment of the regional highway system. It also has the highest
transit ridership of any highway corridor in the Twin Cities. |-35W was built in segments
between 1959 and 1968 for traffic volumes forecast for 1975 using design standards
which are not as safe or effective as those used today.

In response to high traffic volumes in the mid-1970s, the Minnesota Department of
Transportation (Mn/DOT) implemented a number of transportation system management
(TSM) strategies to improve levels of service on I-35W. These efforts have been very
effective in optimizing the people- and vehicle-carrying capacity and operation of the
facility. 1-35W is recognized nationally as a successful example of transportation system
management at work. The ramp metering, television surveillance, preferential bus
ramps, traffic information strategies and express bus service implemented on |-35W
resulted in increased traffic speeds, improved vehicular capacity, increased transit
ridership, and decreased accidents. However, in spite of continued efforts to maintain
acceptable levels of service on the existing facility, the system is again approaching its
operational limits.

Accident rates continue to be higher than other metropolitan freeways. In order to
provide acceptable levels of safety and service for existing and forecast traffic volumes,
major physical and capacity improvements are needed.

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) documents the action proposed
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Minnesota Department of
Transportation (Mn/DOT) and the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council to address the
deficiencies of the I-35W corridor and the anticipated impacts on the environment as a
result of the proposed action. The document also addresses the impacts of a "No Build"
option. The Draft EIS serves under both the state and federal environmental review
processes.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The FHWA's proposed action is to reconstruct I-35W between Washington Avenue
South in Minneapolis and I-35E in Burnsville, a distance of approximately eighteen miles
(see Figure S-1). It involves the use of federal funds administered by the FHWA, state
funds, and possibly Federal Transit Administration (formerly the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration) funds for some transit components of some alternatives.
The Draft EIS considers a number of design ("Build") alternatives that propose the
construction of additional mixed traffic lanes and/or conversion of existing traffic lanes to
high occupancy vehicle lanes and the construction of transit facilities to enhance the
operation of the existing |-35W transportation system. All Build alternatives follow the
existing alignment of I-35W with the exception of the Light Rail Transit (LRT) on Soo Line
Railroad alternative. This alternative utilizes the Soo Line railroad right-of-way for a
portion of light rail transit operation. The Soo Line railroad runs parallel to I-35W
approximately three-quarters mile to the east between 60th Street and 96th Street.




OTHER RELATED ACTIONS

The FHWA, Mn/DOT and the Metropolitan Council are preparing a Draft Environmental
::r?npact Statement for the proposed reconstruction of 1-494 from 1-394 to the Minnesota
wver.

The Federal Aviation Administration, Metropolitan Council and the Metropolitan Airports
Commission are currently studying the need for a new metropolitan international airport.
These agencies are also studying the feasibility of expanding the existing Minneapolis-
St. Paul International Airport, which is located east of the |-35W study area.

Dakota County is planning the 1993 construction of a new interchange at 1-35 and
County Road 46 in Lakeville, south of the study area for the I-35W EIS.

Mn/DOT has scheduled a preservation project on 1-94 for 1993. This project includes
pavement overlays and bridge repairs on the portion of 1-94 between downtown
Minneapolis and downtown St. Paul.

Hennepin County Railroad Authority (HCRRA), Dakota County Railroad Authority
(DCRRA) and Ramsey County Railroad Authority (RCRRA) along with the Regional
Transit Board, Metropolitan Council and the other county RRAs are continuing to plan for
an LRT system in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. HCRRA has proposed an LRT
tunnel through downtown Minneapolis with connections to three surface alignments in
the vicinity of I-35W and Third Avenue South. One of these alignments continues south
a:_llong the I-35W corridor, one is along Hiawatha Avenue and one is along 29th Street to
the west.

DESCRIPTION OF STUDY ALTERNATIVES

At the start of the scoping phase for this study, guidelines were established to identify,
evaluate and screen alternatives. All proposed alternatives were to include a transit
component, focus on the existing location of I-35W to minimize right-of-way acquisition
to the greatest extent possible, and be compatible with long-range regional plans
regarding transit facilities and highways. The development of alternatives was a complex
process because of three major factors: (1) each of the study area'’s six sub-areas has
very different travel demand characteristics; (2) numerous transit and mixed traffic
("mainline”) combinations were possible; and (3) numerous access, alignment and
interchange configurations were possible at each interchange area. Transit/mainline
alternatives and interchange design alternatives were developed separately to simplify
evaluation and provide a clearer understanding of issues. The initial roster of seven
transit/mainline and 26 interchange design alternatives underwent three screenings prior
to determining those alternatives that would be documented in detail in the Draft EIS.

The transit/mainline alternatives resulting from the scopin% process and from further

evaluation during preparation of the Draft EIS are shown in Table S-1 with the number of
highway lanes provided under each alternative. The combinations of transit/mainline

alternatives and interchange base alternatives and sub-alternatives evaluated in the Draft
EIS are shown in Table S-2. As well as the features specific to individual alternatives, all
transit/mainline alternatives presume the implementation of transportation system

management (TSM) strategies such as ramp meters and high occupancy vehicle (HOV)

bypass lanes at all on-ramps, support transit facilities such as park-and-ride lots and LRT
stations, and travel demand management (TDM) strategies such as carpool incentives
and transit marketing.




o e S -.: =
CROSSTOWN SUB-AR

U“

? i 1-494 SUB-AREZ
) ' E —

ﬂé

I-35W CORRIDOR
STUDY AREAS E S-1

Minnesota Department of Transportation - Metropolitan Councll - Federal Highway Administration




TRANSIT/MAINLINE ALTERNATIVES

No Build: This alternative represents conditions that would exist on I-35W in the design
year 2010 if no improvements were made. A full range of TSM and TDM strategies are
assumed, however. For example, ramp meters would be installed at all on-ramps,
incentives would be implemented to encourage more transit and carpool ridership, and
transit marketing would be intensified. @ The establishment of Transportation
Management Organizations would be pursued to implement these strategies. It is also
possible that, in the future, ramps will be closed or modified if they cannot be operated
safely.

Lane Conversion: Key characteristics of this alternative include: (1) conversion of an
existing traffic lane in each direction north of 46th Street to a diamond lane (diamond
lanes are highway lanes that are reserved for buses and other HOVs such as carpools
and vanpools); (2) addition of a diamond lane in each direction between 46th Street and
C.S.A.H. 42; and (3) feeder and express bus service reorganized into a timed-transfer
service concept.

Diamond Lanes: Key characteristics of this alternative include: (1) one additional lane of
traffic in each direction north of 46th Street designated as a diamond lane; (2) one
additional traffic lane and one additional diamond lane between 46th Street and
C.S.A.H 42; and (3) feeder and express bus service reorganized into a timed-transfer
service concept.

LRT in I-35W Median: Light Rail Transit (LRT) is a rail transit system powered by
electricity from overhead wires. Light rail vehicles run on rail track and may be operated
individually or in a train. Key characteristics of this alternative include: (1) LRT operation
in a tunnel from downtown Minneapolis to Lake Street (this tunnel connection was
studied as a part of the Hennepin County Light Rail Transit System EIS, and was not
studied in this EIS); (2) a two-way LRT line in I-35W right-of-way between Lake Street and
C.S.A.H. 42; (3) one additional traffic lane in each direction between 46th Street and
C.S.A.H. 42; and (4) reorganized feeder bus service, routed and scheduled for timed
transfers at LRT stations placed an average of one mile apart.

LRT on Soo Line Railroad: Key characteristics of this alternative include: (1) LRT
operation in a tunnel from downtown Minneapolis to Lake Street; (2) a two-way LRT line
within the |-35W right-of-way between Lake Street and the Crosstown sub-area; (3) LRT
operation on the Soo Line Railroad right-of-way between the Crosstown sub-area and
96th Street; (4) LRT operation within the I-35W right-of-way between 96th Street and
C.S.A.H. 42; (5) one additional traffic lane in each direction between 46th Street and
C.S.A.H. 42; and (6) reorganized feeder bus service routed and scheduled for timed
transfers at LRT stations spaced an average of one mile apart.

Lane Conversion Plus LRT: This alternative provides both a Light Rail Transit line and
diamond lanes within the [-35W right-of-way. Key characteristics include: (1) LRT
operation in a tunnel between downtown Minneapolis and Lake Street; (2) a two-way
LRT line in the 1-35W median between Lake Street and C.S.A.H. 42; (3) conversion of an
existing traffic lane in each direction north of 46th Street to a diamond lane reserved for
HOVs; (4) addition of a diamond lane in each direction between 46th Street and
C.S.A.H. 42; and (5) reorganized feeder and express bus service to allow transfers with
LRT on a timed basis.




North 46th St. to T.H. 62 1-494 C.S.A.H. 42
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INTERCHANGE DESIGN ALTERNATIVES

The proposed interchange design alternatives are discussed by sub-areas. The
transit/mainline alternatives, and base interchange design alternatives and interchange
sub-alternatives being considered in the Draft EIS are shown in Table S-2.

I-94 Sub-Area
No Build: No improvements would be provided under the No Build alternative.

Lane Conversion (Stacked Mainlines): This alternative provides safety improvements

including longer radius curves, right entrances and exits and improved lane continuity.
I-35W would be constructed under I-94. The maximum degree of curvature on the
mainline would be four degrees. Direct diamond lane connections would be provided to
and from downtown Minneapolis and east and west |-94.

Lane Conversion Plus LRT (Stacked Mainlines): This alternative provides safety

improvements including longer radius curves, right entrances and exits and improved
lane continuity. |-35W would be constructed under 1-94. Mainline curves would be
designed to be between four degrees and six degrees thirty minutes. Access would be
similar to the Lane Conversion alternative, with the addition of southbound I-35W to 11th
Avenue and Franklin Avenue to northbound I-35W/eastbound 1-94 ramps.

Base Interchange Design (Stacked Mainlines): |-35W would be constructed under 1-94.
This alternative assumes that all improvements would have a maximum mainline degree
of curvature four degrees and would provide all existing access.

Lake Street Sub-Area

No Build: No improvements would be made. It is likely that the 31st Street ramps would
be modified or closed eventually to eliminate safety problems.

Base Interchange Design (Bridged Ramps): Access would remain the same as today,
but the ramps between 31st and 35th Street would be separated by bridging one set of
ramps over the other.

Crosstown Sub-Area

No Build: No improvements would be made with the No Build alternative. It is likely that
the ramps at 60th Street, Lyndale Avenue, Portland Avenue (west ramps) and Penn
Avenue (east ramps) may eventually have to be modified or closed if they cannot be
operated safely.

Lane Conversion: This alternative provides only safety improvements including longer
radius curves, right entrances and exits and improved lane continuity. The maximum
degree of curvature on the mainline would be four degrees. The I-35W and T.H. 62
mainlines would be separated with the eastbound and westbound T.H. 62 lanes on
opposite sides of the I-35W lanes. |-35W access would be removed at 60th Street,
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Lyndale Avenue, Penn Avenue and on the west side of the Portland Avenue interchange.
T.H. 62 access would be removed at Diamond Lake Road, 66th Street, Lyndale Avenue
and on the west side of Portland Avenue. In addition, interchange-to-interchange
movements would be restricted between the Penn Avenue, T.H. 121 and 66th Street
interchanges.

Lane Conversion Plus LRT: This alternative provides safety improvements such as right
entrances and exits and improved lane continuity. The maximum degree of curvature on
the mainline would be five degrees fifteen minutes. The I-35W and T.H. 62 mainlines
would be separated with the eastbound and westbound T.H. 62 lanes on opposite sides
of I-35W. Access at Lyndale Avenue would be limited to/from the T.H. 62. Access

would be removed between I-35W and Portland Avenue and Lyndale Avenue and from
Penn Avenue to southbound [-35W. Access would also be removed from westbound
T.H. 62 to Diamond Lake Road, from eastbound T.H. 62 to 66th Street and from 66th

Street to eastbound T.H. 62. A ramp from Lyndale to westbound T.H. 62 would be

added. In addition, interchange-to-interchange movements would be restricted between
the Penn Avenue, T.H. 121 and 66th Street interchanges.

Base Interchange Design (Side-By-Side with Partial Access): This alternative would
generally follow the existing alignment, but would provide full physical separation
between |-35W and T.H. 62. [-35W is located immediately north of T.H. 62 in the vicinity

of the existing common section. The degree of curvature on the mainline would be five
degrees fifteen minutes. Access between the two freeways is provided via ramps.
Access to I-35W is provided at Diamond Lake Road, 60th Street (north ramps only) and

66th Street. Access to the T.H. 62 is provided at Penn Avenue, Lyndale Avenue (except
Lyndale to westbound T.H. 62) and Portland Avenue. Access would also be provided
from eastbound T.H. 62 to Diamond Lake Road.

Stacked Mainlines (Existing Full Access): The Stacked Mainlines alternative follows the
existing alignment but I-35W would be built above the existing roadway. The degree of
curvature on the mainline would be five degrees fifteen minutes. All existing local access
is provided except T.H. 121 to 66th Street.

1-494 Sub-Area
No Build: No improvements would be made under the No Build alternative.

Lane Conversion (Minimum_ Safe): This alternative would provide a full directional
interchange at 1-494. It would provide safety improvements including improved ramp
spacing and sequencing and standard shoulder widths. The maximum degree of
curvature on the mainline would be two degrees thirty minutes. East ramps at Penn
Alvenl.ée, west ramps at Lyndale Avenue and north ramps at 82nd Street would be
closed.

Base Interchange Design (One-Way Frontage Road System): This alternative would
provide a full directional interchange at I-494 and additional through lanes. Existing
inside ramps would be removed at Penn, Lyndale and 86th Street. The outer ramps
would be connected to a one-way frontage road system which is a counter clockwise
ring road that is located very close to the interchange, is connected to the four major
adjacent streets, and travels either over or under all freeway legs.




Qverlapping Diamonds (Partial Access): A full directional interchange at 1-494 and
additional through lanes would be provided. Access to |-35W, but not to 1-494, would be
provided at 82nd and 76th Streets. Access to |-494, but not to I-35W, would be provided
at Penn and Lyndale Avenues. This would be accomplished by bridging the inside
cross-street ramps over or under the freeway to freeway ramps.

Bloomington Sub-Area

No Build: No action would be taken. It is likely that the 94th Street interchange would
eventually have to be modified to reduce traffic congestion on the freeway and improve
safety.

Lan nversion (Minimum Safe): This alternative would provide only safety
improvements such as improved ramp spacing and standard shoulder widths. The
maximum degree of curvature on the mainline would be two degrees thirty minutes. The
94th Street ramps would be closed.

Base Interchange Design (Modified Full Access): All existing access is provided in this
alternative except that ramps would be bridged between 98th Street and 106th Street

and between 94th Street and 98th Street, limiting access between adjacent interchanges.

Burnsville Sub-Area

No Build: No improvements would be made under the No Build alternative.

Lane Conversion (Minimum Safe): This alternative would provide safety improvements
including improved ramp spacing and sequencing. Maximum mainline degree of
curvature would be two degrees thirty minutes. Collector-distributor roads would
connect the Burnsville Parkway, T.H. 13 and Cliff Road interchanges. The existing loop
from eastbound T.H. 13 to northbound I-35W would be replaced with a direct ramp.
Although an interchange at Black Dog Road has been shown as part of this alternative,
its construction will be precluded because it requires acquisition of contaminated
property which has been included on the federal Superfund list.

Base Interchange Dggi?n (Partial Directional): This alternative would provide direct
connections between T.H. 13 and north I-35W. Some interchange-to-interchange
movements are restricted in the T.H. 13 interchange area because ramps between
T.H. 13 and Burnsville Parkway and between T.H. 13 and Cliff Road would be bridged
over each other. Although an interchange at Black Dog Road has been shown as part of

this alternative, its construction will be precluded because it requires acquisition of
contaminated property which has been included on the federal superfund list.




ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Build alternatives result in impacts on the |-35W study area environment due to the
reconstruction proposed by each alternative. See Table S-3 for a summary of
anticipated impacts.

TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS

Each Build alternative addresses the known safety, capacity and geometric deficiencies
of the |-35W corridor. The Build alternatives have been developed in order to provide
benefits to the transportation system within the Twin Cities region, and provide such
benefits in differing degrees.

People Carried: The total number of people accommodated by the proposed Build
alternatives in the p.m. peak hour peak direction is estimated to range from 14,700 to
16,800 people at Lake Street and from 8,800 to 11,300 people at the Minnesota River
bridge. Of the total number of people carried, the number of transit users (LRT
passengers, bus riders and carpoolers) is estimated to range between 7,600 and 9,300
at Lake Street, and between 4,400 and 6,100 at the Minnesota River. Auto occupancies
range from 1.20 to 1.30 persons per vehicle at Lake Street, and from 1.28 to 1.38
persons per vehicle at the Minnesota River bridge in the p.m. peak hour.

The No Build alternative would carry 13,500 people during the p.m. peak hour peak
direction at Lake Street and 6,300 people at the Minnesota River. Of the total people
carried, the number of transit users on bus and in carpools would be 6,600 at Lake
Street and 3,100 at the Minnesota River.

Accidents: Although each Build alternative will accommodate more people than I-35W
- currently accommodates, none fully satisfies the projected travel demand. Therefore, a
small percentage of vehicles will be diverted to other roadways because of congestion
on the mainline. The estimated number of vehicles diverted to local streets ranges from
700 to 2,400 at Lake Street and 300 to 2,300 at the Minnesota River. The number of

accidents on the mainline and those added to the local street system because of
diverted traffic caused by insufficient capacity on I-35W has been estimated at between
2,100 and 2,830 per year by 2010.

For the No Build alternative, it is estimated that 3,400 vehicles would be diverted at the
Lake Street area and 4,300 would be diverted at the Minnesota River area. The number
of accidents on the mainline and those added to the local streets because of traffic
diverted caused by insufficient capacity on |-35W is estimated at 3,770 per year for the
No Build alternative.

Access: All of the alternatives would result in changes in access to the highway and/or
transit. Under the No Build alternative it is likely that some existing ramps would be
closed in the future to improve safety as traffic volumes increase. Changes to existing
highway access for each of the Build alternatives is shown in Table S-4. The locations of
transit facilities directly on I-35W (freeway flyer bus stops, bus transfer stations and LRT
stations) are shown in Table S-5.
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Bikeway/Pedestrian Impacts: Adverse impacts on bikeways and pedestrian facilities is .

not anticipated unless diversion of traffic to local streets because of unmet demand on
I-35W causes a currently good or satisfactory bikeway rating to change to a poor or
unsatisfactory rating. All bridges crossing I-35W currently have at least one sidewalk,
and will continue to have at least one sidewalk following reconstruction. There will be
temporary impacts on pedestrian movement across |-35W during the construction
phase. Sidewalks, crosswalks and other pedestrian facilities will be provided at all
proposed transit stations. Handicapped parking, curb cuts, ramps and other disabled
access facilities will also be provided at all transit stations.

Impacts on Local Streets: Generally, congestion on local streets is expected to increase
for two reasons: overall growth in traffic volumes locally and the inability of the I-35W
alternatives to satisfy the full freeway demand. The degree of projected congestion
varies by alternative. The No Build alternative would result in the highest levels of
congestion on local streets. The Lane Conversion and Lane Conversion Plus LRT
alternatives would result in less impact on local streets. The Diamond Lanes, LRT in
I-35W Median and LRT on the Soo Line Railroad alternatives would result in the least
congestion on local streets. Despite improvements to mainline capacity on I-35W, some
local streets will remain over capacity at some locations with each Build alternative.

Impacts on Energy: Overall, direct operational energy savings for Build alternatives are
expected to more than offset their initial indirect energy requirements, generally resulting
in long-term net energy savings when averaged over the lifetime of the project. The
difference between alternatives regarding energy consumption is expected to be less
than ten percent.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Neighborhood Impacts: The proposed reconstruction will result in some change in the
existing neighborhoods of the |I-35W study area. The proposed Build alternatives require
the acquisition of between 720 and 1,335 dwelling units, most of which are apartment
units located in low and moderate income neighborhoods near 1-94 and T.H. 62. The
composition of the populations within these neighborhoods will be impacted to the
extent that comparable replacement dwelling units are not available for relocation within
the neighborhoods.

Community Facilities: All Build alternatives will require the acquisition of between three
and seven community service facilities such as resident-based treatment centers. These
facilities will be relocated within the area they are currently located to the greatest extent
feasible.

Property Taxes: There will be minor impacts on property taxes assessed by each
community within the study area. The taxes associated with property proposed for
acquisition that could be lost with each of the Build alternatives range from $1.2 million to
$3.0 million.

Visual Setting: The existing visual environment will also experience change due to the
reconstruction of I-35W. All alternatives will result in more impervious surface and new
roadway structures. The Stacked Mainlines interchange sub-alternative at the
Crosstown sub-area and the One-Way Frontage Road and Overlapping Diamonds
interchange sub-alternatives at 1-494 will introduce new structures at significantly .
increased heights over those in the T.H. 62 and 1-494 interchange areas today.




LAND.USE, ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION IMPACTS

Land Use: The acquisition of residential and commercial properties within the sub-areas
is unavoidable in order to meet the safety, capacity and geometric objectives of the
proposed reconstruction. There may be some change in land uses adjacent to the
reconstructed roadway as a result of acquisition and relocation. However, it is
anticipated that any changes in land use induced by the proposed reconstruction will be
consistent with local land use plans.

Impacts Due to Acquisition of Residential Properties: The number of dwelling units

proposed for acquisition under the Build alternatives ranges from 720 to 1,335. The
majority of these units are multiple-family rental properties located directly adjacent to the
existing freeway near 1-94 and T.H. 62. Because of the limited availability of vacant
owner-occupied dwelling units within the Crosstown sub-area, some residents may be
unable to relocate within the same neighborhood but may be able to relocate within
other nearby neighborhoods in Richfield or Minneapolis. e number of vacant rental
units is adequate to accommodate the residents needing relocation; however, it is
possible that there may be a shortage of larger rental units.

Impacts Due to Acquisition of Commercial Properties: The number of businesses

proposed for acquisition ranges from 10 to 34. This acquisition would affect between
405 and 1,125 employees. As is the case with rental dwelling units, it may not be
possible for some businesses to relocate within the same sub-area if suitable sites are
not available.

IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Air Quality Impacts: No adverse impacts on the existing air ciuality within the study area
are anticipated as each Build alternative falls within state and federal air quality
standards.

Noise Impacts: Each alternative will result in increased numbers of dwelling units
exposed to noise levels above the federal noise abatement criteria of 70 decibels without
additional noise abatement over existing conditions. Additional abatement, provided as
part of the Build alternatives, would mitigate these impacts.

Water Quality: There will be beneficial impact on the existing water quality in the study
area as a result of the proposed improvements to the drainage system throughout the
study area associated with each Build alternative. Animproved drainage system will also
help to alleviate the risk of spilled hazardous materials reaching the study area’s
groundwater. Each alternative would be constructed so as to avoid large-scale impacts
on groundwater elevation within the study area.

Potentially Contaminated Sites: Between 20 and 42 properties proposed for acquisition
associated with the Build alternatives are potentially contaminated. One of the sites is on
the federal Superfund list; another is being considered for the Superfund list.




IMPACTS ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT .

Wetlands: Wetlands were avoided to the extent feasible in the preliminary design of each
Build alternative. The acreage of wetlands affected by Build alternatives ranges from 8.4
to 15.1 acres.

Floodplains: There is unavoidable encroachment on the Grass Lake floodplain in
association with the Stacked Mainlines interchange sub-alternative in the Crosstown
sub-area. No other Build alternative encroaches on floodplains within the study area.

The LRT alternatives include adding a new LRT bridge across the Minnesota River
directly adjacent to the existing roadway bridge. Although significant impacts to the river
are not anticipated, a risk assessment of the new crossing should be completed if a LRT
alternative is chosen as the preferred alternative.

Other Issues: No impacts on threatened and endangered species, wild and scenic
rivers, or canoe and boating rivers are anticipated with any Build alternative. Other than
those impacts associated with wetland encroachment, no impacts on wildlife and
vegetation are anticipated.

ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

The total project costs (in 1991 dollars) for Build alternatives, including right-of-way
acquisition and construction costs, range from $691 million to $1.2 billion. The cost of
the No Build alternative, $235 million, includes the replacement of the existing pavement
and bridges. The existing roadway and bridges must be replaced because of advancing
deterioration.

IMPACTS DURING CONSTRUCTION

Disruption of traffic in the form of delay, alignment shifts and access changes during the
construction period will impact both users and neighbors of I-35W in the study area.
Construction noise impacts will also temporarily impact some neighbors of the roadway.
Airborne particulates will increase during this period in some areas. All construction
specifications related to minimizing the impact of construction on neighboring
residences and businesses will be enforced.

Although the overall staging of the reconstruction of 1-35W will not be determined until
the design phase, the first construction stage will likely include the addition of a traffic
lane in each direction between 1-494 and T.H. 13. This construction is a component of
each Build alternative for I-35W.

AREAS OF POTENTIAL CONTROVERSY

There are areas of potential controversy remaining in the I-35W Draft EIS. The two major
issues are discussed briefly below:




RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION

The Build alternatives all require substantial right-of-way acquisition. Many residents and
businesses would need to be relocated and a low income housing replacement program
is being developed. Properties which are acquired would no longer provide tax base to
the cities in which they were located. The relationship between the benefits provided by
the reconstruction project and right-of-way acquisition needed for the project remains a
major issue.

SELECTION OF A PREFERRED TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE

Diamond lanes for high occupancy vehicles are included in two of the Build alternatives,
light rail transit (LRT) is included in two alternatives, and both diamond lanes and LRT are
included in one alternative. The Twin Cities metropolitan area has relatively limited
experience with diamond lanes and LRT is only in the planning stages. Both types of
transit facility will require construction in downtown Minneapolis. The success of LRT, in
particular, depends on the availability of a full transit system. The selection of the
appropriate transit facility in the I-35W corridor will be influenced by what transit facilities
are supported by the regional plans.

UNRESOLVED ISSUES WITH OTHER AGENCIES

There are several issues which have not been resolved and require coordination with
other agencies. These are described briefly below:

LRT TERMINUS LOCATION

The I-35W Draft EIS alternatives which include LRT assume that LRT would terminate at
Burnsville Center. Although this would be the long-range plan, it is likely that LRT would
be built in stages. The location of the first LRT terminus and how its construction would
be staged is unresolved. Continued coordination with the Metropolitan Council,
Regional Transit Board, Dakota County Regional Railroad Authority and Hennepin
County Regional Railroad Authority is necessary.

IMPACTS OF LRT BRIDGE OVER THE MINNESOTA RIVER

The LRT alternatives would require the construction of a new bridge over the Minnesota
River. The impacts of this bridge will be studied in more detail in the Final EIS if LRT is
selected as the preferred alternative. This study would be coordinated with the
Department of Natural Resources, U.S. Coast Guard, Corps of Engineers and other local
agencies.

SECTION 106 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT

This evaluation will be completed for the Final EIS. The evaluation of effects on historic
properties is being coordinated through the Federal Highway Administration, Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, State Historic Preservation Office and other local
agencies.




CROSSTOWN SUB-AREA ACCESS

The design of Build alternatives in the Crosstown sub-area involves changes in
highway/local street access. Coordination with the cities of Richfield and Minneapolis is
necessary to develop an access plan which is acceptable to those communities.

LEGION LAKE IMPACTS

The design of the Build alternatives includes the redirection of runoff to Legion Lake. A
detailed water level study addressing the proposed drainage changes in the Grass,
Richfield, Diamond and Legion Lake areas would be conducted during preliminary
design of the preferred alternative. This would be conducted under a cooperative
agreement between Mn/DOT and the cities of Richfield and Minneapolis and reviewed
by appropriate agencies during the permitting process.

FEASIBILITY OF STORMWATER POND CONSTRUCTION

Stormwater ponds to improve water quality would be constructed under the Build
alternatives where excess right-of-way is available. In some areas, stormwater pond
construction would require right-of-way acquisition and residential and commercial
relocations. The issue of whether ponds should be built when right-of-way acquisition
and relocations are needed will be resolved with the local communities and other
appropriate agencies.

WATER QUALITY ANALYSIS

The water quality analysis conducted for the Draft EIS assessed the incremental impact
of the I-35W project on pollutant loadings on the receiving water bodies. The city of
Minneapolis has suggested that the EIS include an analysis of the impact of the project
on existing lake trophic status. The joint lead agencies determined that because the
lakes are already eutrophic or hypereutrophic, because the construction of stormwater
ponds would result in reduced pollutant loadings, and because I-35W accounts for a
small percentage of each drainage basin, the extensive analysis required to assess the
impact on trophic status is not necessary. This remains an unresolved issue.

LOW INCOME HOUSING REPLACEMENT

Mn/DOT will comply with applicable state laws regarding the replacement of low income

housing as well as federal guidelines for the provision of last resort housing according to
the Housing Relocation Assistance Act. However, details of the mechanics have not
been fully worked out among the lead agencies. These issues will be negotiated among
the lead agencies and the city of Minneapolis.




. OTHER REQUIRED FEDERAL ACTIONS

The following federal permits are necessary to begin the proposed reconstruction of
|-35W:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 (Clean Water Act)

Section 10 (Rivers and
Harbors Act)

U.S. Department of Transportation, Section 9 (Bridge over
Coast Guard Navigable Waters)

Federal Highway Administration Access change approvals
Location and design approvals
EIS approval
EIS Record of Decision
Section 4(f)/6(f) Approvals
Advisory Council on Historic Section 106 Memorandum of

Preservation and Agreement
Federal Highway Administration

SPECIAL STUDIES

The analysis of alternatives within the Draft EIS is based on the findings of more detailed
special studies and/or technical memoranda completed during the preparation of the
Draft EIS. These studies and memoranda represent responses to issues raised by
concerned public and agencies during the Scoping and Draft EIS processes. The
subject and availability of the special studies and technical memoranda is outlined in
Appendix A of this Dratt EIS.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The decision regarding which alternative to implement in the
I-35W corridor is of critical importance to the entire Twin Cities
metropolitan area and will undoubtedly have a lasting impact on
regional development, implementation of transit, and housing and
retail business patterns well into the twenty-first century. The
alternative selected will have major sociological, employment and
economic effects on both the I-35W corridor and the greater
metropolitan area. The importance of this decision to the region
and the high public profile and controversy of the project dictate
both as a matter of sound public policy and as a matter of law,
that the major effects of all reasonable alternatives be fully and
objectively evaluated in accordance with current, state-of-the-
art knowledge and techniques. The EIS, while large in volume,
fails to fully and completely evaluate key impacts, omits one
reasonable alternative and uses cursory and inadequate evaluation
technigques or uses debatable assumptions without adequate
sensitivity or alternative analysis.

We recognize the EIS preparers have worked hard, but much more
analysis 1is needed. HCRRA is committed to helping in your
preparation of the final EIS. Our goal is an adequate EIS and a
full, fair analysis of the LRT alternative.

II. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") is
inadequate in several key areas. For example, it fails to address
the differential abilities of the various alternatives to handle
travel demand after the year 2010, even though construction of the
project at best will not be completed until almost that year and
will control the alignment and capacity of the corridor for at
least 30 to 50 years beyond 2010. It fails completely to address
the differential land use/development, employment and economic
impacts of the identified alternatives along the I-35W corridor-
-information which is absolutely essential to evaluate the true
costs and benefits of each alternative. It fails to address the
necessary, feasible and prudent alternative of early implementation
of LRT. It further contains several questionable assumptions and
technical analyses which result in overly optimistic HOV ridership
forecasts and which underestimate the ridership forecasts for LRT.
It also fails to give a reviewer the sensitivity analysis of
alternate likely events, e.g., higher parking or fuel costs, that
significantly change travel behavior. Because of these
inadequacies (and other inadequacies noted below), the DEIS fails
to give decision-makers the information necessary to make the
reasoned and informed decision required by law.

These inadequacies are very material and must be corrected to
meet EIS adequacy requirements and allow the EIS to be a fair
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decision-making tool. These types of analysis are easily within
the current state of the art for urban planning, transit and
transportation planning and EIS preparation.

Post-2010 traffic and trip demand must be considered. This
is not a limited project, to be done in a year or two, with 15-18
years of service until the design year. To the contrary, this is
a long-term project requiring a long-term analysis. Such longer
term analysis can be done based on reasonably probable scenarios.
The Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority ("HCRRA") believes this
analysis will demonstrate that the non-LRT alternatives would
result in significant congestion and unmet travel demand, post
2010, which «could be substantially mitigated by the LRT
alternatives.

With respect to secondary impacts on development and land use,
there is data available from many cities of the impacts LRT systems
have on development, particularly in areas adjacent to LRT
stations. It is commonplace in the planning .area to select and
analyze development, economic and employment impacts of a project
and the alternatives in certain key areas such as (in this case)
downtown, the Art Institute area, Honeywell and Abbott-Northwestern
job complex, the Crosstown area and the 98th Street area and
extrapolate projected impacts from these areas. Certainty is not
required, but a reasonable discussion of the likely impacts is
essential and required by law. The economic vitality of the City
and the suburbs and the quality of life in the entire metropolitan
area are synergistically tied together. The I-35W decision will,
with certainty, have enormous sociological, economic and employment
impacts through the corridor cities and significant impacts on the
entire metropolitan area for many years into the future. The final
EIS must evaluate and compare these impacts.

Similarly, early implementation of LRT is a feasible and
prudent alternative which could substantially mitigate construction
impacts of the project. This alternative must be studied. Other
inadequacies noted below require even less revision to the DEIS,
yet it is vitally important that the issues be raised and fully
discussed in the final EIS to ensure an informed decision.

In summary form, inadequacies in the DEIS technical analysis
include: \

° Failure to Analyze Impacts Beyond 2010

& Failure to Analyze Development/Land Use Impacts and
Location of New Job Formation, i.e., Secondary Costs and
Benefits of Each Alternative

Failure to Analyze Changes in Demographics Over the
Project Lifetime, Ignoring a Significantly Increased
Senior Citizen Transit User Group

2




Failure to Analyze and Compare Development Impacts at
LRT Stations

Failure to Analyze Early Implementation of LRT

Overly-Optimistic High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Forecast

Underestimated LRT Forecast

Failure to Analyze and Compare Reverse Commute Benefits
of the LRT Alternative

Failure to Consider State and Federal Transportation
Goals

Failure to Assess Relative Compliance with Regional and
Local Land Use Plans and Policies

Failure to Analyze Downtown Parking, Street, Bus
Capacity/Shuttle Bus Transfer and Other Similar Behavior
Causing Impacts

Failure to Fully Evaluate Indirect Costs of the
Alternatives

Failure to Analyze Regional Air Quality Impacts and
Relative Air Quality Characteristics of Identified
Alternatives

Failure to Support and Analyze the Assumptions Underlying

the Projected Reductions in Travel Growth Used in the
Model

III. GENERAL LEGAL FRAMEWORK

The DEIS is a joint state and federal EIS, meaning that the
document must comply with the requirements of both federal and
state law, including the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA")
and the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act ("MEPA"), as well as all
implementing rules and regulations of the Council on Environmental
Quality ("CEQ"), the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board ("MEQB")
and the Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA"). For example,
under MEQB rules, the EIS must contain a thorough discussion of any
direct or indirect environmental, economic, employment and
sociological impacts, both adverse and beneficial, for the project
and each major alternative. The level of analysis must be
commensurate with the importance of the impact. In this case, the
importance of the economic, employment and sociological (including
land use and development patterns) impacts of the various expansion




alternatives can hardly be overstated, yet these matters are
omitted or receive only minimal consideration in the DEIS.

Current law (as discussed below) requires that to be adequate,
an EIS must:

take a "hard look" at the environmental consequences of
a proposed action and alternatives

provide sufficient detail to allow those who did not
participate in its preparation to understand and consider
the pertinent environmental influences involved

explain the alternatives in sufficient detail to permit
a reasoned choice among the different courses of action

contain an analysis of the relationship of a proposed
action to local land use plans and a discussion of how
the project conforms or conflicts with the objectives and
terms of the land use plans, policies and controls for
the area

consider cumulative or synergistic environmental effects
utilize effective methods and reflect the current state

of the art of the relevant planning or scientific
disciplines

indicate the extent to which environmental effects are
unknown; where information is lacking which is essential
to a reasoned choice among the alternatives and the cost
of obtaining it is excessive or beyond the state of the
art, the EIS must include, under state law, a worst case
analysis

utilize reasonable assumptions and evaluate present
alternative results based on different assumptions which
are reasonably probable, i.e., a sensitivity analysis of
the impacts

This DEIS for a project with a 50-plus year decision vitally
shaping our region is simply not in compliance with these basic
legal tenets.




IV. INADEQUACIES IN THE DEIS

A. The Failure of the DEIS to Evaluate Impacts Beyond the
Year 2010 Results in the Lack of Critical Information
Necessary To Make An Informed and Reasoned Decision

The HCRRA recognizes that it has been customary for many
highway projects to use a 20-year horizon for certain EIS technical
analyses, although no regulation requires that result. However,
for the reasons set forth below, a 20-year horizon is totally
inadequate for this project.

The first page of the executive summary of the DEIS
demonstrates that the original design of I-35W was shortsighted:

I-35W was built in segments between 1959 and
1968 for traffic volumes forecast for 1975
using design standards which are not as safe
or effective as those used today. 1In response
to high traffic volumes in the mid-1970s, the
Minnesota Department of Transportation
(Mn/DOT) implemented a number of
Transportation System Management (TSM)
strategies to improve levels of service on I-
35W . . . . However, in spite of continued
efforts to maintain acceptable levels of
service on the existing facility, the system

is again approaching its operational limits.

We must not make the same mistakes this time. Based on data in the
DEIS, in the year 2010, none of the build alternatives will meet
the projected travel demand for I-35W. It is estimated that
construction on I-35W will not start until approximately 1997. .The
Metropolitan Council's 1992 Regional Transit Facility Plan
estimates that reconstruction of I-35W will take up to 20 years.
Even assuming a 15 year construction period and a very optimistic
construction start date of 1995, construction will not be completed
until 2010, the design year used for analysis. Based on traffic
forecasts in the DEIS, on the day the project is built it will not
meet projected travel demands. The DEIS indicates that cars must
be diverted from the improved facility to other streets by 2010
because of insufficient roadway capacity. The ability and
flexibility of various alternatives to handle post-2010 traffic is
perhaps the single most important factor in the I-35W alternative
choice decision.

Despite its critical importance, impacts beyond 2010 are not
studied in the DEIS. The majority of the useful 1life of the
project will occur beyond 2010. Whatever is built in the corridor
will certainly govern the alignment and transit capabilities of the
corridor until approximately 2040 to 2060. There is no additional
right-of-way available in the corridor to further increase travel
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capacity beyond the proposed alternatives. All additional capacity
must come from increased vehicle occupancy or increased transit
frequency or it means much increased use of city streets.

The attached tables indicate the potential severity of travel
conditions in the corridor beyond the 2010 horizon. Table 1, in
the Appendix, reflects the range of travel impacts on 35W at Lake
Street if traffic continues to grow at the conservative rate used
in the DEIS, or returns to the growth rate for the 15 year period
ending in 1990. Historic traffic volume on I-35W at Lake Street
has grown at an annual rate of 3.4% from 1976 to 1990. The DEIS,
however, projects only 0.6% annual growth from 1990 to 2010. No
rational basis or sound explanation is given. No analysis of the
effect if it is in error is offered, yet prior growth renders it
highly suspect. The 3.4% historic growth rate would almost double
travel demand in the corridor in the twenty years between 2010 and
2030, even if it is presumed that the 0.6% growth rate from 1990
to 2010 is accurate.

Either scenario (i.e., 0.6% or 3.4% growth rate) will severely
tax a facility that is not expected to satisfy auto volumes already
projected for 2010. The extended traffic growth to the year 2030
shown for the Minnesota River crossing in Table 2 reflects a
similar situation at that location.

LRT is the only identified alternative with flexibility and
capacity to meet increased travel demand and to shape development
to use more transit. - Simply increasing the LRT train frequency
from the DEIS projected demand of 7.5 minutes to 3 minutes provides
the capacity equivalent of four freeway lanes in each direction.
Without LRT, the I-35W improvements will be outmoded the day they
are built. It will not have the flexibility to handle even modest
projections of increased traffic.

To be adequate, the existing DEIS must be expanded to include
analysis of travel conditions for reasonable project operating
points, 'say years 2020, 2030 and 2040. This analysis should
evaluate each alternative with respect to:

s ability to serve increased travel demand
® quality of transportation service provided
® impact on development patterns

In addition, the baby boom, the leading edge of which is 47
today, will be 65 in 2010. During the facility life, the age of
the region's population and that of the already-built neighborhoods
will change dramatically. LRT is the best option to serve a senior
population due to better service, secure stations, better access
and other factors. To ignore these post-2010 population
implications is a serious deficiency in the DEIS.
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This information is absolutely essential to an informed
decision and must be included in the final EIS.

B. By Assuming that the Land Use/Development Impacts of all
Alternatives are the same, the DEIS is Inadequate in

Failing to Address the Differential Development and Land
Use Impacts of the Various Alternatives

The Metropolitan Council's 1992 Regional Transit Facilities
Plan clearly recognizes that "transportation is a development
shaper." Furthermore, the joint report prepared by the Regional
Transit Board ("RTB") and the Metropolitan Council dated August,
1990, entitled LRT/Land Use Coordination: The Land Use Element of
the Regional Transit Board's Light Rail Transit Coordination Plan
declares on page one: "LRT has the potential to have a long-term
impact on urban development. It can encourage, as documented in
this report, new development and redevelopment along corridors,
particularly around stations, because it provides increased
accessibility." Positive development impacts of LRT listed on page
33 of the report include:

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

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

Under-utilized or run-down properties in the vicinity of
stations can be redeveloped or upgraded, revitalizing
that portion of the community.

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

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

The report goes on to cite examples in Portland, Calgary, Toronto
and Edmonton where LRT has shaped development and been a catalyst
for development, including increasing property values. In
addition, the ©bibliography to the report 1lists numerous
publications documenting the direct tie Dbetween LRT and
development/land use impacts. Similarly, state-of-the-art urban
planning research now being done at numerous academic institutions
demonstrates development patterns to be the primary issue of
environmental impact of highways versus LRT. These issues include

7




inner-city neighborhood redevelopment potential, reverse commute
access of city neighborhoods to suburban jobs, access to the core
city, access to major job concentrations and cultural institutions,
and a pro-active versus passive response to development densities
and patterns.

Much of the new development occurring in downtown Atlanta in
the 1980's is located near MARTA heavy rail stations. Peachtree
Center Plaza, Georgia Pacific, Southern Bell and the State Office
building are each connected directly to the rail system.

The Light Rail System in Portland has had a similar influence
on land development. The LRT facility has stimulated the
remodeling of a major retail center and influenced the location of
the new convention center. In addition, almost $700 million of
development has been built or is under development along the LRT
line since the decision to build the facility. A $100 million
retail mall is currently under consideration in the air rights over
a suburban station location.

In Sacramento, development has also focused along the LRT
facility. Of the regional development planned, proposed and/or
constructed between 1985 and 1988, 90% is located within one
quarter mile of an LRT station. Similarly, developers in San Jose
are building condominiums at future station locations along the
planned LRT route.

The influence of rail transit on development patterns noted
above results from the high concentration of transportation service
available at each station location. The operating characteristics
of HOV facilities do not provide the same locus of service, and
consequently have minimal impact on development patterns.

The analysis of the transportation options in the corridor
should recognize the relative influence of the different transit
modes on urban development patterns. This impact is particularly
important as the analysis period extends beyond the 2010 horizon.
A major inadequacy of the DEIS is its failure to discuss the
varying development and secondary land use impacts of the
identified alternatives. Instead, the DEIS simply assumes that the
land use impacts of all alternatives will be the same. This is
simply wrong. ' The environmental review process requires a

3 E.g., Brooks v. Volpe, 350 F. Supp. 269 (W.D. Wash.

1972), aff'd, 487 F.2d 1344 (9th Cir. 1973) (EIS on
federal highway project was inadequate because it relied
on assumptions without reference to supporting objective
data); Louisiana Wildlife Federation v. York, 761 F.2d
1044 (5th Cir. 1985) (supplemental EIS was required for
flood control project because assumption in EIS that
17,300 acres would be destroyed with or without the
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discussion of direct and indirect economic, employment and
sociological impacts, both adverse and beneficial, for the project
and each major alternative. The level of analysis must be
commensurate with the importance of the impacts.

The importance of the development/land use impacts of the
various alternatives can hardly be overstated. Whatever
alternative is chosen, the development and secondary land use
impacts in Minneapolis, Richfield, Bloomington and Burnsville will
be tremendous.

Taking just one example, assume that an LRT station is built
in the area of the Minneapolis Art Institute. The LRT station will
add visibility and access to the institution. It is very likely
to spur renewal in this location with higher-density housing and
mixed-use commercial development. The area could develop with
higher density due to its access to downtown, the attraction of the

project was no longer a reasonable assumption).

Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, Subd. 2a; Minn. Rules § 4410.2300
H. For supporting case law, see, Coalition for Canyon
Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774 (9th Cir. 1980) (EIS
on highway project held inadequate because it failed to
look at significant secondary impacts on the character
of towns through which it passed); Rankin v. Coleman, 394
F. Supp. 647 (E.D.N.C. 1975), modified, 401 F. Supp 664
(E.D.N.C. 1975) (EIS on highway project held inadequate
because it contained no discussion of secondary effects
of increased development); Marble Mountain Audobon
Society v. Rice, 914 F.2d 179 (9th Cir. 1990) (EIS was
inadequate because it merely asserted without analysis
that project would have no significant secondary impacts
on surrounding biological corridor); McDowell V.
Schlesinger, 404 F. Supp. 221 (W.D. Miss. 1975) (EIS for
moving Air Force base held inadequate because it failed
to look at impact on existing land use patterns and
neighborhood character); Sierra Club v. Army Department,
20 ERC 1945 (D. Maine 1989) (EIS on marine dry cargo
terminal held inadequate because it failed to look at
likely secondary impacts, specifically new industrial
development likely to occur as a result of the project);
Association Concerned About Tomorrow, Inc. v. Dole, 610
F. Supp. 1101 (D.C. Tex. 1985) (EIS for highway project
held inadequate because it failed to adequately discuss
noise pollution, air pollution and secondary economic
impacts on surrounding property); City of Rochester v.
U.S. Postal Service, 541 F.2d 967 (2nd Cir. 1976) (EIS
required for moving site of post office because of
secondary impacts on neighborhood and traffic patterns
as a result of moving 1,400 employees).
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college and the Art Institute, and its unique historical character.
This, in turn, will increase the property tax base in the city and
do much to revitalize a potentially declining area. This will
shift development from outlying car-dependent areas, reducing
overall I-35W demand. Similar impacts can occur elsewhere in the
corridor. The final EIS must make reasonable assumptions and
evaluate these impacts.

Conversely, construction of an expanded I-35W without LRT
could have adverse impacts on development surrounding an extremely
congested I-35W corridor. Because of traffic congestion,
development will be pushed further outward, resulting in greater
urban sprawl and associated high infrastructure costs. The
secondary economic costs and benefits of the various alternatives,
while difficult to quantify, will undoubtedly be enormous. The
final EIS must discuss these impacts and where there |is
uncertainty, acknowledge the uncertainty while at the same time
making reasonable projections. This information is critical to
properly evaluating the economic, environmental, sociological and
employment costs and impacts of the various alternatives.

c. The DEIS is Inadequate Because it Fails to Address the
Policies Set Forth in the Intermodal Ssurface

Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 ("ISTEA'") and the

Transportation Goals Established by the Minnesota
Legislature in 1991

The Declaration of Policy in the ISTEA provides in relevant
part:

It is the policy of the United States to develop a
National ‘Intermodal Transportation System that is
economically efficient and environmentall sound,
provides the foundation for the Nation to compete in the
global economy, and will move people and goods in an
energy-efficient manner. The National Intermodal
Transportation System shall consist of all forms of
transportation in a unified, interconnected manner,
including the transportation systems of the future, to
reduce energy consumption and air pollution while

promoting economic development and supporting the
Nation's preeminent position in international commerce.

The National Intermodal Transportation System shall
include significant improvements in public transportation
necessary to achieve national goals for improved air
gquality, enerqgy conservation, international
competitiveness, and mobility for elderly persons,

persons with disabilities, and economically disadvantaged
persons in urban and rural areas of the country.
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The National Intermodal Transportation System shall
give special emphasis to the contributions of the
transportation sectors to increase productivity growth.
Social benefits must be considered with particular
attention to the external benefits of reduced air
pollution, reduced traffic congestion and other aspects
of the quality of life in the United States. (Emphasis
added.)

The DEIS fails to address the consistency of the various
alternatives with these goals. The LRT alternatives clearly
provide the greatest opportunity to "reduce energy consumption and
air pollution while promoting economic development" as compared to
the non-LRT alternatives. Because of raised platform loading, the
LRT alternatives are clearly superior in terms of mobility for
elderly persons and persons with disabilities. Further, the goals
stated in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
require special emphasis on the contributions of transportation to
increased productivity growth and requires that "social benefits
must be considered with particular attention to the external
benefits of reduced air pollution, reduced traffic congestion and
other aspects of the quality of life in the United States." 1In
these areas, the LRT alternatives far outweigh the non-LRT
alternatives. The final EIS must evaluate the alternatives in
terms of their ability to meet these goals.” The.increased funding
flexibility of ISTEA on the likelihood that LRT in I-35W and the
Central Corridor will be implemented also must be included in the
EIS discussion.

Similarly, the Minnesota Legislature established new state
transportation goals in 1991. Minn. Stat. § 174.01, subd. 2.
These goals include:

To provide multi-modal and intermodal transportation
that enhances mobility and economic development and
provides access to all persons and businesses in
Minnesota while insuring that there is no undue burden
placed on any community.

To provide transit services throughout the state to
meet the needs of transit users.

E.qg., No Gwen Alliance of Lane County, Inc. v. Aldridge,
814 F.2d 946 (9th Cir. 1988) (NEPA requires evaluation
of whether proposed action threatens to violate laws
imposed for the protection of the environment).
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To ensure that the planning and implementation of
all modes of transportation are consistent with the

environmental and energy goals of the state.

To _increase transit use in the urban areas by giving
highest priority to the transportation modes with the
greatest people-moving capacity. (Emphasis added.)

Again, the DEIS fails to address the ability of the various
alternatives to meet these goals. The LRT alternatives clearly
have the least adverse environmental impacts and the '"greatest
people-moving capacity" in relation to the geographic area needed
for an LRT line versus HOV lanes.

Both Congress and the Minnesota Legislature are saying in very
strong terms that continued pouring of concrete and encouragement
of automobile use, particularly single-occupant vehicles, can no
longer be tolerated. The non-LRT alternatives do not respond to
these new federal and state transportation and transit goals. This
must be fully disclosed and considered in the alternative
evaluation in the final EIS.

D. The DEIS Fails to Evaluate the Extent to Which the

Specific Alternatives are Consistent With Local Land Use
Plans and Policies:

To be adequate, an EIS must contain an analysis of the
relationship of a proposed highway to local land use plans and must
discuss how the highway may conform or conflict with the objectives
and specific terms of the land use plans, policies, and controls
for the area.’ Section 5.3 of the DEIS addresses local land use
plans and policies; however, the discussion is overly generalized
and treats all alternatives as equally consistent with the
policies. They are not. The final EIS must address the degree of
consistency of the identified alternatives with the local land use
plans and policies.

For example, Bloomington's Comprehensive Plan provides:
"transportation and land use decisions should reduce dependence on
the automobile and provide safe movements for pedestrians and
bicyclists. The transportation system should remain flexible to
allow for expansion and change and should be safe, environmentally
attractive and minimize nuisance from noise and pollution." This

See Stop H-3 Association v. Dole, 740 F.2d 1442 (9th Cir.
1984), cert. denied 471 U.S. 1108 (1985) (an EIS must
contain an analysis of the relationship of a proposed
highway to local land use plans and must discuss how the
highway may conform or conflict with the objectives and
specific terms of land use plans, policies and controls
for the area).
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policy is clearly more consistent with the LRT alternatives than
the non-LRT alternatives. Similarly, the cCity of Minneapolis
transportation objectives provide in relevant part: "give
increased attention to the transportation needs of special groups:
handicapped, seniors and the poor . . . . Encourage more people
to ride in fewer vehicles, thereby conserving fuel, reducing
congestion, shortening trip times and reducing pollution." Again,
these goals are more consistent with the LRT alternatives than the
non-LRT alternatives.

Moreover, the focus on general goals alone misses the primary
difference discussed infra, that LRT will change development
patterns, allowing nodes of higher density redevelopment at
stations, reducing sprawl, allowing easier multi-access reverse
commuting and reducing highway demand. All other alternatives
probably do not change the base case of more development as usual
at the urban edge. The land use consistency evaluation should also
look at how consistent density increases at the stations would be,
and assume reasonable planning and public development tools will
accommodate as well as foster such growth.

Metropolitan goals are also better served by the LRT
alternatives. The Regional Transit Board's Vision for Transit
provides that light rail transit is a key component to the RTB's
overall vision. The RTB's plan calls for two initial lines,
including along the I-35W corridor.

The April 24, 1992 Metropolitan Council staff Report to the
Metropolitan Systems Committee provides: "In February, 1992 the
Council adopted the Regional Transit Facilities Plan which analyzed
various modes for several corridors. This plan concluded that the
LRT plus lane conversion offers the greatest flexibility in terms
of what transit solution is implemented on I-35W." The 1992
Regional Transit Facilities Plan provides at page 26:

Another major difference among alternatives is the
reserve capacity provided to satisfy future needs beyond
the forecast year (2010). This indicator is particularly
important because the reconstruction of I-35W could take
up to 20 years and because once any of the build
alternatives were implemented, additional improvements
are highly unlikely. A lane conversion offers the lowest
future reserve capacity. It would barely satisfy the
corridor travel-demand needs on opening date, let alone
the needs beyond 2010.

The LRT-plus-lane conversion alternative offers the
greatest reserve capacity because of the dual transit
component (i.e, an LRT and an HOV lane). It could carry,
if needed, 2,000-3,000 more people per hour in each
direction than either the diamond lanes or the LRT
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options. This assumes LRT frequencies of a train every
five-six minutes.

If an adequate analysis of the relative consistency of the
identified alternatives with local and regional land use plans and
policies is conducted, the clear result will be that the non-LRT
alternatives are not consistent with most applicable plans and
policies for the area. Such analysis is crucial to a reasoned and
informed decision.

E. The DEIS Cost Analysis of the Non-LRT Alternatives Fails
to Consider the Full, Actual Costs of Freeway Expansion

and Maintenance

The DEIS cost analysis concluding that the LRT alternatives
have the greatest economic cost is simplistic and fails to include
the complete costs of freeway expansion.

LRT decreases public costs in several ways. First, it
increases the efficiency of delivery of public transportation
services. As train length is increased to two and three cars, the
number of passengers carried by each train driver increases
dramatically. The relatively even staffing levels throughout the
day facilitated by varying train lengths also improves staffing
efficiency.

As discussed above, LRT can result in increased development
density at stations along the route. This increased density
reduces the need to expand costly public infrastructure such as
water and sewer. In addition, dense development can improve the
economic delivery of public services such as police and fire
protection.

It is also important to note that the effective transit
service capacity provided by the LRT option in the DEIS is
considerably higher than that offered by the HOV alternative. This
is not reflected in the operating cost comparison which implies
that the same amount of transit service is provided by both HOV and
LRT options. Cost per unit of service would be a more effective
representation of cost data for comparison between alternatives.

In addition, as LRT attracts more travelers from their
automobiles, less urban land is required for the movement and
storage of automobiles. This leaves more land to be developed at

See Minnesota Public Interest Research Group v. Butz, 541
F.2d 1292 (8th Cir. 1976), cert. denied, 430 U.S. 922
(1976) ; Residents in Protest--I-35E v. Dole, 583 F. Supp.
653 (D. Minn. 1984) (an agency's balancing of the costs
and benefits of a project cannot be arbitrary or clearly
give insufficient weight to environmental values).
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a higher and better use, which increases property tax resources for
public services.

A recent article in the American Planning Association Journal
(Automobile and Subsidies and Lane Use, Estimates and Policy
Responses, Mark E. Hanson, APA Journal, Winter 1992) addresses the
issue of how automobile use has been subsidized directly through
highway funding policies, and indirectly through externalities and
petroleum subsidies. The report provides:

Direct highway subsidies are for construction,
maintenance, and operation of highways that are not
funded by user fees. Indirect subsidies include air
pollution and related aesthetic losses, water pollution,
losses to society from human injuries and opportunity
cost of land used for the highway system.

The report concluded that direct subsidies for the City of
Madison, Wisconsin totalled $11.7 million (1983 dollars), while
indirect subsidies were estimated at $23 million (1983 dollars).
The study pointed out that because of the uncertainty associated
with the indirect cost figures, and the inclusion of truck-related
costs, the indirect cost estimates could vary from 50 percent lower
to at least 100 percent higher than the identified $23 million.
"The total $34 million subsidy is equivalent, in 1987 dollars, to
$257 per year per capita, $412 per motor vehicle, and $564 per
dwelling unit. Prorated to gasoline sales, the subsidy is
equivalent to $1.27 per gallon in 1987 dollars, with $0.53 of that
for direct highway costs." (Hanson 1992.) The final EIS should
contain an analysis of the indirect costs of freeway subsidies.

In addition to the underestimated <costs of freeway
construction and maintenance discussed above, the DEIS fails to
factor in secondary costs and benefits of the various alternatives.
There is now a sufficient body of data demonstrating that LRT lines
and stations can spur development and increase land values.
Conversely, the devastating impacts of building more freeways in
cities such as Los Angeles and Houston is well documented in the
literature. These impacts can be estimated and should be included
in the final EIS. Over time, it is likely that the spread between
the secondary cost/benefits of LRT as opposed to the secondary cost
detriments of freeway expansion will dwarf the initial capital
costs of LRT construction. The HCRRA is not suggesting that this
cost differential can be proven in the I-35W corridor to a
certainty. We are, however, suggesting that there is a synergistic
and cumulative relationship between the I-35W build decision and
the future development and economic vitality of the region. This
must be discussed in the final EIS, probably best by a "reasonable
scenario" analysis, but if necessary, through a worst-case type
analysis under MEQB regulations.




F. Early LRT Implementation

The LRT options are examined in the DEIS only as companion
projects to Dbe constructed with the freeway improvements.
Construction of LRT prior to major freeway expansion is not
considered. Early implementation of LRT is a feasible and prudent
alternative. Hennepin County and the City of Minneapolis are on
record as supporting early implementation of LRT as the preferred
alternative. Oon I-394, early Sane Lane implementation was the
selected alternative providing a precedent for this type of early
introduction of a high-volume, behavior-changing mode. The final
EIS cannot ignore this alternative.

Early implementation of the LRT portion prior to freeway
construction would result in a number of economic and environmental
benefits not documented 1in the DEIS. For example, early
implementation will substantially mitigate traffic impacts during
the extended construction period. It will have environmental
benefits and assist the region in developing a safe, efficient and
comprehensive transit system at an earlier date than otherwise
possible. Further, early implementation will foster a modal shift
from single occupancy vehicles to LRT because of inconvenience and
delays during the extended construction period. Early LRT would
provide a high volume solution if the 0.6% growth rate during
construction is in error and instead growth at or closer to the
historic 3.4% occurs. It is expected that many of these riders
will remain LRT users even after completion of all corridor
improvements. Early LRT will also accelerate redevelopment at
station locations.

In short, early implementation of the LRT offers three
significant transportation advantages:

a Earlier transportation benefits
® Relief capacity during freeway construction

® Permanent mode shift to transit during freeway
construction

The only apparent disadvantages may be earlier construction
disruption and cost, although costs of early construction may be
offset by enérgy savings and earlier development at stations.

The significance of these benefits mandates that early LRT
implementation should be examined on an equal basis with the other
build alternatives.

G. HOV Analysis

The DEIS overestimates the benefits of HOV lanes. The HCRRA
has continuously questioned both the HOV operating assumptions and
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resulting ridership forecasts in previous correspondence to MnDOT.
These concerns are documented in letters from Ken Stevens to Craig
Robinson dated 6/8/91 and 9/5/91, incorporated herein by reference.

The carpool forecasts included in the DEIS reflect a
significant increase in carpooling as a result of the travel
benefits of the HOV facility. The forecast assumes 1500 vehicles
per hour operating in the diamond lane at a speed of 55 miles per
hour. This capacity and operating speed do not appear to be
reasonable.

According to Baugh and Associates in the 1979 USDOT report
Freeway High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane and Ramp Metering Evaluation
Study, a minimum of one minute of travel time savings should be
provided for each mile of HOV operation in order to attract new
carpools. The model used by Orange County, California, to predict
carpool use of HOV facilities is calibrated to reflect similar
conditions. Dr. Dennis Christiansen of the Texas Transportation
Institute has stated that a transitway must provide travel time
savings in excess of 7 to 8 minutes during the peak hour, or use
will be marginal (TRB Record 1280).

The travel time savings projected for the I-35W HOV lane,
appear to be considerably less than the mile per minute suggested
by Baugh and Associates. Most of the corridor also fails to
achieve the 7-8 minute savings requirement identified by Dr.
Christiansen.

Based upon these considerations, the increase in carpool usage
predicted by the model appears unreasonably high. At a minimum,
satisfactory documentation of the model, its calibration,
validation and application to the I-35W corridor is required.
Alternative assumptions should also be used to give the reviewer
a fair measure of the sensitivity of the EIS impacts. Even minimal
shifts of use here mean the off I-35W diversion and accident rates
that the EIS evaluates would be far different.

In addition to the model results, the model inputs appear
unreasonable. The HOV speed of 55 miles per hour at 1500 vehicles
per hour is not feasible. According to the HOV manual prepared by
Charles A. Fuhs, High-Occupancy Vehicle Facilities, Current
Planning, Operation and Design Practices, 1990, HOV speed begins
to drop between 1000 and 1500 vehicles per hour. At 1500 vph,
facility speed could range between 40 and 52 miles per hour,
depending upon the facility design. Sensitivity should also be
calculated for this impact. Again, the cost/benefit differences,
we feel, would be major.

The design of the HOV alternatives in the I-35W DEIS is not
conducive to optimal HOV operations. The single-lane operation
results in overall speed being dictated by the slowest vehicle in
the lane. In addition, the lack of a physical barrier (HOV lanes
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are separated by paint stripe only) between the HOV and regular
traffic lane permits frequent vehicle movement between these lanes,
significantly disrupting HOV travel. As vehicles slow to merge
from the HOV lanes to the slower-moving traffic lanes, significant
decreases in HOV travel speed could result. Therefore, the I-35W
HOV option is not likely to achieve the higher end of the speed
range identified in Mr. Fuhs' report, but rather the 40 miles per
hour range--well below the 55 miles per hour used in the DEIS.

Finally, the travel forecasts cited in the DEIS suggest that
there will be carpools travelling in the main lanes parallel to the
HOV lanes that are projected to be operating at design capacity.
How will these additional 2 person carpools be prohibited from
entering the carpool lane? Their entry into the facility would
further deteriorate HOV travel speeds as the vehicle volumes
increase.

The HOV design speed assumptions used in the forecasts should
be modified. Further, terminal time calculations representing
carpool pick-up and drop-off appear to be underestimated. For
example, there is no discussion of the shuttle bus facility in
downtown or capacity issues for buses on downtown streets. If a
switch to three-person HOV minimum occupancy is made in 2010, no
analysis of how this added pick-up time deteriorates use is given.
With a decision of the importance of I-35W, it is not reasonable
to fail to analyze in detail such trade-offs and sensitivities.

H. LRT Ridership Forecasts

The LRT ridership forecasts assume a single LRT route
extending from Burnsville through downtown Minneapolis.
Furthermore, a single forecast was prepared for each LRT
alternative assuming that there is no rider preference for LRT over
bus transit. Neither of these are realistic assumptions.

The Regional Transit Facilities Plan recommends initial
implementation of LRT in the Central Corridor between Minneapolis
and St. Paul. This should be assumed and included in the analysis
of the LRT facility modelled for I-35W. This will add I-35W
Corridor LRT trips to the University of Minnesota, Capitol area,
and downtown St. Paul, and reverse commute trips from the Central
Corridor to I-35W. The result is expected to be a significant
increase in trips.

MnDOT's reason for assuming only a single LRT facility in the
I-35W analysis was to comply with Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) planning regulations known as Alternatives Analysis. These
regulations do not apply here. They simply identify a standard
approach to be used by all cities pursuing FTA funding to calculate
project cost-effectiveness rankings for consideration in the
distribution of federal rail construction grants. :
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It is not the purpose of an EIS to conduct an FTA Alternatives
Analysis. The DEIS must be prepared as a tool to identify and
evaluate environmental, sociological, economic and employment
impacts and select a locally preferred alternative for the
corridor. It is both appropriate and necessary for this analysis
to reflect a realistic LRT scenario, which includes the Central
Corridor LRT route identified in the Regional Transit Facilities
Plan. The approach used here would be akin to assuming I-35W
without other planned roadway improvements.

It was also determined by MnDOT not to include any kind of
rail preference adjustments in the model because they are not
permltted by FTA in the Alternatives Analysis process. Again, the
DEIS is not an FTA Alternatives Analysis. It has been demonstrated
in Washington D.C. and Portland and by a UMTA-funded study that a
rail preference exists. This preference should be included in the
sensitivity analysis outlined above. Failure to include known
1mpacts due to an arbitrary modeling approach is inadequate. At
a minimum, two alternatlve assumptions must be discussed along with
their likelihood.®

I Sensitivity Analysis

Due to the volatility of the assumptions used in the transit
ridership forecast, sensitivity analysis is typlcally conducted to
identify the potentlal impacts of changes in model assumptions.
Generally, a range of auto cost assumptions including parking and
gasoline costs are included in the analysis. Similarly, travel
time changes that change use, e.g., two versus three pick-ups,
Leamington bus transfer time, should be analyzed. Because of the
uncertainty in the assumptions, the final EIS must evaluate a range
of projected costs and time impacts. Such an analysis should be
used to provide a range of travel forecasts for all of the
alternatives. The failure of the DEIS to discuss, let alone
analyze, the sensitivity of the model assumptions is a serious
flaw.

J. Air Quality Analysis

The air quality analysis conducted for the DEIS does not
include regional impact analysis. In addition, the local impact

E.g., Keith v. Volpe, 352 F. Supp. 1324 (C.D. Cal. 1974)
aff'd, 506 F.2d 696 (9th Cir. 1974) (EIS on highway
project inadequate because it failed to incorporate
recent advances made in air gquality measurement
technology; Movement Against Destruction v. Trainor, 400
F. Supp. 533 (D. Md. 1975) (EIS must undertake diligent
research effort which utilizes effective methods and
reflects the current state of the art of the relevant
scientific discipline).
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analysis for carbon monoxide is limited in scope to the presumed
worst case alternative. The EIS does not in any way evaluate CO,
emissions.

The air quality analysis should be conducted on both the local
and regional scale for all alternatives. This will permit an
informed decision on the preferred alternative including
consideration of the relative air quality impacts of the various
alternatives.

K. Downtown Operational Issues

The impact analysis in the DEIS inappropriately stops at the
edge of the downtown area. The operation of HOV buses and carpools
into the downtown areas would cause substantial and costly traffic
management impacts on the use of downtown streets. This influx of
vehicles will require more dedicated transit lanes, impede traffic
operations, and increase air pollutant loads in the downtown area.
The analysis of HOV alternatives should be expanded to include the
downtown area. Since the EIS uses local street improvement costs
as a differentiator among the options, a similar analysis downtown
is appropriate regarding HOV costs and operational problems. By
contrast, HCRRA and Minneapolis believe LRT costs and operational
issues are minimal in the downtown area, a major factor favoring
LRT.

The potential impact of the downtown Leamington Transit Center
on HOV usage has not been considered in the HOV travel forecasts.
As HOV bus passengers are forced to transfer at the Center, their
travel time will increase and ridership will decrease. The
Leamington transfer center activity should be evaluated in the
forecast for the HOV usage. 7

V. HENNEPIN COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

The Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority recommends LRT
as the preferred alternative in the I-35W Corridor. In addition,
the HCRRA recommends that the LRT component of the corridor
transportation improvements be constructed in advance of the
roadway project. In order for the final EIS to be adequate, this
option must be fully evaluated.

A. HCRRA Recommendation for the Light Rail Transit
Alternative in the I-35W Corridor

The Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority recommends
LRT as the preferred alternative for the I-35W corridor based upon
the following considerations.

® Service




Capacity

Environment

Development

Quality of Life

Federal, State, and Local Transportation Goals
1. Service

Rail transportation offers the highest overall 1level of
service of any transit option for a metropolitan area. By
operating in an exclusive right-of-way, LRT provides reliable, on-
time performance regardless of congestion levels on parallel
roadways. The use of a guided vehicle on an exclusive right-of-
way also significantly reduces accidents compared to other modes
of urban transportation. The traction characteristics of the steel
wheel on steel rail ensure vehicle operation in virtually any
weather condition. As demonstrated in Buffalo, Boston, Cleveland,
Toronto, Calgary, and Edmonton, LRT can operate successfully under
severe snow conditions. The steel wheel on steel rail and electric
propulsion also combine to provide a smooth ride for passengers.

The frequent stations along the I-35W LRT route provide
convenient access for the entire length of the facility. This
access facilitates travel from virtually all points in the corridor
to all points in the corridor. The traditional suburban to
downtown transit commute is well served, as well as the growing
reverse commute to suburban jobs.

Intermediate institutions and destinations such as the Art
Institute, Honeywell, Abbott-Northwestern or the Richfield Hub also
become more accessible. Crosstown transit trips become more
convenient as the bus service is adjusted to feed the LRT stations,
which also function as multiple (versus two in the HOV options)
transit hubs.

The rail service between these corridor destinations continues
for 18-20 hours throughout the day, similar to existing bus
service. 'The system does not shift to shared operation with other
vehicles during the off-peak as do diamond lanes.

This combination of frequent access and continuous service
throughout the day meets the needs of all transit client groups:
suburban commuters, urban reverse-commuters, low-income "transit
captives," students and seniors. In particular, over the I-35W
lifetime, senior-age cohorts will increase dramatically, favoring
a higher volume LRT solution. The high platform stations further
enhance system use by maximizing transit system accessibility by
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the disabled and elderly. It is the better service of LRT that
results in the "rail preference" such systems regularly exhibit.

Most critically, LRT on I-35W cannot be viewed in isolation.
It will be an integral part of a system that ultimately will
comprise many lines and destinations. Even two lines (Central and
I-35W) have synergy in use; adding more lines improves economies
of use and scale. LRT on I-35W is more than a one-line decision.
Construction of this alternative presages construction of a larger
LRT system with its cumulative benefits.

2. Capacity

LRT offers a wide range of capacity within a narrow right-
of-way. By varying train length and service frequency, this
technology can meet low volume needs of evening service or provide
the service equivalent of four traffic lanes in each direction for
peak hour service. By varying the train lengths, train staffing
can remain relatively constant during the day. The flexibility of
LRT in providing capacity is shown in the table below.

ONE-WAY LRT HOURLY PASSENGER CAPACITY
Frequency (Minutes) Cars/Trains

2

3,300 6,600 9,900

1,980 3,960 5,940

1,320 2,640 3,960
990 1,980 2,970

15 660 1,320 1,980

As the above table demonstrates, LRT can easily move from 660
passengers/hour to 9,900 passengers/hour simply by varying
frequency and number of cars. In addition to meeting daily peak
period travel needs, the high-end capacity can be used to satisfy
special event traffic such as sporting events or local festivals.
Fenway Park in Boston and Calgary Stadium do not offer any parking
on site, and are entirely dependent upon LRT to move fans and
employees to and from sporting events on a regular basis.

The capacity "buffer" available with LRT is also useful in
planning for long-term growth. Comparing the maximum with three-
minute headway of 9,900 passengers to the DEIS 2010 peak hour
forecast of 3,900 riders shows the expansion potential of LRT for
post-2010 demand. Without expanding the right-of-way, capacity can
be increased in response to travel growth for many years in the
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future simply by increasing the frequency of train trips, thereby
providing increased services.

Increasing transit capacity for the HOV alternatives by
increasing bus frequency is a much less desirable option. Since
HOV lanes are projected to be at vehicle capacity by 2010, the auto
occupancy requirement for use of the HOV lane must be increased
from 2+ to 3+ occupants in order to reduce carpool volumes on the
HOV lane and provide capacity to add buses.

According to the HOV design guidelines developed by the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials,
this increase in occupancy requirements could result in an
immediate decrease of 75-85% in carpools on the facility. For
those carpoolers continuing to use the HOV facility, passenger
pick-up and drop-off time will increase and schedule flexibility
will be reduced. Diversion to local streets will increase
dramatically and downtown operation problems will grow markedly.

Also previous research has indicated that enforcement of HOV
occupancy requirements may become a problem as the HOV carpool
volumes are reduced to provide room for buses. Solo drivers in the
adjacent lanes perceive a great deal of unused capacity in the
diamond lane and may therefore rationalize their illegal use of the
lane.

Although the increased bus service which displaces the 2+
carpools will improve service for transit users on individual bus
routes, no service benefit accrues to transit riders who are
"downstream" from the collection area of the route receiving
additional buses. Moreover, as bus volumes in dedicated downtown
bus lanes exceed 120 vehicles per hour, additional street capacity
must be made available for buses. This increase in bus frequency
on downtown streets will further reduce auto travel speeds, causing
greater congestion and increasing air pollution. Neither problem
arises with LRT.

3. Environment

The superior service characteristics and attractiveness of
state-of-the art LRT service typically result in a shift of auto
drivers to transit. This shift effectively replaces gasoline
propulsion with electric power, reducing air pollutant generation
and consumption of limited petroleum resources. While pollutants
are produced at the electric-generated plant, they are more readily
controlled at a single source. The shift of existing bus
passengers to LRT substitutes electric for diesel power, further
reducing corridor air pollution and petroleum consumption for
transportation services.




As LRT reduces the need for auto-oriented land uses, and
increases development density near stations, the need to use
undeveloped land (urban sprawl) decreases.

4. Development

Based upon the experience in other cities, the opportunity to
use transit as a tool to shape development rather than merely
responding to transportation demand must not be overlooked. When
used together with 1local planning efforts and development
incentives in a favorable economic climate, LRT can be the catalyst
to achieve local land use goals. This opportunity is not available
with the HOV alternatives.

5. Quality of Life

The LRT characteristics outlined above combine to enhance the
quality of 1life in the urban area. This is a goal expressly
recognized by ISTEA and the state's new DOT policies. Mobility is
improved by providing high-quality transit service to a broad
cross-section of the travelling public. Environmental quality is
improved as travelers shift from petroleum-powered to electric
vehicles. The economic vitality of the corridor is reinforced by
its continued accessibility and development opportunities near LRT
stations. Finally, the competitive stature of the region is
improved in its ability to attract conventions and special events,
and capture the jobs that are linked to those activities.

The intangible aspects of LRT have a recognized impact on
quality of life. 1In a 1989 report by Katherine Turnbull from the
Texas Transportation Institute entitled The Intangible Aspects of
Rail Transit, Ms. Turnbull documents qualitative benefits of rail
transit systems. The report makes the following points:

° Quality of Life. All the individuals interviewed in
Atlanta, Miami, Portland and San Diego indicated that
they felt the rail systems have had a positive impact on
the quality of life, accessibility and attractiveness of
the areas. The most commonly mentioned impacts were
maintaining and enhancing the viability and vitality of
the downtown area, providing access to other major
activity centers, such as suburban shopping centers,
educational institutions, and major attractions, and
providing a high level of service to both transit
dependent groups and choice riders.

Image. Individuals in Atlanta, Portland and San Diego
all expressed strong opinions that the rail systems
presented very positive images and contributed to the
image of the city.




Perception of Rail. Individuals interviewed in
Atlanta,Miami, Portland and San Diego all indicated that
they felt rail transit was perceived differently than
buses. Terms used to characterize the better perception
of rail included: more dependable and reliable, a fixed
facility which people know will be there, more
comfortable and attractive, sleeker, a higher class of
service, faster and a more positive image.

Development and Land Use. The impact the rail systems
have had on development and land use patterns was
perceived differently in the four cities, although all
of the individuals interviewed felt that the impact was
positive. Individuals in Portland and Atlanta expressed
stronger support for the impact the rail systems have had
on development than those in Miami and San Diego. This
was due in part to the planned effort in these two cities
to focus growth around the rail system and to encourage
transit use through supporting policies. In all
cases,the individuals interviewed noted that the impact
has been primarily on regional locational decisions,
rather than attracting new businesses from ocutside the
region. These comments are in agreement with the
findings of the peer group on economic development
prepared by Dr. Michael Meyer.

The likely lmpacts of the I-35W decision on quallty of life should

be addressed in the final EIS.

6. Project Staging in Advance of Highway Construction

The Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority recommends
that the LRT element of the I-35W project be implemented as soon
as possible. According to the analysis documented in the
September, 1991, I-35W LRT Implementation Feasibility Study, LRT
service could be operational seven years earlier if it were
constructed in advance of the roadway project. In addition to
providing earlier service benefits to the corridor, the facility
would provide congestion relief during the construction period for
the roadway. This would also be an opportunity for people to break
the driving habit and shift to transit to avoid construction
delays.

The right-of-way and freeway design associated with the I-35W
project can generally accommodate early LRT construction in its
ultimate design. Both the section north and south of the Crosstown
Commons are suitable for accelerated LRT construction with no loss
in investment when the roadway improvements are completed. The
Crosstown LRT section would be modified during roadway
construction.




The construction and modification of the HOV lanes on I-394
have established a precedent for construction of a transit facility
in advance of the .roadway project. The additional expense of
periodic changes to the transit element are offset by the capacity
advantages during the roadway construction period.

VI. CONCLUSION

I-35W is the most important transportation, development and
quality of life decision our region will make. It will determine
whether we build for the future or face an over-capacity problem
again in 2010; it will likely ensure or possibly foreclose LRT, not
just here, but on other routes; it will shape or passively allow
development and it will be a major factor in the future health of
the downtown and region. The EIS cannot be a "business as usual"
document for such a pivotal project. It must cover all
alternatives and all impacts, especially the development and land
use effects of such a shaping project. It must accurately indicate
HOV versus LRT trade-offs and usage. And it must not artificially
stop at 2010, the year the project is done and already over
capacity.

Again, we recognize the EIS preparers have worked hard, but
much more analysis is needed. Oour goal is an adequate EIS
containing a full and fair evaluation of all the significant
impacts of the various alternatives. Thank you for the opportunity
to comment here. :
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Metropolitan LRT Joint Powers Board

AGENDA

Wednesday, July 1, 1992
8:30 a.m.
Hennepin County Government Center
Commissioners Boardroom
Minneapolis, Minnesota

Action Requested

Minutes for June 3, 1992% Approval

Claims List for period June 1 - Approval
June 31: Richardson, Richter

and Associates, Inc. in the amount

of $3,012.53.

Budget Explanation#* Information

Meeting with State Legislators Discussion

Federal Funding: Information
a. Meeting with Congressman

b. Resolution from RCRRA*

c. Staff meeting with FTAx*

Central Corridor Update* Information

Corridor Management Committee Adopt Recommendation
Recommendations* to Joint Lead
Agencies

Other - Staff Report

Documentation Enclosed.

Next Meeting - August 5, 1992, 8:30 a.m.




Minutes Agenda Item #1

Metropolitan Joint LRT Board
June 3, 1992

Location: Hennepin County Government Center

Members present included Commissioners McCarron, Hauser, Finley,
Chapdelaine, and Derus. Others present included Ken Stevens, Kathy
Despiegelaere, Tim Yantos, Allan Moe, Stephanie Eiler and Mary
Richardson.

Agenda Item #1. Minutes for May 6 and May 20, 1992.

Commissioner Finley moved approval of the minutes.
Commissioner McCarron seconded the motion. The motion passed.

Agenda Item #2. Claims 1list for period May 1 to May 31;
Richardson, Richter and Associates in the amount of
$4,471.32.

Commissioner McCarron moved approval. Commissioner Finley
seconded the motion. The motion passed.

Agenda Item #3. 1993 Workplan and 1993 Budget.

Ken Stevens presented the work plan and budget as proposed in
the enclosed documentation. Commissioner Finley questioned whether
the budget represented an increase over last year's budget. Mary
Richardson reviewed the differences. Commissioner Finley asked why
the Joint Powers Board was considering the budget at this point.
Mary Richardson responded that the Joint Powers Agreement requires
the Board to adopt its budget in June. Commissioner McCarron moved
approval of the 1993 Workplan and Budget. Commissioner Derus
recommended that they approve the budget now; and Commissioner
Hauser seconded the motion and questioned a number of items in the
budget. Under consulting services, she questioned the line item
for engineering in the amount of $20,000. Ken Stevens responded
that the Joint Powers Board is charged under the governance bill to
review system standards. The amount of $20,000 was included to
cover expenditures for a peer review of the system standards;
alternatively it could be used for site visits to look at other
systems. Commissioner Hauser requested additional information
about the budget and Ken Stevens responded that staff will put
together a background memorandum and a report on the status of
expenditures in 1992. The motion unanimously passed.




Agenda Item #4. Central Corridor Progress Report.

Kathy Despiegelaere reviewed the alignment, stations, capital
area planning area effort, and process that the Ramsey County
Regional Rail Authority has used to accomplish the work on its
portion of the Central Corridor. She reported that the preliminary
engineering contract is about one-third of the way done. They it
expect to complete it next winter or spring. Ken Stevens then
discussed the alignment starting at the Westgate area and reviewed
the alignment and stations through the University to Downtown
Minneapolis. He noted that the proposed tunnel in Downtown
Minneapolis had been rejected by the regional agencies and current
efforts will define a surface alignment.

Agenda Item #5. Federal Funding Update.

Ken Stevens provided an update on the process to obtain
federal funding, noting that we have a grant in the amount of $2
million from the federal government to do an AA/DEIS. This effort
will include a study of the at grade alternative in Downtown
Minneapolis. He reviewed the process and the timetable that we
have proposed, including that an RFP will be issued for a
consultant at the end of June and it is anticipated that the
consultant will start work on September 1 for a twelve month
pericd. Mr. Stevens further noted that a staff meeting is
scheduled in Washington for next week to talk about federal
funding. Mn/DOT will be the contracting agency. Commissioner
McCarron asked what the commitment at Mn/DOT was. He noted that
the focus at the North Star conference still appeared to be
highways. Stephanie Eiler reported that Mn/DOT will select a
project manager for the Central Corridor by June 18. Commissioner
Derus noted that Jim Denn was the best thing that has happened to
Mn/DOT.

Commissioner Derus suggested that all the members of the Joint
Powers Board and the Chairs of the Metropolitan Council and the
RTB, the Commissioner of Mn/DOT and MTC go to Washington and make
a presentation. He said that we are ready and we need the federal
cooperation. All of the Counties should be represented on the
trip. Commissioner McCarron agreed. Commissioner Finley asked
whether in fact we are ready to make such a trip. Ken Stevens
noted that we are starting the FTA track to obtain funding.
Commissioner Hauser said that maybe we should start locally. She
would be more comfortable if the federal piece was in place at FTA
before making a foray to Washington D.C. Commissioner Derus said
based on the Central Corridor work presented today, we are ready.
The congressional delegation wanted this.

Commissioner Finley asked when the transportation alliance
fly-in to Washington D.C. was. Ken Stevens responded that it is
today and he passed out the summary that the Joint Powers Board had
directed staff to prepare at its last meeting. Mr. Stevens
reported that Commissioner Denn took this today and that he will




get Commissioner Koniarski a copy. Commissioner Derus said that
the reason for the fly-in is roads. We need to send the LRT
message more strongly.

Commissioner McCarron asked when the staff was going to
Washington and Ken Stevens responded next week. Commissioner
McCarron said that it is important to do the staff trip first. But
We should start planning the trip for the Commissioners.
Commissioner Derus asked whether perhaps we should invite the
delegation here during the NACO conference as they are likely to
be in town. After some discussion, Commissioner Derus recommended
that we put the issue of a congressional meeting on the July 1
agenda for the Joint Powers Board.

Commissioner McCarron said that issues relating to regional
reorganization are still current at the legislature. We mnust
develop strategies to be part of that debate this summer.

Commissioner Derus adjourned the meeting. The next meeting
of the Joint Powers Board will be July 1 at 8:30 a.m. at the
Hennepin County Government Center.




Agenda Item #3

DATE: June 17, 1992

TO: Metropolitan LRT Joint Powers Board

FROM: Staff

SUBJECT: 1993 Budget Explanation

At the June meeting of the LRT Joint Powers Board, the Board
adopted the 1993 Budget and requested that staff provide additional
information. Attached to this memorandum are: 1) a line item
comparison of the 1992 and 1993 Budgets; 2) an explanation of each

of the line items in the 1993 Budget; 3) the 1993 Workplan as
adopted; and 4) a summary of the expenditures made to date in 1992.

ACTION REQUESTED: Information Only.




1992/1993 Budget Comparison

1992 Budget, 1993
(as_ amended) Budget

Printing, Postage and Reproduction $ 4,000.00 $ 5,000.00
Administrative Expense 2,000.00

Administrative Costs 80,000.00 80,000.00
Legislative Activities 16,000.00 10,000.00
Engineering 20,000.00
Public Information 10,000.00

Contingency 835.00 6.250.00

$116,835.00 $131,250.00
(12% increase)

ASSESSMENTS

1992 1993

Anoka County $ 22,440.00 $ 24,607.80
Carver County 0 3,117.00
Dakota County 14,960.00 16,405.20
Hennepin County 33,660.00 36,915.90
Scott County 3,444.00 3,773.20
Ramsey County 33,660.00 36,915.90
Washington County 8.671.00 9.515.00

TOTAL BUDGET $116,835.00 $131,250.00




1993 Budget Explanation

Printing, Postage, Reproduction and
Miscellaneous Expenses

This item is to pay the costs of the monthly mailings of
the LRT Joint Powers Board and also includes special
mailings to, for example, legislators. Miscellaneous
expenses include such items as box lunches, travel and so
on.

Consulting Services

a. Administration/Policy Analysis

This item is to cover the costs of analysis of
policy issues that may arise for the LRT Joint
Powers Board throughout the year. Additionally, it
will cover the costs of administering or staffing
the Board, including preparing agendas, minutes,
correspondence, memoranda and so on. The amount
assumes approximately 60 hours per month at $105.00
per hour plus expenses.

Legislative Representation

This budget item assumes that the primary lobbying
efforts would continue with the county lobbyists,
as was done last year. (The main issues that are
likely to arise next year will pertain to funding
and governance.) Some additional efforts on a
state or federal level may, however, be necessary,
and this budget item would cover those costs.

Engineering Costs

The governance bill provides that the LRT Joint
Powers Board will review and approve the LRT system
standards. This budget item provides for some
engineering assistance in that effort. This amount
may also be used to pay the costs of a peer review
on the proposed standards. Alternatively the Board
may wish to use this amount to pay the costs of
visits to review systems in other areas.

$ 5,000.0C

$80,000.0¢

$10,000.0

$20,000.0




d. Public Information

The LRT governance bill also provides that the Board
approve the community involvement and marketing
programs and participate on the Corridor Management
Committee. This budget item would pay the costs of
a consultant to assist in those efforts.

Contingency Fund(5%)

Because the LRT Joint Powers Board is newly formed and
is now developing its functions, it is difficult to
predict its budgetary needs. Thus it is recommended that
a 5% contingency fund be established to cover
unanticipated expenses.




As Adopted June 1, 1992

Proposed 1993 Workplan -

Meetings

Corridor Management Committee Activities On-going
m Participation

® Independent Discussions

B Monitor Project Progress

Systems Standards February

B Peer Review

Method of Implementation March-April
m Discuss Alternatives
m Adopt recommendation to Corridor
Management Committee and to Mn/DOT
Legislative Activities January-April/May
® Monitor Session

m Promote funding Legislation
B Prepare for 1994 Session September-October

Adopt 1994 Budget/Workplan June
Monitor Federal Funding Process Oon-going

Evaluation of Community Involvement On-going
Program

Comment on LRT Related Documents On-going




6/19/92 METROPOLITAN LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
JOINT POWERS BOARD

ACCOUNT #661-001101-204000-0
(CONTRACTS PAYABLE)
BUDGET: $116,835

$15,661.12

CONTRACT PRINTING
CUNSULTANT
$80,000.00

3/20/92 _ SCOTT COUNTY-PORTION OF /.20ESS
3/20/92 $8,671.00 WASH COUNTY-PORTION OF ASSESS
3/27/92 $33,660.00 RAMSEY COUNTY-PORTION OF ASSESS
4/21/92 $33,660.00 HENNEPIN COUNTY-PORTION OF ASSESS
4/28/92 $4,285.23 RICHARDSON, RICHTER-2/1-2/29/92
5/13/92 $14,960.00 DAKOTA COUNTY-PORTION OF ASSESS
5/13/92 $526.50 RICHAHDSON,RICHTER-PRINTING

5/13/92 $5,901.64 RICHARDSON RICHTER-3/1-31/92

5/13/92 $4,947.75 RICHARDSON RICHTER-4/1-30/92

6/18/92 $22,440.00 ANOKA COUNTY -PORTION OF ASSESS-JE

$116,835.00 $15,134.62 $526.50




Agenaa lLtem #5250

John T. Finley, Chairman

Distnict 3
Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
Distner |
Warren W. Schaber, secretary
Distnct 6
: - Ruby Hunt, T
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority gstrs P i
316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Ahrens

Hal Norgard

Distnet 7

Donald Salverda
Dismict 2

June 10, 1992

Commissicner John Derus

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
A-2400 Hennepin County Government Center
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55487

Dear John:

At its meeting on June 9, Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority passed the attached resolution asking for clarification
on federal funding by the Joint Powers Board at its July 1, 1992
meeting.

Very tzuly yours,

ey

hn T. Finl
Chairman

JTF/blk
Attachment

ce:l Ken Stevens
Mary Richardson




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

June 9, 1992 No._Rpar -

WHEREAS, There is agreement in the region about the Central
Corridor as the first priority for light rail transit and
agreement about following the federal funding process for the
Central Corridor; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the Joint Powers Board should provide
clarification to its members about the process of seeking federal
funds and should identify how Mn/DOT as the agency specified as
the lead on federal funding for the corridor will proceed with
its responsibilities.

John T. Finley, Chairman By WM’
o . #arren W. Schaber,YSecretary




Agenda Item 5c

SUMMARY OF MEETING

Purpose: Discuss how to proceed on Central Corridor Alternatives

Date:

Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement with
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) staff.

June 10, 1992, 1 to 3:30 PM

Location: FTA offices, Washington, D.C.

Attendance:

FTA - Don Emerson, Jennifer Libby, Ken Mowll, Paul Fish
(Chicago office - via telephone);

RTB - Judy Hollander

Governor’s office - Kathy McCright

Mn/DOT - Randy Halvorson

Metro Council - Nacho Diaz

Hennepin County - Ken Stevens

Ramsey County - Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Summary of key discussion points:

l -

FTA has not vyet "officially" responded to the RTB/Metro
Council request by letter to use the $2 million earmark for
the Central Corridor AA/DEIS. That is a concern to
Minnesota staff although we were assured the letter is being
held up for grammatical corrections. The FTA letter drafted
for Administrator Clymer’s signature says it is acceptable
to pick up on the 1984 University Avenue Alternatives
Analysis/DEIS and says that the $2 million earmark can be
shifted to the Central Corridor. We were told by Don
Emerson to, "assume the best," in regard to the letter.

Nacho Diaz stated there will be an AA only on the Central
Corridor, even if LRT is the selected mode on 35W. Central
Corridor is the region’s priority corridor.

There is a current contract for LRT preliminary engineering
for the Midway Corridor that is expected to continue. LRT
is not a given for the Central Corridor and the AA will be
done objectively.

FTA staff mentioned the 35W newspaper clips and had a copy
of the Legislative Audit Commission’s report on transit.
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5.

If no Congressional earmarking of a project occurs, then
there are no funds for transit, FTA says. FTA stated that
current congressionally earmarked projects exceed funding
capability. Since the Twin Cities project is not earmarked,
the appropriations process will be even more important, Don
Emerson said. He said we should watch the appropriations
process this year to see if Congress adheres to the
authorized list of projects or introduces new ones.

FTA project evaluation criteria have been broadened to
include:

mobility improvements
operational efficiencies
environmental benefits
cost effectiveness.

The processing of the grant application by the Chicago FTA
office will take two weeks to two months. Funds will not be
available until that process is concluded.

An in-kind match is acceptable to FTA for the $2 million.
It 1is an 80% federal/20% local match. The local matching
funds must be spent concurrently; previous spending will not
suffice.

Grant recipient will be RTB; RTB will pass funds through to
Mn/DQT. Mn/DOT must have funds in an account to process
payments to consultants prior to contract initiation.

A schedule was agreed upon at the meeting. It is acceptable
for us to proceed on our proposed timetable with RFP,
consultant selection, and the scoping process.

Having a draft AA/DEIS by January 1 is important to us for
the Legislature and to FTA. FTA could include our project
in their annual letter to Congress recommending projects.
The DEIS need not be approved by January 1 - we will still
be in the review/revision process at that time.

staff will meet for two days on July 23 and 24 probably in
Washington to develop an agreement with FTA on the scope of
work. Emerson said, "to the extent we can pick up where we
left off, that’s what we want to do. We need a work scope
around the holes to be filled." The procedures manual 1is
outdated and there is no replacement as yet. Some tasks
previously required may no longer be necessary.
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FTA participants in the two day session will be Jennifer
Libby, Ken Mowll, Ron Jensen Fisher, and Joe Ossi. We will
send a draft agenda and selected background materials to
FTA.

FTA contact - Jennifer Libby

Minnesota contact with FTA - Judy Hollander at this time;
Mn/DOT project manager when appointed.

Steps:

Get letter from FTA

Submit grant application - RTB

Proceed with scoping process, RFP, consultant selection -
Mn/DOT, HCRRA, RCRRA

Ssend revised schedule to FTA - Kathryn DeSpiegelaere and
Judy Hollander

Prepare for July 23 and 24 meetings - RTB, Mn/DOT, Metro
Council, HCRRA, RCRRA

Begin process of recordkeeping of all agencies’ staff time
on project - Mn/DOT

Initiate corridor management committee - Mn/DOT, HCRRA,
RCRRA

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
June 11, 1992




RECEIVED
JUN 2 6 19sz

HENNEFIN COUNTY
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 22, 1992

TO: Metropolitan LRT Joint Powers Board
FROM: Staff

SUBJECT: Federal Funding Process

In response to the RCRRA resolution dated June 9, 1992, staff
prepared the following summary of the process of seeking federal

funding. The federal funding process 1is a two part process,
including:

1 The technical process - The forum for this process is
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and commences
with the Alternative Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (AA/DEIS).

The gpolitical process - The forum for this process is
Congress. Unless funds are earmarked by Congress, it 1is
unlikely that the region will get the necessary funds to
build LRT.

This memorandum will outline the proposed technical process and
recommend that the LRT Joint Powers Board meet with Mn/DOT, RTB and

the Metropolitan Council to develop a plan for proceeding with the
political process.

1 The Technical Process. The technical process is prescribed in
federal regulations and guidelines. Staff from the joint lead
agencies (Mn/DOT, HCRRA and RCRRA) have met with FTA staff in
Washington and developed the attached expedited schedule for
the AA/DEIS. As described in the attached FTA pamphlet
process, however, the project development process is a five-
part process that includes:

A. System planning.

B. AA/DEIS.

Cis Preliminary Engineering/Final EIS.
D. Final Design.

E. Construction.




2.

Each step of the process requires FTA consent to move forward.
FTA has agreed that the region has completed system planning
and has agreed to the initiation of the AA/DEIS process. This
summer, the joint lead agencies will select a consultant to
assist with the AA/DEIS and will undertake the scoping

process. '

The Political Process. The political process is equally

important, but is not as clearly defined. The region has
agreed that Mn/DOT Commissioner Denn should be the
spokesperson for the region, but has not yet identified a plan
or strategy to undertake the political process. In order to
obtain federal funding, Congress must act to earmark funds in
an appropriations bill. To achieve that end, stafferecommend
that the LRT Joint Powers Board set a meeting with the
Commissioner of Mn/DOT and the chairs of the RTB and the
Metropolitan Council to develop a plan describing the roles
and responsibilities of the parties and identifying the
necessary steps to achieve the earmarking, including meeting
with the Congressional delegation.




Agenda Item #6

John T. Finley, Chairman

District 3

Dotdc:n1e W. McCarty, vice Chaiman
inct

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

- : . Ruby Hunt,
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority R PRartt Treomome

316 Courthouse, Sf, 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 ;E%:éf}—-

SUBJECT: Central Corridor Update

DATE: June 14, 1992

The Central Corridor transit work is anticipated to follow
the federal environmental process. At this time, these work

efforts are underway:

O Mn/DOT Staffing

Mn/DOT is interviewing candidates for a corridor manager
position this week.

RFP

The request for proposals for consultant services for
the transit Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement will be issued on June 22.

Scoping

One of the first work efforts to be undertaken as part
of the federal process is a public scoping meeting, to
identify the transit alternatives that will Dbe
considered in the Alternatives Analysis process. Staffs
of Mn/DOT, HCRRA and RCRRA are working on the scoping
process, including a report, notifications, and hearing.

Community participation program

Staffs are in the process of preparing a community
participation program for the Central Corridor. One
element of the program is the Corridor Management
Committee.




Negotiations with Federal Transit Administration

On June 11, representatives of Mn/DOT, Metro Council,
RTB, HCRRA and RCRRA met with staff of the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) in Washington, D.C., to
discuss how to proceed on the Central Corridor.

We were told that our proposed approach is acceptable,
and to proceed with the RFP, scoping, and consultant
selection. We were requested by FTA staff to
participate in a two-day session with them in July to
finalize the scope of work for the Alternatives
Analyis/Draft EIS for the Central Corridor.

Although the process we are undertaking is necessary, it
does not guarantee funding. FTA staff said that a
project will be funded only by Congressional earmarking.

A grant application is being processed by the RTB that
will supply $2 million in federal funds as an 80% match
for engineering work.

The schedule we agreed upon with FTA on June 11 is

. attached.

Recommendation:

For your information.




6,/10/92

- Proposed Central Corridor AA/DEIS Schedule

Send RFP to consulting firms 6/22/92
Send grant application to FTA 6/92

Notice of intent for scoping meeting published
in federal register 7/1/92

Agree on work plan with FTA 7/24/92
Select consultant 1/92
Scoping meeting(s) 8/92
Close of scoping comment period 8/92
Consultant begins work 9/92
Submit technical reports to FTA as prepared 9 - 12/92
Send DEIS to FTA for review 1/1/93

Publish EPA notice of availability
(3 weeks after DEIS is agreed upon) 4/1/93

Circulation period for DEIS prior to
public hearing (30 days) 4/93

Public hearing(s) on DEIS 5/93

Selection of locally preferred alternative 6 - 7/93




Agenda Item #7

MEMORANDUM

June 17, 1992
TO: Metropolitan LRT Joint Powers Board
FROM: Staff

SUBJECT: Community Involvement Program and Corridor Management
Committee

Background

The LRT governance bill establishs a Corridor Management Committee
to advise the joint lead agencies (Mn/DOT, HCRRA, RCRRA) on issues
relating to the alternatives analysis, environmental review,
preliminary design, preliminary engineering, final design,
implementation method and the construction of LRT. The bill
specifies the membership as well as the responsibilities of the
Corridor Management Committee. The LRT Joint Powers Board members
all sit on the Corridor Management Committee. (See attached
description of Corridor Management Committee) Additionally, the
governance bill provides for the LRT Joint Powers Board review and
approval of the community involvement plan and marketing program
for LRT.

The region is moving ahead with LRT as if the governance bill had
passed. Moreover, the joint lead agencies are working to secure
federal funding from FTA for an alternatives analysis/draft
environmental impact statement for the Central Corridor. Thus, it
is an appropriate time to initiate the Corridor Management
Committee.

The LRT Joint Powers Board staff recommend to the LRT Joint Powers
Board that:

I The LRT Joint Powers Board request the joint lead agencies to
set the first meeting of the Corridor Management Committee in
August, 1992; and that the staff committee of the Corridor
Management Committee be convened as soon as possible.

That the LRT Joint Powers Board recommend to the joint lead
agencies that they send a letter to the member bodies of the
Corridor Management Committee notifying them of the initiation




of the activities of the Committee and requesting that each
member body appoint a representative and an alternate to the
Committee, as well as a staff person and alternate to the
staff committee.

That the LRT Joint Powers Board recommend to the joint lead
agencies that they commence the develepment ef the Community
Involvement Program and Marketing Plam for the review and
approval of the LRT Joint Powers Board; and that the Joint
Powers Board direct its staff to develop recommendations to
the joint lead agencies regarding the development of the
comprehensive plan.

ACTION REQUESTED: That the LRT Joint Powers Board approve the
staff recommendations outlined above.




Central Corridor Management Committee

I. Membership:

II. Responsibilities:

III. staffing:

IV. Organizational Issues:

v. Preliminary Work Tasks:

14 members, including Jocint
Powers Board Members {73
Cities (St. Paul,
Minneapolis) ; Mn/DOT;
Metropolitan Council; Regional
Transit Board; Metropolitan
Transit Commission; and,

University of Minnesota

Advise on issues relating to
the alternatives analysis,
environmental review,
preliminary design,
preliminary engineering, final
design, implementation method,
and construction of LRT.

Each member appoints a staff
person to a staff committee.
Staff committee reviews and
discusses issues prior to
Management Committee
consideration. Lead agencies
develop agenda and agenda
items, administer the
Committee, cover
administrative costs.

Bylaws

Meeting Schedule

Work Program

Appointments (Members & Staff)
Start Date

Address organizational issues.

Review preliminary design and
SEIS for the Central
Corridor

Timeline/Agenda

Comments on Scoping Document
for Central Corridor




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY 4
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY | :

Originating Department Appoint representative and alternate to Central
i ' Corridor Management Committee and appoint
%MM éé?&j@ representative to Central Corridor Technical

Authorized &ignatire Date staff committee.

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution
2) Letter of request
3) Agreement on LRT development

Date / Time
Received By

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date

Julv 14, 1992
Board Date




—— Resolution

Erggional Board of

ailroad
g RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is one of
three joint lead agencies on the Central Corridor Transit
Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement; and

WHEREAS, The Central Corridor Management Committee will make
recommendations to the joint lead agencies on the Alternatives
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement; and

WHEREAS, A request has been received that Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority appoint an elected official and
elected alternate to the Corridor Management Committee; and

WHEREAS, A request has been received that Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority appoint a staff representative to the
Central Corridor Technical Staff Committee; Now, Therefore, Be It

'RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
appoints:

Commissioner John T. Finley as its representative to the
Central Corridor Management Committee; and

Commissioner Diane Ahrens as its alternate to the Central
Corridor Management Committee; and

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere as its representative to the Central
Corridor Technical Staff Committee.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




QNNESOp Minnesota
. S Department of Transportation
§ % Transportation Building
-)

. L

395 John Ireland Boulevard
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

July 2, 1992

Michael Ehrlichmann
Chairman

Regional Transit Board
Mears Park Centre Bldg.
230 East Fifth Street

St. Paul innesota 55101

Dear Mr ichmann:

As you are aware, we are now in the process of jointly undertaking
a federal transit Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Central Corridor. The Central Corridor connects
downtown St. Paul, the Capitol, the University of Minnesota, and
downtown Minneapolis.

To assist in that effort, we are forming a committee of elected and
appointed officials, termed "Corridor Management Committee." The
Corridor Management Committee will make recommendations on key
issues relating to the project.

As you know, the Regional Transit Board’s representative to the
Corridor Management Committee will chair the committee. The
purpose of this letter is to request that you appoint an elected or
appointed official and an elected or appointed alternate to be a
member of the Corridor Management Committee for the Central
Corridor. We also request that you designate a staff
representative to a Technical Staff Committee which will be
comprised of the same organizations represented on the Corridor
Management Committee.

The committee will include a representative from each of these
organizations:

Regional Transit Board

City of st. Paul

City of Minneapolis

University of Minnesota

Metropolitan Council

Metropolitan Transit Commission ;
Seven metro Regional Railroad Authorities.

An Equal Opportunity Employer




The first meeting of the Central Corridor Management Committee is
scheduled for Wednesday, August 26, 8:30 AM. The meeting location
will be communicated to the appointed representatives. Regular
meeting dates and times will be set by committee members.

The first meeting of the Technical Staff Committee will be
Wednesday, August 12, 8:30 AM.

Please respond by letter to Randy Halvorson, Director, Office of
Transit, Minnesota Department of Transportation, Room 815, 395 John
Ireland Boulevard, St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 by July 22 with the
name, address, and phone number of your appointee to the Corridor
Management Committee, the alternate to the Corridor Management
Committee, and the staff representative to the Technical Staff
Committee for the Central Corridor. Questions may be addressed to
Mr. Halvorson at (612) 296-1615. A meeting agenda will be sent to
the committee members prior to the first meeting.

Sincerely,

/(’ A
Mark Andrew John T. Finley

Chairman Chairman
Mn/DOT Hennepin County RRA " Ramsey Co. RRA




LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
DEVELOPMENT IN THE TWIN CITIES METROPOLITAN AREA

The development of LRT in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area is proceeding in
cordance with a cooperative agreement reached among the state, region and
unty regional railroad authorities on May 20, 1992. The development

process and governance structure is as follows:

o The Central Corridor (connecting downtown Minneapolis, the University of
Minnesota, the State Capitol, and downtown St. Paul) is the first
priority corridor for construction of the light rail transit in the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Area. The region will proceed with an alternatives
analysis/draft environmental impact statement for this Corridor as a
first step for federal funding eligibility. The Commissioner of
Transportation will be the lead spokesperson for the region on federal
funding for LRT.

The Metropolitan Council will determine the role of LRT in the regional
transportation system. LRT is one component of the system and will be-
integrated with other transportation modes.

For the initial phases of LRT work (alternatives analysis, draft
environmental impact statements and preliminary design) Mn/DOT and the
Regional Railroad Authorities in which the LRT line is located will be
joint lead agencies.

For the next phase of LRT work (final environmental impact statement and
preliminary engineering) the Minnesota Department of Transportation and
the Regional Railroad Authorities in which the LRT line is located will
be joint lead agencies.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation will compléte final design
and construct all light rail transit in the region.

A corridor management committee which includes affected cities, Mn/DOT,
RTB, Metropolitan Council, MTC and metro regional railroad authorities
will provide advice throughout the development of an LRT corridor.

The regional railroad authorities in which an LRT line is located will
have approval over preliminary engineering and final design plans.

The joint powers board comprised of metro regional railroad authorities
will have approval of the systems standards for LRT for the region and
of the community involvement program.

The Metropolitan Council will have final authority in dispute
resolution.

The units of government listed below have affirmed their commitment to a
unified approach for the development of light rail transit.

Aagreed to on May 20, 1992 by:

Commissioner James Denn, Mn/DOT Chair Mary Anderson, Metro Council
ommissioner Ray Waldron, MTC Commissioner Paul McCarron, ACRRA
Qair Michael Ehrlichmann, RTB Commissioner John Derus, HCRRA
ommissioner Mary Hauser, WCRRA Commissioner William Koniarski, SCRRA
Commissioner John T. Finley, RCRRA Commissioner Donald Chapdelaine,
DCRRA




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY ;
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

: Board Action Requested

REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Originating Department

e A . ;
‘:\._. At (-‘j /__“/ 4/4?/1‘4" !

Authorized Signature

Approve adjustment to the 1992 Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority budget in the
amount of $44,300

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution approving adjustment
2) Memorandum from Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
3) Request form for budget adjustments and attachment

Budgeting and Aw_z d ’W Date / Time
County Attorney. l/h.:rw Received By
Risk Manager

Data Processing.

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified compilete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature Date

7 e
Committee / Meeting Date Signature . Date
July 14, 1992 jmq 7/6/92
Signature /_\

Board Date Date




s Resolution

egional
Nikagd Board of

ity RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
(RCRRA) is participating in the preparation of a transit
Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(AA/DEIS) for the Central Corridor; and

WHEREAS, The 1992 Budget did not provide funding for the
Central Corridor AA/DEIS; and

WHEREAS, Regional Railroad Authority staff has prepared
budget adjustment recommendations which transfer contingency
funds to a separate cost center for the Central Corridor AA/DEIS
(59110); and

WHEREAS, The recommended budget adjustment includes
appropriate distribution to accounts within the cost center; Now,
Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
approves the budget adjustment in the amount of $44,300 as
follows:

TRANSFER FROM APPROPRIATION:

59101 - 061001 Contingent Appropriations $ 44,300

TRANSFER TO APPROPRIATION:

59110 020102 Consulting Services $ 20,000
59110 020174 County Attorney 5,000
59110 020176 Executive Director 10,000
59110 020179 Budgeting & Accounting 3,000
59110 020185 Data Processing 1,000
59110 020202 Postage 500
59110 020401 Publishing Minutes & Notices 300
59110 020501 Printing & Stationery 500
59110 021226 Committee Compensation 1,000
59110 021403 Conference/Seminars 1,000
59110 021407 Travel 2,000

$ 44,300

John T. Finley, Chairman By
Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




John T. Finley, Chairman

District 3
Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman

District 1

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority FURETIUnL Tk
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: Budget Adjustment -- Fiscal Year 1992

DATE: July 2, 1992

At the time of adoption of the 1992 Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority (RCRRA) budget, it was not anticipated that a
work item, the Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS), would be initiated in
1992. The AA/DEIS is being initiated in accordance with the
agreement of the involved agencies and the Governor’s office and,
therefore, an adjustment to the 1992 budget to fund staff and
other costs associated with the work is necessary.

The majority of the costs associated with the AA/DEIS will be
paid with federal funds. The 80% federal match requires a 20%
local match. The Minnesota Department of Transportation
(Mn/DOT), Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority, and Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority are the joint lead agencies
for the AA/DEIS. Staff costs will provide the majority of the
match for federal funds.

It is proposed that the AA/DEIS match for 1992 be funded through
the 1992 contingency account. The requested budget adjustment
totals $44,300.

Recommendation:

Approve adjustments to the 1992 RCRRA budget in accordance with
the documentation attached.

KD/blk
Attachment

Printed on Recycled Paper




" White & Yellow - Acctg. Dept. Copies
Pink ! - Report Copy No.
Green - Retained Copy . (For Budgeting & Acctg.
" RAMSEY COUNTY Use Only)
REQUEST FORM FOR BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS

.ARTMENT: NAME: REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY ORG.# 59101

The Budget Adjustment requested will require the following: 2. For Accounting
Dept. Use Only
1. *X] Transfer From Appropriation) Check Applicable Unencumbered

| | Increase Estimated Revenue } Box(es) Balance Before
Org. # Account No. Account Title Amount Adjustment

59101 061001 Contingent Appropriations $ 44,300.00

TOTAL § 44,300.00

3 Transfer to Appropriation } Check Applicable

| | Increase Appropriation Box(es)
Org. # Account No. Account Title Amount

(see attached) (see attached) $ 44,300.00

—

TOTAL $ %4,300.00

4. Reasons for Adjustment Request:

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is participating in the preparation of a
transit Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Central
Corridor. The 1992 budget did not provide funding for the work.

(Attach sheet if more space is needed)

Approval requested by: ?A%QM&IA@ : 7/‘3?/74
“Authorized Signature
 ieiad “by Budget Analyst: 7/_12 2
. l/ T

o Cof gl T :
Approved by.]‘;udget Director: %éyv\ /é,;-\_ /0491‘%/ e

- %
P T P, iy

Approved by Board of Co. ﬁssioners:

B&A 349- (3-83) Instructions on reverse side of green copy 2




INCREASE APPROPRIATIONS:

020102
020174
020176
020179
020185
020202
020401
020501
021226
021403
021407

Consulting Services
County Attorney

Executive Director

Budgeting & Accounting

Data Processing

Postage

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

Travel

$ 20,000
5,000
10,000
3,000
1,000
500

300

500
1,000
1,000

2,000

$ 44,300




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
Regional Railroad Authority | S
Originating Department _ Approve commitment of funds to Central
2 ) Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft

X (e dolei s LLHF Environmental Impact Statement through
Authorized Signature J December, 1994 in the amount of $107,000.00

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

The Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement will be funded with 80% federal funds. A 20% local match is to be
provided for the $2 million in federal funds primarily through staff resources
of Mn/DOT, Hennepin County and Ramsey County Reqional Railroad Authorities.
Ramsey is requested to commit to funding $107,000 from July 1, 1992 to
December, 1994 as a match for federal funds.

A resolution aareeina to the commitment is attached. Also attached is
a letter from the Federal Transit Administration pertaining to the grant.

Budgeting and A i < < Date / Time

County AuomeyW Received By .
Risk Manager. :
Data Processing.

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date i Date

Committee / Meeting Date ' Date
July 14, 1%5&2 K7

Board Date i y Date

7/6/92




oo Resolution

P.. egional
ailroad Bo ard of

S RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)
will participate in the preparation of the Central Corridor

Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
process; and .

WHEREAS, The contribution of RCRRA will be primarily in the
form of staff support for the project; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That RCRRA will commit $107,000 between July 1,
1992, and December, 1994, to the Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and subsequent phases of work
undertaken through the Federal Transit Administration processes.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




US Department _-\?_jmmustra'..;r 402 Seventh St SW
of fransporfcticn wasmnaion, D C 20550
Federal Transit

Administration

JUN |5 1882

Michael J. Erlichmann

Chair

Regicnal Transit Board

230 E. 5th Street

St. Paul, Misggsota S8101-1634

Dear y/i'r lich

Thank you for your letter regarding the status of transit planning
in the Central Corridor connecting Minneapclis and St. Paul. Your
letter was cosigned by Mary Anderson, Chair of the Metropolitan
Council. Ms. Anderson is being sent an identical response.

Per your request, the Federal Transit Administration will be
pleased to work with you to reinstate Alternatives Analysis in the
Central Corridor. To initiate this process, it is apparent that a
meeting between our respective staffs is in order, and I
‘'understand that the Regional Transit Board has arranged to bring a
working group to Washington June 10. This meeting will permit the
staff from all of the involved parties to meet one another, define
the issues involved, and establish the point where the project now
stands. We would alsc like to talk to your staff about some of
the changes in the planning process resulting from the Intermcdal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.

The $2 million that Congress earmarked for Minneapolis in 1990 was
intended to be applied towards the preparation of preliminary
studies and environmental work for three corridors: I-35W South,
Hiawatha, and Minneapolis Northeast to Northtown Shopping Center.
However, your proposition to use that money for the Central
Corrideor seems justifizd given the lecal priorities that have now
been set.

We look forward to werking with you once again on the Central
Corridor project.

Sincerely,

Brian W.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION 7

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY |

Originating Department Ratify Partial Payment No. 7 to BRW, Inc. in

the amount of $119,916.64 for Midway Corridor
Z ﬁgé%f :EE zéza é/j&/g? Phase II Preliminary Engineering.
Authorized Date

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

Ramsey County Regional Railraod Authority has contracted the professional services
of BRW, Inc. for the purposes of conducting Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary
Engineering studies. Contract RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001 governs the performance of ser-
vices and terms of payment. Payment in the total amount of $119,916.64 for the
period ending March 31, 1992, has been issued in accordance with contract provisions

and Rail Authority Resolution No. R91- . Payment documentation is being submitted
for ratification in compliance with the latter.

Attachments are: 1) Proposed resolution ratifying payment
2) Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment No. 7
3) BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 65336 and attachments

Budgeting and A i e Date / Time
County AnomeyM Received By
Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date i Date

Committee / Meeting Date Date
July 14, 1992 . /. 7/6/92
Board Date i Date




Resolution

Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of BRW, Inc. for the
purpose of conducting Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary
Engineering studies; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001, govern the performance of services of
and terms of payment to BRW, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. has satisfactorily completed portions of
the work identified in the referenced agreements, and provided
detailed invoice documentation for services and costs accrued
through March 31, 1992; and

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001, the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R91- )
the Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments
to BRW, Inc. for work completed and invoiced-in accordance with
the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Resolution R91- requires submittal of invoice
and payment documentation to the Rail Authority for ratification
at the next scheduled meeting following staff approval of invoice
documentation; Now, Therefore, Be It

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 65336, Partial Payment No. 7,
and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through March 31, 1992; Now, Therefore, Be
It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $119,916.64
for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through March 31, 1992, is hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Catalog # BAOLO

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

CHARGE TO: Department _Regional Railroad Authority Date:

APPROPRIATION ITEM:

RFBA9999 RFBA 04

COMPUTER INPUT
PLEASE TYPE OR
PRINT PLAINLY

6/10/92

Consulting Services Warrant No.

For Accounting Use Only

(ASSIGNED BY B&A ONLY)

Claim No.

Date Paid Object

Amount

PA270

020102

$ 119,916.64

$

$

$

1-2 3-7 8

(4] Pav TO: £2\ 202207

First Name & Initial (NO PUNCTUATION)

BRW

$
24

$119,916.64
TOTAL

Last Name or Company Name

(Name - Continued)

Address

Soc Sec No
or

Q o

State ¥ ZipCode %% . 1..10

ON CHECK STUB PUT:

& Partial Pymt #7; Inv. 653363 Midway Corridor Phase IT PE

9-60

A Agreement PA270; Acct. 59105-020102; 3/31/92
a

9-60

For Risk Management
Use Only

| O N R Y RN Y NN e SR ONRS SRl DS M SRR OO Al |
24

Last Name First Nameg

SEND TO:

Use only if Payee and/or
Address differs from
ltem 4

Address

List in this space and
attach to the back of this
form: original invoices,
receipts, certified claims
or other documents.

Preparer's Signature [s/ Bette Kurvsh

| declare that the above materials and/or services have been received, are for Ramsey County, allowed by law,

and approved for payment.

LY g

fl - ¥ - £ -
A7 jri d 1., » wilfiel &

Authorized Signa{ure e —

. NOTE: The vendor's Social Security Number will be used to report taxable income to the Internal Revenue
Service. This data is considered private under Minnesota Statute 15.165, but we will not be able

to process this claim without it.

BA - 354 (3/90) mac




RAMSEY COUNTY REGICNAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 7
PROJECT: MIDWAY CORRIDOR PHASE II PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001

PROJECT COST CENTER: 59105 AGREEMENT NO: PA270
DATE: JUN 10 92

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL : BRW, INC.

RATLROAD AUTHORITY THRESHER SQUARE

316 COURTHOUSE 700 THIRD STREET SOUTH
ST.PAUL, MN 55102 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55415

ACCCOUNT NUMBER 59108-020102 PERCENT COMPLETED 25.7%
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 31 MAR 92 $756,648.26
LESS 5% RETAINAGE $35,807.24
AMOUNT DUE $720,841.02
LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $585,404.99

ALIONABLE PAYMENT FCR THIS PARTIAL: $135,436.03

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.

ZED VP - .

6!%%% Wf MJ/W

RCRRA SHARE HCRRA SHARE TOTAL

$6,574.77 $837. $7,412.15
$79,502.55 $9,652. $89,154.
$55,446. $7,034. $62,480.
$104,832. $12,889. $117,722.
$157,659. $19,533. $177,193.
$116,868. $14,573. $131,441.
$119,916. $15,519. $135,436.
$0. $0.
$0. $0.
: $0. $0.
$640,801. $80,039. $720,841.

Woo-1owu & Wb

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT: $2,940,000.00
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS (INCLUDING THIS PAYMENT) $720,841.

AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT $2,219,158.98

T




Planning

Transportation

Engineering

Urban Design

Thresher Square
700 Third Street So.
Minneapolis.

MN 55415
612/370-0700

Fax 612/370-1378

Minneapolis
Denver
Phoenix
Tucson

San Diego

INVOICE
65336

Seattle
Orlando

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Ramsey County RRA

316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Ken Stevens
Hennegin County RRA
A-2307 Government Center

Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237

DATE: March 31, 1992

JOB NO:1362

INVOICE PERIOD: March 1992

FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER:

the

41-1625272

For Erofessiona] services provided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
ennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in preparation of Phase II Preliminary

Engineering for 1ight rail transit in the Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreement

No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001.

ITEM

BILLED THIS
INVOICE ,

PREVIOUSLY BILLED

TOTAL BILLING TO
DATE

RCRRA
LESS RETAINAGE
DUE THIS BILLING

HCRRA
LESS RETAINAGE
DUE THIS BILLING

P TL D :_"
_§ 1267231570

6,311.59 *°

: DS e
S
£ 2L 0

PR W

94

33;528<

$ 119,920.20
B0 T

=
- L2

$ 16,336.20

§ 63841811
LI
67,916.31

3 §  84,252.51
3,385-67

/ > o
4,282,568

$ 80,0566
3757

I hereby certify that the above statement is just and correct and

payment has not been received.

BRW, INC.

(L2060 Lddsl

ELEER

Richard P. Wolsteld
Principal

V

NLRRR

¥ 16, 336,20
816,81

5 /5 51939

F 2L 20804 SHL 16771 %472, 39575
; i,! :fﬂ # ‘

A4 2483, 2o /5_.1L.£Zz’..£.a_
$,/99b. 64 $500,88451 G Bos 15

" 4

67 9631 S4 252 57
A RL A & S A Y0 R
S Lk 520.4F Bo 239 B7

3




B R W INC.

Planning
Transportation
Engineering
Urban Design

Thresher Square
700 Third Street So.
Minneapolis,

MN 55415
612/370-0700

Fax 612/370-1378

Minneapolis
Phoenix
Denver

St. Petersburg
San Diego
Seattle

Donald W. Ringrose
Richard P. Wolsfeld
Peter E. Jarvis
Thomas F. Carroll
Craig A. Amundsen
Donald E. Hunt
John B. McNamara
Richard D. Pilgrim
Dale N. Beckmann
Jeffrey L. Benson
Ralph C. Blum
Gary ]. Erickson
John €. Lynch

Paul N. Bay

\

Memorandum

Date : April 20, 1992

To : Don Sobania

From : Dennis Probst

RE : Invoice discrepancies

Please find attached a corrected summary page for our
February 29, 1992 invoice for Professional Services. We
regret the mathematical errors which appeared on the copy
previously sent.

In addition, please note that your check number 823727
for payment of our invoice number 64809 dated 1/31/92 has
been received. The amount paid was $ 429.83 over the
invoice amount of $157,230.08. The amount in question
was part of an invoicing error from the November 1991
invoice #64389 in which the labor amount charged was also
listed under the direct expenses column (see attached).
This correction and corrected year to date amounts are
listed on the revised invoice attached. The overpayment
will appear as a credit on the March 1992 invoice.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me
at your earliest convenience.




Planning Thresher Square

700 Third Street So.

= Minneapolis
B R \W Transportation
Engineering

Denver
Minneapolis,

MN 55415
612/370-0700
Fax 612/370-1378

Phoenix

Urban Deslign Tucson

. San Dlego
Seattle

Orlando

INVOICE

65131

DATE: February 29, 1992
JOB NO:1362

Mr. Ken Stevens

Hennegin County RRA

A-2307 Government Center
Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Ramsey County RRA

316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

INVOICE PERIOD: February 1992
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER: 41-1625272

For ﬂrofessional services provided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in preparation of Phase II Preliminary
Engineering for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreement

No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001. .

TOTAL BILLING TO
DATE

545,715.26

BILLED THIS
INVOICE

$ 120,887.27 $

PREVIOUSLY BILLED
424,827 .99 $

ITEM
‘I'FRCRRA

LESS RETAINAGE
DUE THIS BILLING

HCRRA

LESS RETAINAGE
DUE THIS BILLING

5,953.25

— e

$ 114,934.02

$ 15,340.18

__756.90

$ 14,583.28

21,264.10

403,563.89

52,576.13
2,628.77

49,947.36

$

27,217.35

——— et

518,497.91

67,916.31
3,385.67

————

66,044.44

I hereby certify that the above statement is just and correct and
payment has not been received.

BRW, INC.

Richard P. Wolsfeld

Principal




Alaak e midad ¢

nnﬁing ; Thwealier Square : Minneapolis
Transporiation 700 Third Street So. Denver
Englnc:rlng Minnenpolis, - Phoenix
Urban Dealgn MN 55415 Tucson J I
(R ' 612/370-0700 . San Diego ’ INVOICE
Fax G12/370-1378 f Seallle -

Mr. James Tolaas ~  Mr. Ken Stevens DATE: November 30, 1991
Ramsey County RRA  .° Hennepin County RRA

316 Courthouse _A-2307 Government Center - JOB NO: 1362

15- West Kellogg BouTevard Mjnneapolis, MN 55487-0237

St. Paul, MN 55102 AR R

INVOICE PERIOD:- November 30, 1991
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER: - 41-1625272

For professional services provided to the Ramsey County Reg1ona1 Railroad
Authority and the Hennepin County Regional Railroad nuthorwty in preparation of
Phase II Preliminary Engineering for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor, .
in accord with ﬂgreement No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001. :

Sheuld Y DUE THIS PAST AMOUNT ~ TOTAL INVOICED .
AGENCY e 515 il : BILLING INVOICED TO DATE

5‘ 3‘ I ‘-H» ;,_m Q'?g }6
Ramsey County RRA $ 58,816.91 $ 90,607.70 $ 149,424.61
o Less 5% Retainage? 1983 3,370.66 4,530.48 72901.14 _ 74713
o Due This Bi]ling,s_s_-,qn,gﬁ 55,446.25 $ 86,077.22 $§ 141,523.47 I4|,800,%S

Hennepin County RRA $ 7,404.77 ¢ 11,041.60 $ 18,446.37 v’
o Less 5% Retainage 370.24 552 .04 922.28
o Due This Billing $— 7,034.53 $ 10,789.56 § I?,SZK.OQ

I hereby certify that the above
-statement is just and.correct and
payment has not been received

. ’ .'

BRW, INC.

Richard P No]sfe]d\J
Principa] :




FTACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRRA/HCRRA 91 -001
ST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR ACRAA AND HCRRA
INVIOCE PERIOD : NOVEMBER 1991
FILENAME: 89003_1

HCRRAA
ALLOCATION

NCNARA

WORK TASK DIRECT ALLOCATION

| I I

| | |

EXPENSES **  TOTAL | % AMOUNT | % AMOUNT |
| | |

| I I

1.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT $4,23250  $10,073.71 $15.106.21 | 85%  $12,040.27 | 15% $2,265.93 |
2.0 OPERATIONS PLAN $000.00 $0.00 $600.00 I[ 85% $680.00 || 15% $120.00 li
3.0 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DESIGN $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 { 90% ' so.oo} 10% $0.00 Ei
4.0 CIVIL ENGINEERING DESIGN $7.777.90 $0.00 $7,777.90 || 89% $6,922.33 } 1% $855.57 }
5.0 FACILITY DESIGN $22,609.35 $4,121.65 $27,111.00 Ii 90% $24,399.90 { 10% $2,711.10 :
8.0 VALUE ENGINEERING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 Ii BO% $0.00 : y $0.00 1|
7.0 SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 85% $0.00 } 7 $0.00 1|
8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGN $8,552.75 $3,520.43  $12,081.18 !, %,  $10,873.06 { $1,208.12 1
9.0 IMPLEMENTATION METHOD $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 % 80% - $0.00 || g ¥y $0.00 :
10.0 AQENCY COORDINATION $1,590.00 $2.50 $1,592.50 1 90% $1,433.25 } $159.25 ||
.LD COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION $835.00 $13.00 . $848.00 l| 90% $763.20 } $84.80 }
ACARA COMMUNITY PARTICIP. $452.45 @ $904.90 | 100% $904.90 | Z $0.00 |

| |

| |

$46,929.95 $19,291.74 $66,221.69 | $58,816.91 |

|
|
I
£7,404.77 |




ATTACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001
COST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA
INVIOCE PERIOD : MARCH 1992

FILENAME: 89003_1

| RCRARA | HCRRAA .
WORK TASK DIRECT | ALLOCATION | ALLOCATION
EXPENSES ** TOTAL | % AMOUNT | % AMOUNT
| |
| |

1.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT $10,483.00 $13,559.26 $24,042.26 | 85% $20,435.92 | 15% $3,606.34
| |

2.0 OPERATIONS PLAN $2,320.00 $1,428.00 $3,748.00 | 85% $3,185.80 | 15% $562.20
I

3.0 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DESIGN $0.00 $5,771.50 $5,771.50 | 90% $5,194.35

I

| 10% $577.15
I |

|

i

4.0 CIVIL ENGINEERING DESIGN $31,220.18 $15,016.26 $46,236.44 | $41,150.43 | 11% $5,086.01"

|
5.0 FACIUTY DESIGN $22,871.25 $24,581.41 $47,452.66 | $42,707.39 | 10% $4,745.27

I |
8.0 VALUE ENGINEERING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | $0.00 | 20% $0.00

7.0 SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES $0.00 $4,959.42 $4,959.42 I $4,215.51 II 15% $743.91

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGN $3,495.00 $0.00 $3,495.00 I 90% $3,145.50 I 10% $349.50

9.0 IMPLEMENTATION METHOD $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 I 80% $0.00 Il 20% $0.00

10.0 AGENCY COORDINATION $2,610.25 $2,062.75 $4,673.00 I 90% $4,205.70 I 10% $467.30

11.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION $1,697.75 $287.40 $1,985.75 I| 90% $1,786.64 I 10% $198.52

RCRRAA COMMUNITY PARTICIP. $653.25 _{,$448?PI $204.55 | 100% : $0.00
3 |

, 1
$75,350.68 $67,217.30 $142,567.98 | i $126,231.79 I.» $16,336.20
=

=5 z
Q'-‘j?_‘.B = |&z=c4d — & A ’zz,a — .




ATTACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRRA/HCRRA 91001
COST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA
INVIOCE PERIOD : MARCH 1882

FILENAME: 89003_1

.NUMBEFI LABOR

DIRECT EXPENSESSUBCONSULTANT

RETAINAGE

TOTAL

LESS TOTAL
RETAINAGE SALES

1382-A-01
1362~-A-05
1382-A-40
1362-A-41
1382~-A-42
1382-A-43
1382-A-44
1382-A-45
1382-A-48
1362 ~A—-47
1362-A-48
1362 -A-49
1382~-A-T0
1362-A-81
1382-A-84
1382~-A-85
1362~-A-86

13862-8-01
1362-8-05
1382-B-08
13862-8-10
1362-8-20
1362-8-21
13862-8-30
1362-B-47
13862-8-50
1382-B-51
1382-B-52
1382-B-53
-B8-54
-B-55
62-8-860
1362~-8-70
1382-B-80
1382-B-21
1362-8-83
1362-B -84
1382-B-85
1362-B-86

1362-C-01
1362-C-05
1382-C~-50
1362~-C-51
1382-C-52
1362-C~53
1362-C-54
1382~-C~-55
1362~C~-58
1382-C-57
1382-C~70
1382-C-81
1382~-C-82
1362-C-84
1362-C-85
1362~-C-88
1362-C-80

‘L EXPENSE

796.25

4,833.43
14,214.00
760.00
717.50
701.00

1,585.00
1,288.75

581.50
1,887.75
853.25
10,483.00
2,320.00

7,130.50

785.00

1,170.00

1,252.50

4,583.75
4,822.50

2,180.00

9,380.00

281.25

3,188.25

75,350.88

17.00
3,438.55
7,455,808

1,835.88

1,813.05
273.15
3.75
12,882.20
1,358.80

5,482.92
1,718.17

128.25
609.19
10,340.75
37.20
12,038.88

4,711.45

B64,321.28

87,217.30

99.75
14.25
(452.45)
sa7.08
71.40

288.58
83.3

B8.75
32.08
544.25
833.83

247.97

2,8086.02

796.25
0.00
0.00

4,850.43
17,833.52
8,808.27
0.00
2,430.25
701.00
1,585.00
1,278.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2,574.30
1,985.15
204,55
24,042,268
3,748.00
0.00
5,771.50
8,929.97
0.00
135.00
B841.25
11,850.00
37.20
13,842.51
0.00
4,950 .42
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
47.50
0.00

1,302.45
0.00
4,818.40
4,822.50
0.00
2,180.00
0.00
9,545.80
0.00
0.00
0.00
281.25
0.00
3,168.25
0.00
0.00

142,567 .98

RCRRA

39.81 756.44
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
242.52 4,807.91
8g@1.88 16,941.84
430.41 8,177.88

0.00 0.00
121.08 2,317.29

35.05 865.95

79.75 1,515.25

683.85 1,215.08
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

2,445,58
1,885.80
194.32
22,840.15
3,560.80
0.00
5,482.92
8,483.47
0.00
128.25
806.19
11,087.50
35.34
13,150.38
0.00
4.711.45
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
45.12
0.00

1,237.33
0.00
4,387 .48
4,581.37
0.00
2,052.00
0.00
9,068.51
0.00
0.00
0.00
267.189
0.00
3,007.94
0.00
0.00
0.00

7.,128.47 135,439.57

6880.80
0.00
0.00

4,101.04
15,078.24
7,278.30
0.00
2,082.39
582.70
1,348.56
1,081.39
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2,201.02
1,687.30
194.32
19,414.13
3,028.51
0.00
4,934.63
7,550.28
0.00
115.43
548.27
9,960.75
31.81
11,835.34
0.00
4,004.73
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
40.81
0.00

1,113.80
0.00
3,948.73
4,123.23
0.00
1,846.80
0.00
B8,161.86
0.00
0.00
0.00
240.47
0.00
2,707.15
0.00
0.00

118,820.20

244.56
188.59
0.00
3,426.02
534.09
0.00
548.29
933.18
0.00
12.83
60.92
1,108.75
3.53
1,315.04
0.00
708.72
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.51
0.00

15,519.37




SERVICEIS roR Td

PROFESSIONAL

FROFESSIONAL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON,

COMSULTART I

AOLITOR, LIKDA

TOTALS

-

gL

‘B7al LacgR

THIS
inls

THVOICE




HDIHE HAKDA 3L 19

PROFESSIONAL PERSDRAEL

FRINCIPAL
FRICHEON. sarY

. AGTOCIATE
SaHL, XEITH

COMSULTANT I
LAVER, JULIE
HAMMENSA, FREDRICK
SUETOTALS

STAFF LEVEL IV
HILRER, THOMAS

STAFF LEVEL III
SHEHSDH, ROGER
WHEELER. CHRISTOFHER

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL II
JOHKSRUD., LARRY
SUNDRUIST. PAUL

SUETOTALS

3 PRSH FIELD PTV
EECKER. RICHARD
DAHLIM, HICHAEL
HALEY. JEFF

. SUETOTALS

2 PRSH FIELD PTY
FREERKS, JAHES
FaviLA. JOK

LI B I |
IRUEE RN T)
o S Y




IHIUICE MO oRaT

PROGEET #D. 1iaia

SCHEHKR. KURT

JUMDAUIST, FAUL

IHENODM, ROSER
SUBTOTALS

TOTALS




aARCH 31
THVOICE #0. !

FROJECT RO.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FIR THE PERICD CNDING Harid

AROFESSIONAL
AROUNT

PRIMCIPAL
ERICKSDH, GARY 3%, 0 43, Of 0,075,060

COKSULTANT I
HAMMENSA, FREDRICK

STAFF LEVEL IV
RANEERS, JEFF
SAMDERS, TOA

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL III
KEUYEH. CUC

STAFF LEVEL II
JOHKSRUD. LARRY

TOTALS

TOTAL LAEGR




aRCd 31

okt

IHVIICE ¥O. OR&eT

PROGECT 8. 126:4

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ZRDING HARCH

PROFESSIOHAL PERSOMMEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSTN. GARY

STaFF LEVEL II
JOHKSRUD. LARRY

TOTALS

TOTAL LAEOR

THiZ IXVGICE




HARCH 1. w9z
THUOICE #0. DRAFT

PROJECT #O0. 130ZA. 45

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIDD EXDING daRCH 24, 1992

PROFESSIOMAL PERSOMMEL
AGUNT

FRINCIPAL
ERICKSOH, BARY 2.8 5.4 290, 40

. COMSULTART I
i JAHES

JLEIM.

TATALS

TO7AL LABOR

TOTAL THIS IHVOICE




AARCH 331, 1992
INVOICZT B, IRAFT

PROGECT HO. 1264A. 46

PROFESSIOHAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EHDING MARCH 31, 1

FROFEZSSICAAL PERSDRHEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSOM, GARY

STAFF LEVEL I
JOHMSRUD, LARRY

TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS INVOICE




R4, IMC.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE FERIODD EXDING NARCH 31,

PROFESSIOHAL PERSONMEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICHSON, GARY

. TOTAL LAEC 1, 595. 00

TOTAL THIS IWVOICE




HARCH 31, 1992
TRUDICE A0, ORAFT

PROJECT #3. 1345, 43

PROFESSIOHAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDING MARCH 31 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMMEL
REOUHT

FRIMCIPAL
ERICKSON, SARY 4.9 5. 1 1, 46000

STAFF LEVEL TV
PATRICK, CHRISTOPHER

STAFF LEVEL III
BEYER. GINA

TOTALS

TOTAL LAEBGR

TOTAL THIS IWVOICE 35




HARCH 31. 1972
IMUOICE 0. ORAFT
n

PROGECT #0. L3625, 0d

AROFESSIDHAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIDD ERDING MARCH 21, 1997

PROFESSIDNAL PERSDNHEL
HOURE
CONSULTANT I
HINIKER, CHRISTIAM
STUEES, ROEERT
SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL II
HANKINSON, TOM

TOTALS

TOTAL LARGR

TOTAL THIS IMVOICE




O P

HARCH 31, 1992

INVAICE HO. OR&FT

PROGECT ¥o. 13645, U5

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ZHDING WARCH 21,

PROFESSIOHAL PERSOMHEL

PRINCIPAL
HOLSFELD, RICHARD

CONSULTART I
AIMIKER, CHRICTIA®

STAFF LEVEL IZ
HANRICK. CLAUDIA
HARKI®SOH, TCOH

SUBTATALS
TGTALS

TOTAL LABTR

TOTAL THIS I#VOICE




IHVOICE #B. ORAT

PROJECTY KO, 13620 39

PROFZ3SIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERISD EMDINS MARCH 31, 1992

PROFESSIOHAL PERCOMMEL

COHSULTART IZ
COLBURH, ELIZSBETH

. COMSULTART I
BETTY

ANDERSTH,

STAFF LEVEL IV
FATRICK. CHRISTOPHER

STAFF LEVEL IX
HAKKIHSOH, TOR

STAFF LEVEL I
HERRAK. DIAKE

TOTALS

TETAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS INVOICE




tRM, IKC.

AARCH 31, 1YY

THUDICE #8. DRAFT

PROGECT 40, 13625.40

PROFESSIOHAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING HARCH 3

PROFESSIONAL PERSONMEL
HBURS : AT T
PRINCIPAL
WOLSFELD, RICHARD

COMSULTART T
HIKIRER, CHRISTIAR
LAYER, JULIE
NOLITOR, LIKDA
THATCHER., JEMMI

SUBTOTALS

= O

&Y Y €1 €A
o

|

C

STAFF LEVEL IV
PATRICY., CHRISTOPHER

STAFF LEVEL III
BEYER. GIKA
WICKLURD. DAVID

SUETOTALS

STAFF LEVEL II
BUCKLEY. SUSAX
HANRICK. CLAUDIA
HAWKIHSOM, 7OR
RUBERTS. SUSAK

SUBTOTALS

o

(=SS IS
(s I = ]

o

=) @ w = G

(5]
=

STAFF LEVEL U
BARTEL. DAVID

TOTALS

TO7AL LAGUR

18740 THIS I¥VOTCE




YaRoH 2L, L0

uunTAT
IRYRICE o

PROGECT L.

FROFESSIOHAL SERVICID FOR Tii RIDD EXBINe MARCH 2L

PROFISSIOHAL PERSOMHEL

ASSICIATE
HOORE, DOVGLAS 2.4 30,06

. LARGH

TOGTAL THIS IRWDICE




PROFESSIOHAL SERWICES

FIR TF

HRACH 31 L1802
INVOICE #0. oFsfT

FROGVECT &0 i3aim, 47

THDIAS ARRCH 3L

PROFESSIONAL PERSDMHEL

COMSULTAMT II
RUSCD, EREMNT

CORSULTART I
AOLITOR, LIxba

STAFF LEVEL III
HEHMDERSOR, JAKE
RONHOVUDE. MAKCY

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL II
HAMKIMEON. TOM
ROBERTS. SUCA

SUETOTALS

SR. ASSOCIATE
FRESTCH, HOHARD

TOTALS

HEURE

TOTAL LAROR

TOTAL THIS IWVOICE




PROFESSIONAL

PROFESSIDHAL

S8, ASSOCIATE

SHOLUCHOWSRI, PETER




aakCd si

TIRTNE W
-ty e

Ll

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PEFIOD ZHDIve MARIR L. 1991

FROFISSIONAL PERSONHEL

FRINCIPAL
HOLSFELD, RICHARY

CORSULTART I
AIMIKER, CHRISTIAM

STAFF LEVEL II
HARKINSOM. TGH

TaTsLs

TOTAL THIZ INVOICE




{=1 AT SCJUT o GTON SUNATUG Walltid 3 of O
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES - PERIDD THOING MARCH 3L, 1990

SONSULTANT I

Aig) § oL aaunn
GULLEH: SRRUR




PROFESSICHAL SERVICES F3

POFISSIOHAL PERSEMMEL

CHPLOYEES
GEYER, BINA
7aKALHS, ARTIJS

PATRICK, CHRISTOFHER
HICRLUMD, DAVID
SUBTOTALS

't e

H | .'II‘L LHE‘JI\

3 IHNGICE




BErCSAOTITUA ACEITACT o7
pPROFTSSIOHAL SERVICES FIR

ITNCTOATAUA
LR T RV TL R WL o |

. STAFF LEYEL TIT
EVER, SINA

JICHLUHD, DaVID
SUBTOTALS

TOTALS

TOTAL THIZ IWWOICE




PROFESSIONAL SER FOR THE PERIOD ERDING MARC: 33, 1992

PROFESSICKAL PERSTHRIL

STRFF LEVEL IV
RAMBERS. JEFT

3TafF LEVEL III
WICKLUHD. DAVID

TOTALS

TOTAL THIS Iavaico




RYICES FaR v PERID

o
whivy Lv o o

PROFESSICHAL

SR. ASSDS

PARALMS,

ATE

ARIVE

TCTAL LAEDR

IniEICE




IRVAICE ¥O. URATS

PROJZCT HE.

FOR THE PERZ g

PROFESSIOHAL SERVICLS ! PERIOD TRITHG

PROFZSSIONAL PERCOMACL

FRINCIPAL
AHUKDSEH, CRAIS
JARUIS, PETER

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL IIX
EEYER, BIFA
ELLINGSON, RITCH
HEHDERSOR, JARE
HICKLUKD., DAVID

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL IZ
HAMRICK. CLAUDIA

SR. ASSOCIATE
PAKALHS, ARIJE

TOTALS

TOTAL LAGCGR

TOTAL THIC IHVOICE

5

7,200, GO




naRcH Gl
HUGIGE T

PROGECY 43, L3oif

POOFESSIONAL SERVICIS FIR THE PERIDD

PROFEISIOMAL PERSORHEL

STAFF LEVEL IZII

HICHLURD, bAVID

TGTAL THIS IAVOICC




PROFESSIONAL SERVICES f¥

PROFESSIOHAL
HOURS

COMSULTART

ROLITER,

STAFF LEVEL IZI
HICKLURD, DPauId

SR. #SSOCIATE

PAKALNS, ARIJC

TaTALS

TaTAL LRETR

TOTAL THIS IWVOICE




ATTACHMENT B — DIRECT COST AND SUBCONTRACTORS
AGREEMENT NO RCRRA/HCRRA-91001
OICE PERIOD : MARCH 1992
NAME: MIDWAYI_B

OTHER DIRECT NON—-SALARY COSTS

BRW GRAPHIC REPRODUCTION
TRAVEL/AUTO/MILEAGE
FREIGHT/DELIVERY

OUTSIDE REPRODUCTION/PHOTO

TOTAL

SUBCONTRACTORS

BECHTEL $8,367.69
BRW ARCHITECTS, INC. $39,954.89
LTK $8,865.50

WA $9,781.27

TOTAL - $66,969.35

D 1 N N N P N N 0 D P P N P N N TP N N

TOTAL EXPENSES $67,669.74
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Planning

Transportation
Engineering
Urban Design

D2y LT ia YR -.'-.i'-'.' e e

Thresher Square
700 Third Street So.
Minneapolis.

MN 55415
612/370-0700

Fax 612/370-1378

Minneapolis
Denver
Phoenix
Tucson

San Diego INVOICE

alal

Seattle

Orlando

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Ramsey County RRA

316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Ken Stevens

Hennepin County RRA
A-2307 Government Center
Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237

DATE: February 29, 1992
JOB NO:1362

INVOICE PERIOD: 1992

February
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER:
For professional services p
tne Hennepin County Regiona
Engineering for light rail
No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001.

tra

41-1625272

rovided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
1 Railroad Authority in preparation of Phase II Preliminary

nsit in the Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreement

[TEM

TOTAL BILLING TO
DATE

BILLED THIS

INVOICE PREVIOQUSLY BILLED

RCRRA
LESS RETAINAGE
DUE THIS BILLING

HCRRA
LESS RETAINAGE
DUE THIS BILLING

544.; 7% 377.
2 283 20
#

s 42:,.:. g.o. 7E

o
21,264.%0

$ 120,887.27

_ ¥, 0/7.20
—_—
1145
$ V55 74

$ 5ao’! £s)

B
L0l ##

‘o

52,576.13 $
2,628.7Ff%

49,947 363/

$ 15,340.18
; .0

$ 14,583+28
73.7 77

67,916.31
3 .

———.

o8 520. %7

I hereby certify that the above

payment has not been received.

BRW, INC.

statement is just and correct and

Fi
Richard P. Wolsteld v

Principal




Planning
Transportation
Engineering
Urban Design

Thresher Square
700 Third Street So.
Minneapolis,

MN 55415
612/370-0700

Fax 612/370-1378

Minneapolis
Phoenix
Denver

St. Petersburg
San Diego
Seattle

Donald W. Ringrose
Richard P. Wolsfeld
Peter E. Jarvis
Thomas F. Carroll
Craig A. Amundsen
Donald E. Hunt
John B. McNamara
Richard D. Pilgrim
Dale N. Beckmann
Jeffrey L. Benson
Ralph C. Blum
Gary ]. Erickson
John €. Lynch

Paul N. Bay

Thesein

Memorandum

Date : April 20, 1992

To : Don Sobania

From : Dennis Probst

RE : Invoice discrepancies

Please find attached a corrected summary page for our
February 29, 1992 invoice for Professional Services. We
regret the mathematical errors which appeared on the copy
previously sent.

In addition, please note that your check number 823727
for payment of our invoice number 64809 dated 1/31/92 has
been received. The amount paid was § 429.83 over the
invoice amount of $157,230.08. The amount in question
was part of an invoicing error from the November 1991
invoice #64389 in which the labor amount charged was also
listed under the direct expenses column (see attached).
This correction and corrected year to date amounts are
listed on the revised invoice attached. The overpayment
will appear as a credit on the March 1992 invoice.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me
at your earliest convenience.




Planning Thresher Square Minneapolis
Transportation 700 Third Strect So. Denver
Engineering Minneapolis, Phoenix
Urban Design MN 55415 Tucson

612/370-0700 San Dlego
Fax 612/370-1378 Seattle INVOICE

Orlando 6 5 1 3 1

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere Mr. Ken Stevens DATE: February 29, 1992
Ramsey County RRA Hennegin County RRA

316 Courthouse A-2307 Government Center JOB NO:1362

15 West Kellogg Boulevard Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237

St. Paul, MN 55102

INVOICE PERIOD: February 1992
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER: 41-1625272

For ﬂrofessional services provided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in preparation of Phase II Preliminary
Engineering for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreement

No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001.

BILLED THIS TOTAL BILLING TO
ITEM INVOICE PREVIOUSLY BILLED DATE

RCRRA $ 120,887.27 $ 424 ,827.99 $ 545,?15.26.
LESS RETAINAGE 5,953.25 21,264.10 27,217.35
DUE THIS BILLING $ 114,934.02 403,563.89 $ 518,497.91

HCRRA $ 15,340.18 52,576.13 67,916.31

LESS RETAINAGE 756.90 2,628.77 3,385.67

DUE THIS BILLING $ 14,583.28 $ 49,987.36 § 665044t
G4, 520 .01

I hereby certify that the above statement is just and correct and
payment has not” been received.

BRW, INC.

Richard P. Wolsfeld
Principal




OST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA
NVIOCE PERIOD : NOVEMBER 1991
FILENAME: 89003 _1

q'h'ACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRAA/HCRRA 91-001

HCRRA
ALLOCATION

RCRRA

WORK TASK DIRECT ALLOCATION

I [ [

| | : |

EXPENSES **  TOTAL | % AMOUNT | % AMOUNT |
: I I I

| | |

1.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT '$4,232.50  $10,873.71 $15106.21 | 85%  $12,840.27 | 15% $2,265.93 |
2.0 OPERATIONS PLAN $800.00 $0.00. $800.00 = 85% $680.00 } 15% $120.00 l|
3.0 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DESIGN $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 } 90% © $0.00 { 10% $0.00 =
4.0 CIVIL ENGINEERING DESIGN $7.777.90 $0.00 $7,777.90 { $6,922.33 II 1% $855.57 {
5.0 FACILITY DESIGN $22,689.35 $4,421.65 $27,111.00 { $24,399.90 !| $2,711.10 :
6.0 VALUE ENGINEERING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 || ' $0.00 I| $0.00 :
7.0 SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 } $0.00 1| $0.00 }
8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGN $8,552.75 $3,528.43  $12,081.18 } $10,873.06 } $1,208.12 11
9.0 IMPLEMENTATION METHOD $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 : ; $0.00 { 5 $0.00 ||
10.0 AGENCY COORDINATION $1,590.00 $2.50 $1,592.50 % $1,433.25 || $159.25 ]1
11.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION $835.00 $13.00 $848.00 % % $763.20 } $84,80 }
. RCRRA COMMUNITY PARTICIP. $452.45 (§452.45 $904.90 | $904.90 | ; $0.00 |

I I !
| | I
I | I
| $58,816.91 | $7,404.77 |

$46,929.95 $19,291.74 $66,221.69




Ml i id

Thresher Square Minnenpolls
700 Third Street So. Denver
Minnenpolls, ' -Phoenix

MN 55415 Tucson
612/370-0700 San Diego
Fax G12/370-1378 Sealle -

INVOICE

orante 11T "B43BY

Mr. James Tolaas ~ Mr. Ken Stevens DATE: November 30, 1991
Ramsey County RRA  .°  Hennepin County RRA

316 Courthouse A-2307 Government Center - JOB NO: 1362

15- West Kellogg BouTevard Minneap011s, MN 55487-0237

St. Paul, HN 851027, i -,

INVOICE PERIOD:*'Novéﬁbér 30, 1991
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER:  41-1625272

For professional services provided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad

Authority and the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Author1ty in preparation of
Phase II Preliminary Engineering for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor,
in accord with Agreement No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001. :

sm-m e DUE THIS PAST AMOUNT — TOTAL INVOICED .
AGENCY e oy BILLING INVOICED TO _DATE _

Ramsey County RRA  S8,364.496 ¢ 55 g16. 91 § 90,607.70 § 149,424.61 148,973./6
o Less 5% Retainaged 749:83 3,370.66 4,530.48 7.901.14 _7,471.3]
o Due This Billing §5.923.633 55,446.25 $86,077.22 $ 141,523.47 I4],860 8¢

Hennepin County RRA $ 7,404.77 $ 11,041.60 $ 18,446.37 v’
o Less 5% Retainage 370.24 552 .04 922.28
o Due This Billing $ 7,034.53 $ 10,389.56 § I?,SEI.U@

I heresy certify that the above
statement is just and.correct and
payment has not been received.

e

BRW, INC.

R?chard P Ho]sfe]d\}
Principal '




A B % “' .
Planning Thresher Square Minneapolls
Transportation 700 Third Strect So. Denver
Engineering Minneapolis, Phoenix
Urban Design MN 55415 Tucson

612/370-0700 San Dicgo INVOICE
Fax 612/370-1378 Seattle

Ortando 64809

Hs. Kathryn DeSpiegelanre lir. Ken Sievens DATE: January 31, 1992
Ramsey County RPA Hsnncgin County RRA

316 Courthouse A-2707 Goverrment Center JCB NO:13G2

15 West Kel]ogg Boulevard ‘Hnncapolis, N 55457-0227

St. Paul, HH 55102

INVOICE PERIOD: Jznuary 1992
FEDERAL TAX ID MUIHBER: ~ 41-1626277

For professional services provided to the Ramscy County Ragional Railroad Authority and
the Hennepin County Regional R:ilread Authority in preparation of Phase I Preliminary
Enginecring for 1ight rail Lransit in thz Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreenent

Ho. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001.

BILLER THIS TOTAL BILLIKG TO
1HYOICE FREVICUSLY BILLED DATE

¢ 165,505.35 3 259,775.09 425,283.44

)
LESS RETAINAGE . _8,275.27 ) { 13,410,656 ( 21,693.93
$

DUE THIS BILLIKG 3]30'42 3 7,220.08 3 246 ,356.43 403,586.51
HCRRA % 32,014.68 52,576.12
LESS RETAINAGE 1,025.07 ) { 1,680.70 2,628.77
DUE THIS BILLIKG » 193,533.33 $ 30,413.98 42,947.36

I hereby certify that the absve statement is just and corrcet and
payment has not been received,

BRI, INC.

Richard P. Hoisfeld
Principal




ATTACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT HCHHAI}ICRHJ\ 91001
COST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR RCARA AND HCRRA
INVIOCE PERIOD : JANUARY 1992

FILENAME: 89003_1

JOB NUMBER

LABOR

DIRECT EXPENSESSUBCONSULTANT

TOTAL
RETAINAGE

1362-A-01
1382-A-05
1382-A-40
1362-A-41
1362-A-42
1382-A-43

1382-A-44 - s
P AT 01800 |

1962-A=48 -

1362-A-4T7
1362-A-48
1362-A-49
1362-A=T70
1362-A-81
1282-A-84
1382-A-83
1362-A-088

1362-B-01
1382-B-08
1382-8-08
1382~B~10
1302-B-20
1382-8-21
1382-B8-20
1382-B-47
1362-8-50
1362-B-51
1362-8-52
1362-B8-53
1382-8-54
1362-B8-55
1362-8-60
1362-B-70
1362-B-80
1362-B-81
1362-B-83
1282-B-84
1382-B-85
13062-B-88

1362-C-01
1362-C-05
1382-C-50
1382-C-51
1362-C-52
1362-C-53
1362-C-54
1382-C-55
1362-C-58
1362-C-57
1362-C~-70
1362-C-81
1362-C-82
1362-C-84
1362-C-85
1362-C-88
1362-C-90

7,834 .44
13.851.25
4,541.50

435.00
870.00

2,032.50
582.50
10.337.75
2,077.50
11,834.50
217.50
580.00
315.00

900.00
1.862.50

1,395.00

1,587.50
5,013.00

720.00
4,840.00
5,805.00
3,782.50

890.00

12,013.25

7.915.75

93.75

103,702.69

34,300.00 42,134.44
1,738.33 15,601.07
10.40 4,554.90
0.00
1,015.00
435.00
870.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.120.00
0.00
0.00

2.850.00

0.00
2.032.50
562.50
22.025.80
0.00

8.44 2,085 94
0.00
11,853.40
217.50
5680.00
1,262.50
7.100.00
900.00
9.880.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1,395.00

11,928.07 561.98

1.218.38
6,445.75

7.616.62

LESS
RETAINAGE

2,108.72
704.05
22775

0.00
50.75
21.75
43.50

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

156.00
0.00
0.00

0.00 '

13,854 68 720.18 16.181.38
57.92 5.070.92
0.00

720.00
0.00
4,958.30
5.805.00
3,782.50
990.00
0.00
12.023.65
0.00
0.00
0.00
7.915.75
0.00
93.75
0.00
0.00

BO,177.20 2,186.91 186,066.80

9,303.38

TOTAL
SALES

40,027.72
14,007 .02¢ 89%
422715 09%
0.00 B89%
984.25 B89%
413.25 B89%
826505 (89%
0.00 89%
000 B89%
0.00 85%
0.00 90%
2.964.00 0.90
0.00 B80%
0.00 90%

0.00 90%
1,930.87 90%
534.37 100%
21,884.51 B5%
0.00 B5%
1,081 8m€ 5%
0,00 90%
11,260.73 89%
206.62 90%
551.00 90%
1.218.37 90%
6.745.00 90%
855.00 90%
9.386.00 90%
0.00 B0%
0.00 B5%
0.00 90%
1,025.08720%
0.00 90%
15.372.0m 2 8%
4817.0¢8 90%
0.00 90%

684.00 90%
0.00 90%
4,710.30 90%
5.514.75 90%
3.593.37 90%
940.50 90%
0.00 90%
11,422.47 90%
000 90%
0.00 90%
0.00 B85%
7.519.98 790%
0.00 90%
89.08 790%
0.00 90%
0.00 90%

35,624 67 4,403.05
13,250. 2 ¢{% 1,638.67
3,051.18 1% 475.99

0.00 11% 0.00

o gsg 18T % TRR108.07 7

ag7.79 1% 45,46
735 r!ﬂ?% 90.92
000 11% 0.00
0.00 11% 0.00
0.00 15% 0.00
0.00 10% 0.00
2,667.60 0.10 296 .40
0.00 10% 0.00
0.00 10% 0.00

0.00 10% 0.00
1.737.78  10% 193.09
534.37 0% 0.00
106,431.83 15% 3,252.60
0.00 15% 0.00
1,684 35-J06% 297.25
0.00 10% 0.00
10,022.05 11% 1,238.68
105.96 10% 20.6
495.90 10% 55.1
1,096.53 10% 121.84
6.070.50 10% 674.50
769.50 10% 85.50
8,447 40 10% 938.60
0.00 20% 0.00
0.00 15% 0.00
0.00 10% 0.00
1,192 @ 70% 132.52
0.00 10% + 0.00
13.03508 10% 1537 @2 O

4.335.-14/109'. 481.74

0.00 10% 0.00

615.60 10% 68.40
0.00 10% 0.00
4,239.34 10% 471.04
4,963.28 10% 551.47
3,234.03 10% 359.34
B846.45 10% 94.05
0.00 10% 0.00
10.280.22 10% 1,142.25
000 10% 0.00
0.00 10% 0.00

0.00 15% 0.00
6.767.907 10% 752.00
0.00 10% 0.00
80.18 610% 8.91
0.00 10% 0.00

0.00 10% 0.00
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RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION g

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY | ;

Ongmatxng Department

} Ratify Partial Payment No. 8 to BRW, Inc.

| in the amount of $131,336.17 for the Midway
// : Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering.

|

|

|

l

ruadS
A ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has contracted the professional services
of BRW, Inc. for the purposes of conducting Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary
Engineering studies. Contract RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001 governs the performance of ser-
vices and terms of payment. Payment in the total amount of $131,336.17 for the
period ending April 30, 1992, has been issued in accordance with contract provi-
sions and Rail Authority Resolution No. R91- . Payment documentation is being
submitted for ratification in compliance with the latter.

Attachments are: 1) Proposed resolution
2) Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment No.
3) BRW, Inc. Invoice 65558 and attachments

Budgeting and A 4 Date / Time
County Anomqm Received By
Risk Manager
Data Processing.

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

Committee / Meeting Date ignature
July 14, 1992 jf@

Board Date Signature




Resolution

Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of BRW, 1Inc. for the
purpose of conducting Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary
Engineering studies; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Agreement
Number RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001, govern the performance of services of
and terms of payment to BRW, Inc.; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. has satisfactorily completed portions of
the work identified in the referenced agreements, and provided
detailed invoice documentation for services and costs accrued
through April 30, 1992; and

WHEREAS, To ensure timely payment for services rendered in
accordance with Agreement No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001, the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority authorized (Resolution R91- )
the Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to process payments
to BRW, Inc. for work completed and invoiced.in accordance with
the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Resolution R91- requires submittal of invoice
and payment documentation to the Rail Authority for ratification
at the next scheduled meeting following staff approval of invoice
documentation; Now, Therefore, Be It

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 65558, Partial Payment No. 8,
and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through April 30, 1992; Now, Therefore, Be
It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $131,336.17
for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through April 30, 1992, is hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Catalog # BAOlO

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

.m CHARGE TO: Department Regional Railroad Authoritv Date: A/19/97

[2]] APPROPRIATION ITEM: Consulting Services Warrant No.

(ASSIGNED BY B&A ONLY)
" For Accounting Use Only. '

Claim No. Date Paid Object Amount
PA270 _ 020102 | $131,336.17

$
$

: : . $
: i : . 3

"

1-2

37 8
E] PAY TO: *02207

8 First Name & Initial (NO PUNCTUATION)
BRW

Last Name or Company Name

(Name - Continued)

Address
. City State ZpCode B9 oy raxid

IEION CHECK STUB PUT: él’artiai Pymt #8; Inv. 655583 Midway Corridor Phase II PE
960

Agreement PA270; Acct. 59105-020102; 4/30/92
9-60

For Risk Management
_' Use Only

SEND TO:

Use only if Payee and/or
Address differs from
ltem 4

List in this space and
attach to the back of this :
form: original invoices, 5
receipts, certified claims Rette By
‘or other documems. Preparer's Signature 45t Baste Rurysh

| declare that the above materials and/or services have been rece:ved are for Ramsey County, allowed by law,

and approved for payment. 7 ﬁﬁ ﬁ . é -
Authorized Signature

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

BA - 354 (3/90) mac




RAMSEY COUNTY REGICNAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO. 8

PROJECT: MIDWAY CORRIDCR PHASE II PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001

PROJECT COST CENTER: 59105 AGREEMENT NO: PA270
DATE: JUN 19 92

RAMSEY COUNTY REGICNAL : BRW, INC.

RATLROAD AUTHORITY THRESHER SQUARE

316 COURTHOUSE 700 THIRD STREET SOUTH
ST.PAUL, MN 55102 MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55415

ACCCUNT NUMBER 59108-020102 PERCENT COMPLETED 31.0%
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED - 30 APR 92 $910,937.84
LESS 5% RETAINAGE $43,521.72
AMCUNT DUE $867,416.12
LESS PREVIOQUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $720,841.02

ALLCONABLE PAYMENT FCR THIS PARTIAL: $146,575.10

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I HAVE EXAMINED THE WCRK AND DETAIL OF THE INVOICE, AND
FIND THE TASKS LISTED HAVE BEEN CCMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH AGREEMENT REXUIREMENTS.

ég.}.;lﬁ/g?i (il retscty &
o[22 ([tH (AR
- CONSULTANT ©

DATE

PREVICUS PARTIALS: RCRRA SHARE HCRRA SHARE TOTAL

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO.
PARTIAL PAYMENT NO.
PARTIAL PAYMENT NO.
PARTTAL PAYMENT NO.
PARTIAL PAYMENT NO.

$6,574.77 $837.38 $7,412.15
$79,502.55 $9,652.13 $89,154.68
$55,446.25 $7,034.53 $62,480.78
$104,832.96 $12,889.89 $117,722.85
$157,659.91 $19,533.38 §177,193.29
$116,868.07 $14,573.17 $131,441.24
$119,916.64 $15,519.39  $135,436.03
$131,336.17 $15,238.93 $146,575.10
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$772,137.32 $95,278.80 $867,416.12

Vo1 ub& w2

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT: $2,940,000.00
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS (INCLUDING THIS PAYMENT) $867,416.

AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT $2,072,583.88

=-i—— —

3




Planning Thresher Square Minneapolis
Transportation 700 Third Street So. Denver
Engineering Minneapolis. Phoenix
Urban Design MN 35415 Tucson
612/370-0700 San Diego INVOICE

Fax 612/370-1378 Seattle

o~ ———

; -~
anec : i
Orlando TR R

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere Mr. Ken Stevens DATE: April 30, 1992
Ramsey County RRA Hennegin County RRA

316 Courthouse A-2307 Government Center JOB NO:1362

15 West Kellogg Boulevard Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237

St. Paul, MN 55102

INVOICE PERIOD: April 1992
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER: 41-1625272

For professional services provided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
tne Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in preparation of Phase II Preliminary
Engineering for light rail transit in the Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreement

No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001.

BILLED THIS TOTAL BILLING 10
ITEM INVOICE PREVIOUSLY BILLED DATE

e 1 L 345
RCRRA $ 138,248.60 §  672,395:98 §  810,648-25

4. 59. 60 ' So7 o3
LESS RETAINAGE 6,912,452 338 S
776+36+24

DUE THIS BILLING $ 131,336.157 $

638586206
40, f0/ + /15

2 737. 34

HCRRA $ 16,040.98 84,252.51 $ 100,293.49
LESS RETAINAGE 802.045 4,2&2:‘?&‘ 52064.?4?

DUE THIS BILLING 15,238.943 80,050<6% 95,288,
V $ 3.7 ; ;8.%E3

I hereby certify that the above statement is just and correct and
payment has not been received.

BRW, INC.

QU k440
Richard P. WolsW¥eld
Principal




Memorandum

B R W INC. May 14, 1992

Kathy DeSpeigelacre, RCRRA
Ken Stevens, HCRRA

Denny Probst
RE: Allocation of Contingency

Per your request, those allocations of contingency which have been approved are
being tracked separately and billed at 100% to RCRRA against the appropriate

_ task. As a result of the billing procedure which had been used (billing against the
Tansporhion task at the agreed upon RCRRA/HCRRA split for the task), credit for the extra
Shgineerie services requested by RCRRA has been allocated as follows and is credited in the
April invoice:

Planning

Urban Design

Thresher Square
700 Third Street So.

Minneapolis, Job
MN 55415 Number Labor Subconsultants Total RCRRA HCRRA

612/370-0700
Fax 612/370-1378

Was charged as:

1362-A-84  $350.00 $2,850.00  $3.200.00 52,880.00 $320.00
1362-B-34 1050000  10,500.00 945000  1,050.00
"y Subtotal $350.00 $1335000  $13,700.00  $12.33000  $1,370.00

Denver Less
St. Petersburg Rela.inage $685.00 $616.50 $68.50

San Di
oo Total $13,015.00 $11,713.50  $1,301.50

Minneapolis

Seattle
Now charged as:
Donald W. Ringrose

Richard P. Wolsfeld Job
Peter E. Jarvis Number Labor Subconsultants Total RCRRA

Thomas E Carroll 1362-A-39 $350.00 $2.850.00 $3,200.00 $3,200.00
Craig A. Amundsen

Donald E. Hunt , 1362-B-67 10,500.00 10,500.00 10,500.00

Jptin Tl TdcNimass Subtotal $350.00 $13.350.00  $13,700.00 $13,700.00
Richard D. Pilgrim

Dale N. Beckmann Less
Jeffrey L. Benson Retainage $685.00 $685.00

Raiph C. Blum Total $13,015.00 $13,015.50
Gary J. Erickson

John C. Lynch DB/sr/n3s2
Paul N. Bay




ATTACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRRA/HCRRA 81001
COST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA

INVIOCE PERIOD : APRIL 1882
FILENAME: 80003 _1 »

. NUMBER LABOR DIRECT EXPENSESSUBCONSULTANT

TOTAL

LESS TOTAL

1382-A-01
1382-A-05
1382-A-230
1382-A-40
1382-A-41
1382-A-42
1382-A-42
1382-A-44

1382-A-45
1382-A-48
1382-A-47
1382-A~-48
1382~A-40
1362-A-T0
1382-A=-81
1282-A-84
1362-A-85
1382-A-88

1382-8-01
1362-8-05
13e2-8-00
13862-8-10
1382-8-20
1362-8-21
1362-8-30
1382~-8-47
1362~-8-50
1382-8-51

82-8-52

82-8-53
1382-8-54
1382-B8-55
1362-8-60
1362-8-70
1J82-8-80
138z2-8-01
1362-8-83
1362-B -84
13862-8-85
1382-8-86
1282~-8 -87

1382-C-01
13862-C-08
1382-C-50
1382-C-51
1382-C~-52
1382-C-53
1382~-C-54
1382-C-55
1382-C-58
1382-C-57
1382-C-70
1382-C-81
1382-C-82
1362-C~84
1382-C-85
1382-C-88
1382-C-00

TOTAL EXPENSE

'

350.00
1,811.00

25,227.75
852.50

2,032.50
452.50
217.50

1,851.00

(350.00)

280.00
1,883.00

9,784.75
1,440.00

560.00
5,517.50

1,170.00

748.75

J3680.00

8,808.75
4,008.75

1,800.00

858.75
13,837.50

84,362.50

2,850.00
9,850.00
302.07
12,012.93
1,170.40

3,427.55

(2,850.00)

1,800.25
T1.24

13,205.10
1,260.86

4,841.08
47.02
2.15

513.00
14,442,237

3,601.88

(10,500.00)

10,500.00

88,045.70

689,027.08

RETAINAGE

2,681.38

3,200.00
0.00
11,581.00
25,538.47
13,207.68
1,232.00

5,840.45
452.50
217.50

1,851.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
(3,200.00)
0.00
0.00
0.00

2,279.00

2,034.24

0.00

23,772.51

1,338.48

1,440.00

5,781.14

5,587.00

2.15

0.00

540.00

18,372.50

0.00

4,540.20

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
(10,500.00)

0.00

0.00

10,500.00

380.00
0.00
8.,868.75
4,0088.75
0.00
1,800.00
858.75
13,837.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

154,280.58

RETAINAGE

(180.00)
0.00
0.00
0.00

113.05
101.71
0.00
1,188.83
86.82
72.00
288.08
278.35
0.1
0.00
27.00
B18.83
0.00
227.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
(525.00)
0.00
0.00
525.00

7.714.50

SALES

3,040.00
0.00
10,882.95
24,201.55
12,632.81
1,170.40

5,358.43
420.87
208.82

1,853.45

0.00
0.00
0.00
(3.040.00)
0.00
0.00
0.00

2.185.05
1,932.53
0.00
22,583.88
1,2680.88
1,368.00
5,473.08
5,288.85
2.04
0.00
513.00
15,553.87
0.00
4,313.19
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
(9,975.00,
0.00

0.00
9,975.00

342.00
0.00
8,453.81
4,748.81
0.00
1,710.00
815.81
13,145.82
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

148,575.08

21,502.78
11,243.20
1,041.80

4,768.00
382.58
183.88

1,049.57

0.00
0.00
0.00
(2,736.00)
0.00
0.00
0.00

1.948.55

1,730.28

0.00

19,196.30

1,0709.21

1,182.80

4,025.77

4,708.80

1.84

0.00

461.70

13,008.48

0.00

3,881.87

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
(8,877.50)

0.00

0.00

9,975.00

307.80
0.00
7,608.43
4,273.83
0.00
1,538.00
73423
11,831.08
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

131,336.15

1,208.12
2,008.77
1,280.81

128.74

580.43
47.20
22.74

203.88

0.00
0.00
0.00
(304.00)
0.00
0.00
0.00

2168.51
193.25
0.00
3,387.58
190.45
205.20
547.01
581.75
0.20
0.00
51.30
1,555.28
0.00
43132
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
(987.50)
0.00
0.00
0.00

34.20
0.00
845.38
474 .88
0.00
171.00
81.58
1,314.58
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

15,228.94




ATTACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRRA/HCRRA 91001
COST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA
INVIOCE PERIOD : APRIL 1992

FILENAME: 89003_1

HCRRA .

ALLOCATION
% AMOUNT

RCRRA
ALLOCATION
% AMOUNT

WORK TASK DIRECT
EXPENSES ** TOTAL

1.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT $9,784.75 $13,987.76 $23,772.51 | 85% $20,206.63 | 15% $3,565.88

I
I
I
I
|
|
|

I
I
I
I
|
|
I

2.0 OPERATIONS PLAN $1,440.00 $1,336.48 $2,776.48 | 85% $2,360.01 | 15% $416.47

I
3.0 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DESIGN $560.00 $5,201.14 '$5,761.14 | 90% $5,185.03 | 10% $576.11
I I :
4.0 CIVIL ENGINEERING DESIGN $37,662.25 $27,795.36 $65,457.61 | 89% $58,257.27 | 11% $7,200.34
ADD'L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY) $350.00 $2,850.00 $3,200.00 | 100% $3,200.00| 0% $0.00

| I

5.0 FACILITY DESIGN $32,312.50 $19,536.10 $51,848.60 | 90% $46,663.74 | 10% $5,184.86
| |

6.0 VALUE ENGINEERING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | 80% $0.00 | 20% $0.00

I I
7.0 SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | 85% $0.00 | 15% $0.00

| I
8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGN ($350.00) ($13,350.00) ($13,700.00)] 90% ($12,330.00)| 10% ($1,370.00)
ADD'L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY) $0.00 $10,500.00 $10,500.00 | 100% $10,500.00 | 0% $0.00

| I
9.0 IMPLEMENTATION METHOD $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | 80% $0.00 | 20% $0.00

I I
10.0 AGENCY COORDINATION $640.00 $1,999.00 $2,639.00 | 90% $2,375.10 | 10% $263.90

I
11.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION $1,963.00 $71.24 $2,034.24 | 90% i 10% $203.42
ADD'L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 | 100% i 0% $0.00

I

I
I
$84,362.50  $69,927.08  $154,289.58 | 315.040,9’




APRIL 30. 1992
IMVOICE »0. DRAFT
PROJECT ¥D. 1362E.01

PROFESSIOMAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EXDIMG APRIL 30. 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMMEL
ARDURT
COMSULTANT I
HIMIKER. CHRISTIAM = : 142.50

STAFF LEVEL V
EARTEL. DAVID

TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT 5§

HIDKAY PE SURVEVS/MAPFKG PROJECT MO. 1362A.41

PROFESSIODNAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDIXNG APRIL 30. 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMMEL

FRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY

ASSOCIATE
DAHL. KEITH




ERH, INC.
IKVOICE NO. DRAFT
PROJECT MB. 1362E.

COMSULTANT I
LAYER, JULIE

STATF LEVEL II
JOHKSRUD. LARRY

STAFF LEVEL V
HOLKER. THORAS

TOTALS

TOTAL LAROR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

HIDHAY PE GUIDEWAY4+TRACK PROVECT #0. 1362A. 42

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDIHG APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMMEL
ANDURT
PRINCIFAL
ERICKSON. GARY . : 12, 977.50

COMSULTANT I
PILLINGHAN. JOHH

STAFF LEVEL IV
RAMEERS, JEFF

STAFF LEVEL ITI
HEHDERSOR. JAKE
HEUVEN, CUC

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL IT
JOHKSRUD, LARRY

STAFF LEVEL V
HAHFORD., DOHALD
SAKDERS., TON

SUBTOTALS

TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR 25.227.75




ERM. INC.
IRVOICE ROD. DRAFT
PROJECT MO. 13626.01

TOTAL THIS PROJECT § 126,227.73

NIDHAY PE UTILITIES PROJECT #0. 13626.43

PROFESSIOMAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDING APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMHEL
RATE
FRIMCIFAL
ERICKSON, GARY : 145.00

TOTAL LAEECR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT 452.50

HIDHAY PE GUIDENAY STRUT PROJECT ¥D. 134ZA.45

PROFESSIORAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ERDING APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIDNAL PERSORREL
ANOURT
PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON. GARY

COHSULTANT I
KLEI¥, JANES

TOTALS 5 2.032.50

TOTAL LABOR 2,032.50

TOTAL THIS PROJECT 2.052.50




ERM, INC.
INVOICE RO. DRAFT
PROJECT RO. 1362E.01

HIDHAY PERIGHT-OF-HAY FROJECT RO. 13624.44

FROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EXDIMG APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSONMEL
ANOUNT
PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY : : 72.50

COMSULTART I
HAMKENGA. FREDRICK

TOTALS

TGTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

HIDHAY PE STREET/SIGHAL PROJECT HO. 13628. 47

PROFESSIORAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ERDING APRIL 30. 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSORNEL
RATE ANDUKT
PRIRCIPAL
ERICKSOX. GARY : 145.00 217.50

TOTAL LABOR 217.50

TOTAL THIS PROJECT § 217.50




BRH. INC.
INVOICE ¥0. DRAFT
FROJECT ¥0. 1342F.01

MIDMAY FE MMDOT/FHEA NTG PROJECT ¥0O. 13624.48

PROFESSIOMAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIDD EMDING AFRIL 30. 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSORKEL

ANOURT
PRINCIPAL
ERICKSOR. GARY s A 1, 685.00

CORSULTART I
LAYER, JULIE

STAFF LEVEL I
HAMRICK. CLAUDIA : = 28.00

TOTALS 4 1, 951.00

TOTAL LAEOR 1.951.00

TOTAL THIS PROJECT & 1.951.00

NIDHAY PE CONMMTTY FARTIC PROJECT ¥O. 1362E.05

FROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDIMG APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMNEL

AROUKT
PRINCIPAL
HOLSFELD, RICHARD . i 435. 00

COMSULTANT I
HIKIKER, CHRISTIAR

STAFF LEVEL TV
PATRICK, CHRISTOPHER

STAFF LEVEL II
HANRICK. CLAUDIA
HAWKIKSOE, TOR

SUBTOTALS

TOTALS




INVOICE ¥0. DRAFT
PROJECT RO. 1362B.01

TOTAL THIE PROJECT & 1.¥63.00

NIDHAY PE FROJECT HGHT FROJECT #0. 13628 .10

PROFESSIOMNAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDING APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMMEL

FRIXCIPAL
MOLSFELD, RICHARD

VICE PRESIDERT
DIFFERT. DOUGLAS

CONSULTAXT I
HIKIKER, CHRISTIAW
LAVER. JULIE
WOLITOR, LIKDA
THATCHER, JEMHIE

SUETOTALS

STAFF LEVEL IV

PATRICK. CHRISTOPHER

=

g1 &1 &1
o o

(=]

STAFF LEVEL III
BEVER. GIMA
HEMDERSOR., JAME
ROKHOVDE, KARCY

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL II
HANKINSOH. TON
ROBERTS. SUSAR

SUBTOTALS
TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT 5 .784.75




INVOICE ¥O. DRAFT
PROJECT ¥O. 1362E.01

HIDHAY PE RIDERSHIP FCST PROJECT MD. 1346ZE.21

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EXDING APRIL 30. 1992

PROFESSIOFAL PERSOMREL
RATE ANDURT
ASSOCIATE
MOORE. DOUGLAS i 60.00 1.440.00

TOTAL LAGOR 1, 446.00

TOTAL THIS PROJECT 1, 440. 00

NIDHAY PE SYSTENS ENGREG PROJECT ¥O. 1362B.30

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EXDIMG APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSOFMEL

ASSIOCIATE
NODRE. DOUBLAS . 80.00

TOTAL LABODR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

HIDHAY PE STREET/SIGHAL PROJECT MO. 1362K.47

. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDIMNG APRIL 30. 1992




INVOICE ¥O0. DRAFT
PROJECT #0. 1362B.01

PROFESSIONAL PERSOMMEL
AROURT
CONSULTANT II
RUSCO. BREXT : 4.312.50

COMSULTANT I
GREEM, ROBERT

SR. ASSOCIATE
PRESTOR. HIONARD

TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT &  5.0517.50

MIDHAY PE STATR STRUCTRS FROJECT MO. 136ZE.53

PROFESSIOMAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIDD ERDIRG AFRIL 30. 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSORREL
RATE
SR. ASSOCIATE
SHOLUCHOWSKI. PETER . 90.00

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT & 1.170.00

e ——————

HIDHAY PE DHRT STP MALL PROJECT RO. 136ZE.55

FROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDI¥E APRIL 30, 1992




FROFESSIOMAL PERSONMEL
PRIKCIPAL
BAY. PAUL
WOLSFELD. RICHARD
SUETOTALS

COXSULTART I
HOLITOR. LIKDA

TOTALS

HIDNAY PE AGEMCY COORD

INVOICE RO. DRAFT
PROJECT RO. 13626.01

RATE

145.00
145. 00

T0TAL LAEDR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT & 748.7%

FROJECT MO. 1362C.01

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EXDIMNG APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSIONAL PERSORKEL

EWPLOVEES
PAKALYS. ARIUS

HIDNAY FE STATIOM AREAS

RATE

90.00

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT 5

PROJECT ¥O. 1362C.50

THE PERIOD EMDING APRIL 30, 1992

ANOUNT




INVOICE ¥0. DRAFT
PROJECT ¥O. 13628.01

PROFESSIONAL PERSONMEL
ANDUMT
SR. COMSULTANT
HALLOY, STEFHEM = % 7,391.2%

STAFF LEVEL III
BEVER. GINA
"RICKLUMD. ‘DAVID
“SUBTOTALS

_ SR. ASSOCIATE o
“ PARALMS. ARIUS ; ; 1.080. 00

TOTALS © 8.898.75

TOTAL LARDR 8.898.75

TOTAL THIS PROVECT § 8.898.75

s=zEsmsszoss

PROJECT RO. 1362ZC.51

“PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDING AFRIL 30. 1992

~ PROFESSIONAL PERSORKEL

STAFF LEVEL IV
FANGERS. JEFF

STAFF LEVEL III
HICKLUND. DAVID . 2,006.2%5

TOTALS ; 4.998. 75

4, 998.75

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




THVOICE RO. DRAFT
PROJECT RO, 1362B.01

HIDHAY PE DHKTH STP MALL -7 ;_:E,ERDJECT ¥O. 1362ZC.55

PROFESSIORAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EXDING APRIL 30, 1992

PR3 AL

PROFESSIOMAL PERSONKEL
... RATE AMDUMT
SR. COMSULTAKT
MALLOY. STEPHEM 5 67.50 2,801.25

STAFF LEVEL IV
PORD-SHEPTAK. CARDIS ) g 225.00
RAMBERG, JEFT 2,970.00
SUBTOTALS 3.195.00

STAFF LEVEL III
WICKLUND, DAVID .5 7 2,981.25

SR. ASSOCIATE

PAKALNS, ARIJS . 4, 660.00

TOTALS 13.637.50

TOTAL l;_eEﬂR 13.837.50

- Tt | )

e e e

—_-TﬂTl‘f,l,_l.I!‘fI‘S?EEﬂJECT § 13,837.50

IMVOICE SUMHARY
TOTAL LAEOR 84, 362.50

TOTAL THIS IRVOICE 84, 362.50

e 0 e
]




IRVUICE M. DRAFT
PROJECT KO. 13425.01

MIDHAY PE STATH STRUCTRS ' FROJECT ‘KO. 136ZC.53

FROFESSIORAL SERVICES. FOR'THE FERIOD ERDING APRIL 30, 199ZL ’

PROFESSIORAL PERSONREL
LR “RATE

SR. ASSOCIATE i
PAKALNS, ARIJS : 99.00

TUTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT &  1.800.00

HIDHAY PE CAF AREA F¥L D PROJECT ¥0. 1382C.54

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD EMDING APRIL 30, 1992

PROFESSTONAL PERSIMMEL

STAFF LEVEL ITI
HICKLUMD, DAVID

SR. ASSOCIATE
PAKALNS, ARIJS

TOTALS

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

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

AGENDA
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
TUESDAY, JULY 28, 1992

LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - 316

R

Kathy Desﬁegelaere

Ramsey C

_ ounty Regional
Railrpag Authority
OCumentation

KUI.J"' 1 Fnaves g
District 5

Diane Ahrens

Distnct 4

Hal Norgard

District 7

Donald Salverda

District 2

10:30 A.HM. - or immediately following 10:00 Finance,

Personnel and Management Committee Meeting

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS

Minutes of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board

Meeting of June 9, 1992.

Midvay Corridor Preliminary Engineering - Information Only.

Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact

Statement Progress - xAction may be taken.

Ratify Quarterly Report of Payments for period April through June,

1992

Action is Requested.

Printed on Recycled Paper

ae.‘@m 5




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION Z

| Board Actio uested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY | & haq

Originating Department . l
. ) |

(4 ) / <) Z_/é_ﬁ_ ;}/ %? :
|

I

|

Update on Midway Corridor Preliminary Engineering

Authorized SK : Date ; INFORMATION ONLY

Request J ust'iﬁmtion

See attached memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere

Date / Time
Received By

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Signature

July 28, 1992 —
Board Date : ture

Committee / Meeting Date .;7?0 i’gmture
Signa




John T. Finley, Chairman
District 3

Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
District 1

Warren W, Schaber, secretary
District &

i i : Ruby Hunt, m
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority oy I reasurer

316 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 612-298-4145 / FAX 292-6689 Diane Anhrens
' “ 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: Update on Midway Corridor Preliminary Engineering
DATE: July 19, 1992
At the July 28 Regional Railroad Authority meeting, Dick
Wolsfeld will provide information to you on progress on the
preliminary engineering work on the Midway Corridor.

Recent work efforts have included:
Submission of a layout for LRT in I-94 to the Minnesota
Department of Transportation
Preparation of a cost estimate
Continued development of stations along the alignment

Preparation for station area meetings to be initiated in
August, 1992

Downtown area traffic analysis

Meetings with Downtown LRT Task Force, individual
property owners, and coordination with agencies such as
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, University of
Minnesota, Capitol Area Architectural and Planning
Board, and others

A field trip for staff to review the Midway Corridor
alignment was taken on July 9. Approximately 30 staff
members of cities and agencies attended.

Recommendation:

. For your information.

Printed on Recycled Paper




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

i Board Action Requested
Originating Department Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/
) ' Draft Environmental Impact Statement Progress

. e/
Authorized Signature ¢ Date
ACTION MAY BE TAKEN

REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Request Justification

See attached memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere

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

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date

Julyv 28, 1992
Board Date




John T. Finley, Chairman

District 3

Duane W. McCarty, vice Chairman
District 1

Warren W. Schaber, secretary
District &

Ruby Hunt, Treasurer
District 5

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

istrict 7

Donald Salverda
District 2

MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning }?QEL

SUBJECT: Progress on Central Corridor
DATE: July 17, 1992

The Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement process has begun.

Areas of work in recent weeks have included:

Consultant Services

A request for proposals, approved by Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority, was issued for consultant services to
assist with preparation of the Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Proposals are due July 20.
A recommendation on the firm to be awarded the contract will
be brought to Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority,
Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority and the Minnesota
Department of Transportation as soon as possible. Staffs of
the three joint lead agencies, and staffs from the Regional
Transit Board and the Metropolitan Council are meeting on
July 27 to discuss the proposals.

Scoping Hearings

One of the 1initial work efforts of the Alternatives
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement process is a
Scoping hearing. A report has been prepared outlining the

Printed on Recycled Paper




transit alternatives which will be studied and the public is
invited to comment on the report at a hearing. Scoping
hearings will be held on August 26 in Minneapolis and on
August 27 at 7 PM at Concordia College in St. Paul. The
comment record will remain open for a period of time after
the hearings to receive written responses. Notifications
will be sent to community groups, as well as the standard
list of interested parties.

Corridor Management Committee

The Corridor Management Committee consists of elected and
appointed officials from these organizations:

All members of the Metro LRT Joint Powers Board
Regional Transit Board

City of Minneapolis

City of St. Paul

University of Minnesota

Metropolitan Council

Metropolitan Transit Commission

Minnesota Department of Transportation.

The first meeting of the Central Corridor Management

Committee will be held on Wednesday, August 26, 8:30 AM, at
the Minnesota History Center.

The Corridor Management Committee and a Technical Staff
Committee advise the joint lead agencies on aspects of the
project from initiation through operation.

Community Involvement Program

The community involvement program for the Central Corridor
has been drafted by Ramsey .County Regional Railroad Authority
staff. It is expected to be considered at the first meeting
of the Central Corridor Management Committee. The Metro LRT
Joint Powers Board 1is required to approve the community
involvement program.

Interaction with Federal Transit Administration Staff

At the request of staff of the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), a two-day session is to be held with
them on July 23 and 24 in Washington to reach agreement on a
work program for the Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Central Corridor. ¢
will be one of six Twin Cities participants. This 1is a
follow-up meeting to one held with FTA staff about six weeks
ago, at which general agreement on the project and schedule
was reached. A letter was subsequently received from FTA




Administrator Brian Clymer, authorizing use of a $2 million

federal appropriation for the preliminary work on the Central
Corridor.

Recommendation:

It is possible that a recommendation on consultant selection
for the Central Corridor AA/DEIS may be made to you on July

28, depending upon the results of staff discussion occurring
on July 27.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

{ Board Action Requested

REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Originating Department Quarterly report of payments for RCRRA.

7@Mw 25 /K}/f;) April through June, 1992

Authorized S Date

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification
See attached: 1) Proposed resolution

2) Memorandum from J. Van Houdt dated July 14, 1992

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

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified compiete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

_ Signature
Committee / Meeting Date ture ) Date
July 28, 1992 jfhw&;_\ 7/22/92
Board Date Signature J Date




Resolution

Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Payments have been made from the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority budget for the period April 1, 1992,
through June 30, 1992, and a record of these disbursements is
attached; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That the report of payment 1is accepted by Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Office of TERRY SCHUTTEN
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING Exsoutive Difector

Suite 660 JAMES H. YAN HOUDT

50 West Ke”ogg BlVd Diractor = Budgeting & Accounting

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 MARLEN D. JOHNSON
266-3040 Accounting Manager

Fax: 266-8039 VERNON H. WEHLAGE

MEMORANDTUM Budget Manager

| RAMSEY COUNTY

TO: Terry Schutten, Executive Director

FROM: l}%‘ﬁames Van Houdt, Director - Budgeting & Accounting

SUBJECT: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Quarterly Report of Payment: April-June, 1992

DATE: July 14, 1992

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Resolution of October 5,
1987, authorized the Budget and Accounting Director to approve
payment of bills for the Regicnal Railroad Authority and report
these disbursements to the Regional Railroad Authority and the
condition of the Regional Railroad Authority's budget on a quarterly
kasis.

A summary of the payments for the period are:

59101 Regional Railroad Authority Administration $ 38,904.08
59103 - hase I - Preliminary Engr & EIS - Midway 219.62
59105 Phase II PE-Midway Corridor 391,009.45
59106 Right-of-Way Acquisition 1,825.56
59108 South Corridor Study 2,478.28

Total $434,436.99

I am attaching a report of Detail Disbursements made from the Re-
gional Railroad Authority budget for the period April through June,
1992 and a copy cf the Budget Condition Report as of June 30, 1992.

JVH:EG:dmh/gcl
Attachments

cc: K. DeSpiegelaere, Director,r/ ?
R C Regional Railroad Authority Planning
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FERIOD APRIL 15 1992 [HRU UK

TELNTHCCRRRTOUGR 37T

MAR WAF VIENDOR
DATE ™" MNER ” i T NAME

~ 2ND QUARTER - 1992
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" TRARSEY counTtY T
ACCGUNTING DEPT
06 30 92

CONDITION REPORT
92 06 30

BUDGET
RFBA113

--REC

PAGE 962

YEAR ELAPSED = 49.73

FUND ND. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

UHPAID
ENCUHBRANCES

ANOUNT.
EXPENDED

. APPROPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT

Nd. APPROPRIATION UNEXPENDED

BALANCE —_____ BALAHCE..._
UNENCUNBERED IN

TRAMNSFER
(T0)

TRANSFER-—_PCT--EXPD—-
oUT (FROM) YTD

.59101 ~RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL-RAILRUAD.AUTHORITY. . .
CONSULTING SERVICES

= —020132  146,605.57 -0 00—

ol

| -
H STATE AUDITOR
il
I

sz Q202 2 iisitians -3,.000.00.. S SRR S p 4 1t -1,864.00

1,136.00-

LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE

i @B 50006 00 oo B0 000 o o 000 26000500

020154

COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES

020174 35,000.00 45729455 — 0,00— 30,.270.45

e 0400 146,605,627 146,605.67

20,000.00

0400 . 55894.33

WQHL“U-[L\JIJ—!

1,864.00 . 0.00.____ . _ . _____0.00

0.00_—-

30,270.45

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR-SERVICES

d U -+ i O 1% 111 ] ¢ W3 1 | 1 AN, SO, | 7 || o W 68,.0005..00

0.00

.

68,000.00 0000 40

I BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES

o [N | .1 1 by o [SACC IR . ; 5 (o T I SN N 7 [+ AR L | ; 1 ;| | PSR

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MTCE Yot
75200.00____ 7..80 1+192.20

— 15502026 15,020.26

T | o | ] | I e e 0.00-

25192.20

020185
COJNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES

020133 124,200.00—— 265600440

07,599,460

: Q?o‘i_(}?.ﬁﬂ
PUBLIC INFORMATION SERVICES

30,000.00—— 0...00 30,000.00

020134

30, 000.00

POSTAGE

50800.00———_772.32 55, 027.68

020202

TELEPHONE LONG DISTANCE CHARGES

020207 380.00 161.50

5,027.68

218.50

TELEPHONE-LDCAL SERVICE

0.00 ____ 641.08

641.08 87.00

—R20208 . e IelT3.D0 . 839
TELEPHONE—-EQUIPMENT RENTAL

- USRS - Y 3 - MEUE N SRR L | R B7.00CR

T .oy A 1 DR e ¢ T ¢ {2 WL,

87.00CR. 0400 0.00_

TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCE
L0000 e oo

Bl e e QB0 - - 20000

B s 0 4T S DU oS- 1 | 1 [ o WO < » [Nt M St J L
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L RFE .S o e A i R s B e R S e e St

FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

—-APPROPRIAT-ION-- ADJ+-CURRENT -+~ ————--AMOUNT- ... .—- .UNPAID - ..o - —BALANCE————  DBALAMCE—~—  — — TRANSFER .- ———. TRANSFER - .. P-CT--E.XLP-D--— 3
ND. APPROPRIATION EXPENDED EHCUMBRAIICLS UHEXPENDED UHNENCUMBERED IN (TD) DUT (FROM) YTD

(-

O @ ~Neow

59101 RAMSEY—COUNTY—REGLONAL-RAILROAD--AYUTHORITY — ———% CONTINUED—*

MESSENGER SERVICE
020305 - —600.00————— 480,35—— - 0,00 ———119.65 : 119.65 0.00 0.00

PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES
020401—— -~ 8,060400——— - U 0,00 8,060,00—  8,060,00-—_____0400- 500,00

PRINTING & STATIONERY 19
02059 1— 179140400 ————-35;304 s 2P0 e 00————13,835,23— —  13,835.23——— 0.00—-——— —3,660.00 19.28—22
(22

LIABILITY & PROPERTY DAMAGE
020611 500.-00 £85.-08 0-+00 85+086R——————B5.08CR 500.00 0.00 117.02

EQUIPHENT & MACHINERY-RENTAL 3 e % T
02-0903 500.00 250,00 0,00 250,00~ ~250.00 500.00 50..00__2

BUILDINGS & OFFICE SPACE
020906——4.,.294.,33 0400 0,00 49294433 4,294.33 45.294..33

PARKING SPACE IS SRl TR
2,583.00 1,-017+-00 000155664, 005850 " 356700 87400

80JKSs PERIODICALSs SUBSCRIPTIONS
250400 160400 000 90+00——90.00 0.00

TUITION e
750.00 0.,00— 0,00 75.0..00 ik L 750400 _0.00

MOVING EXPENSE
021172 2»600.00 0..00 0400 25600.00— 25600,.00 23600400

INTEREST 3 gy : C
021192 - 0.00 7 0.00 0.77CR L 0.Z7CR 2700.00

COMMITTEE COMPENSATION
021226~ — 1,800.00——m — —— 0.00— —— 0+00— 1,800.00 1,800.00 1,200..00

MEYBERSHIP & DUES 3 ‘
o2140}—————500,00---————0,00-—————--0+00———————500.,00 500..00 2 0.00

CONFERENCE & SEMINAR EXPEISES
021403——— ——6,000.00————2512442)— —— _0400-— ———3,875.79— _______3,875,79_ 0.00 35440




BUDGE
RFBA1L

G ARG
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5
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|
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1ie = ol

L T

T CONDITIIN REPORT
13 92 06 30

ND. 5091

AHOUNT
EAPENDEL

ADJ. CURRENT
APPROPRIATION

PRIATION
ND.

9101-

OTHER TRAVEL
021407 20,000.00 ..
VOLUNTEER/ZOMMITTEE MEETIING EXPLENSE
02108 i 295006000 s o BT 50
CED MEETING EXPENSES ACCOUNT

021409 = 52.500.00_

FEE

TRANSIT JOINT POWERS

TATL—

022213

02 =

OFFICE SUPPLIES

030191 —_—2s000.00____

EQUIPHENT

040300— 324.30

1,200.00

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIIONAL RAILRDAD AUTHORITY

UNPAID
EICUMBRAL:CES
SRR )1, - - - S
e S0 00
o 1s875.40._ 0,00 __.
33,.660.00_. 33,660.00 . 0,00

—5745296.00 —— —__90,048.23 _____ __ ___ 0.00_

—b612.90____ _

BANSEY COURTY "

ACCOUNTIHNG DEPT
06 30 92

RAMSEY-COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHORITY- - & _COHTINUED—%

- BALANCE--— —-
UREXPENDED

3,.624.60

UHENCUMBERED

..... BALANCE = o

000 17,473,088 17,473,08

e 29582450 2,442.50..

3,624.60

e v PAGE 964 ~

PCT OF YEAP. ELAPSED = 49.73

i
|

o

b =

- PCT EXPD-—:
YTD s

TRANSFER-
OUT (FROM)

— --TRAMSFER
IN (TO)

0.00 S 0.00. 12.63 32

SO ¢ 7% 1 | IS B o (o1 |1 ———" b (e

0..00_ 0400 341020

0,00 0..00

_35660.00

484, 247 .77

4845247, 77

0..00 100..00___[?4

11,641.33

0.,00

1,387.10

1,387.10

._“_IZLB&IJ33ﬁ___“15;6&__§ﬂ

30.65__ 32

0..00 0..00

n .On

875.70.- 875.70

1,.200..00 0.00 27.03. |38

CONTINGENT APPROPRIATIONS

392,000..00 0,.00

061001

0..00.

N =lo v el e |k 0o el= o @

CURR

969,496.00

OrRG-TOT 90,985.43

0,00

8782510.57:

0..00

392,000.00_______ 392,000.00

8785510.,57

8, 000.00 20

125841433 20,841,33 9438 [1%

bowli: 2 olo & Gl 6 Lle

T o B 4 S L, S TR S e N T AT Pt T, e e
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! 1 FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTIORITY

S

-

“~——

muc»u|:-uu..

~APPRIPRIATION- ADJ. CURRENT - -AMOUNT -~ - -~UNPAIU-- - - - BALANGE-— - BALANCE————— - .- TRANSFER. .. TRAMSFER —PCT—EXPD—
ND. APPROPRIATION EXPENDED ENCUMBRANCES UNEXPENDED UNENCUMBERED IN (TD) OUT (FROM) YTD

N
L 291-59101- — RAMSEY--COUNTY--REGIONAL-RAILRUAD-AUTHORITY--—

7

> |
21

-00009 0——————80y-514 ¢ 1 3————-425 7384 44 3y P69 37, 775469 N TR, . 3, | .

ORG-TOT 1,050,010.13 133,723.87 9165286426 916,286.26 12,841.33

20,841.33

-
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RFBA113 92 06 30 ACCOUNTIKG DEPT
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J

RFC— 3 ? = = : I
FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL BAILROAD AUTHORITY

_APPROPRIATION . ADJ. CURRENT AHDUNT UHPAID. -BALANCE —— . BALANCE.—— .. .. TRANSFER.. .. .. ...  TRANSFER._ PCT--EXPD-—
NJ. APPROPRIATION EXPLHDED LHCUHDBRANCES UNEXPENDED URENCUNBERED IN (TO) OUT (FROM) YTD

I = PR

59103.. . .RCRRA..= PHASE 1.PRELIMINARY. ENGINEERING

"3 CONSULTING SERVICES
——-—020102 ... — . 113,896 4 87— —— 30,395.23 —-—-522290498 — 83550 e 64— 315202466 ————— 0,00 _..______.

COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES
e 0200 TG K208 06— L0600 0,00 43 218.06 4,278.06

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR-SERVICES
o201+ 6——— - 70.20-— —— . 0,00 ——_ 0,00

BUDGETING AND ACCOJUNTING SERVICES
0201729 1,202.17 . _0.00 0,00 1,202.17 1,202.17

0

5]
(=]

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MTCE
020185 Ry A7 1 ¥ TR SO, V= /- ; 22.10:

(]

(X)

[¥]

COUNTY PRUJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES
020133 19,9480 Ab 15275404 — . * 18,673.42 18,673.42

CE 0 S ]

(5]

(=]

PULIC INFORMATION SERVICES :
020134 25429.15 ; 0..00 o 25429.75 - 25429475

[FEE]
4

POSTAGE
020202 10.98 —0.00 10793 10.98

MESSENGER SERVICE SR
020305 49..05- 0.-00 . 49.05 49.05

PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES
020401 5.79..90 000 579.90

PRINTING & STATIONERY 4 s ot
020591 32.67 20456 12,11

INTEREST
D2 e i 00— e _0..00_ 0..00

COMMITTEE COMPENSATION
G213 22baicior s T LQR R e e oo 0.00__ o000

: OTHER TRAVEL
SR B Ry Reee ek B L T Il ¢ 2 TR . A el e,
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3“’ FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

| e @ . o
i FC

|

]

[

s~ —APPRIPRIATION—-ADJ+-CURRENT s —AMDUNT - —~ UHPAID — BALANGE—————- —BALANCE - —- — —.TRAHSFER- — — - .~ TRANSFER--—-PCT- EXPD-—]
| NO . APPROPRIATION EXPENDED EHCUHBRANCES UHEXPENDED UNENCUMBERED IN (TD) OUT (FROH) YTD

olm g an

—591-03~ RERRA—=-PHASE-1—PRELININARY-ENGINEERING ——— — —— % COHT-INUED—*

VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSE ; ;
021408 0.27 - 0..00 —— 0,00 Q27 0.27

1
—';—_I'-.'}-T-L-D 2 142+.672.70 —31, 742469 52,298.98 ____110,930.01___ 58,631.03

ORG-TOT 142,672.70 31,742.69 525298.98 110,930.01° ' 58,631.03
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06 30 92 PCT OF YEAP ELAPSED = 49,73

1
I RFC TR S S i = SRR e i
| ! FUND NJ« 591 RAMSEY COUNTY RESIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHORITY

1
. 2
3

13 APPRIPRIATION--ADJ o—CURRENT-- - -~ —-e AHOUNT- — -~ UNPAID —— ~-BALAHCE————.— BALAMCE————  TRAMSFER —~— - -~ TRANS FER-— RCT—EXPD—
| ND. APPROPRIATION CXPENDED EHCUHBRANCES UNEXPENDED UHENCUMBERED IN (TD) DUT (FROM) YTD

CiD ~ e s Wk -

e 59105-— - PAASE—_II-PE=MIDWAY.- CORRLDOR—-— .-

5
7
: CONSULTING SERVICES

1 020192 25933,425.23. 7655562455 150834,862,68-——2,167,862.68 333,000.00
1

12

it

COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES
4 SR .01 b7 VSN -/ 5y 2 W - | (NS ORIPRSS : | . SUSPRIDPSURSEORIG, ; I : | JINSUSRRSURE - ;17 . { oo s SRR . [~ . 1. 7.+, A, 0.00.— ... 0,00

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR-SERVICES X <
020116 31,081.23 2:018.80 29,062 .43 3 29;: 062 .43 0.00_.

BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES
0201729 10,.000..00 0..00 10,000.00 _ 10,000..00

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES=MTCE- - i : _ R
020185 3,159.83 856431 : 25303452 - . 2,303.52 . 27,102

COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES )
0201913 308,169.85 455337 445 262,832.40 . _Zb?,,ﬁ_lz_.‘_&ﬂ .« 0! ol 14,71

POSTAGE : Mot el s
020222 35412.81 3,412.81 L 3412481

PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES
020491 3,976.60 0.00 35976460 3597660

PRINTING & STATIONERY ; s ans
020501 9, 889.28 9,832,.06 9,832.06

INTEREST
021192 0...00 n.__nn g __0.00

COMMITTEE COMPENSATION (e e S '
n21226 1, 000,00 1:000,00° 000,00

OTHER TRAVEL
021407 11,262.79 356459 10,906.20 10,906.20

VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSE: '} ¢
021408 915.80 0.00 0 915.80 915.80

|7 e o I 1 R 3,363,017.32 . B14,230.59_ _  1,834,862.68___ _2,548,786.73  713,924.05_

ORG-TOT 3,363,017.32 814,230.59 1,834,062,68 2540, 786473 713,924.05
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. 06 30 92 . PCT OF YEAP ELAPS. 49.73

s _.__RFG_" —_— - A e e S i - - PR e —— - — — .- . . - e a4 e — e 0 5 e e e

FUND NJ. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

~-~-APPROPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT - AMDUNT - ~UNPAID -~~~ BALANCE——— ———BALANCE-—- - - TRANSFER - - - - ~TRANSFER-~- PCT--EXPD-— i
NJ. APPROPRIATION EXPENDED ENCUMBRAIICES UNEXPEHDED UNENCUMBERED IN (TO) DUT (FROM) YTD :

— 59106 . RIGH]‘_UF_“A‘! 'AEQU['SIIiDN"""_“' e : .- — —— - P S S—— i i

REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS SERVICE:
020109 ———————=9,000400-——— 9,000+ 00 —-— - nce— 0:900-——-—— 0.00 0.00 —— 00— e 0,00—100,00—_112!

COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES
02017-4—— 335466425 19,971053—— 0,00 13,494.22— 13,494.72—____________0.00 59.68

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR-SERVICES R
02076 ————— 133574 56-———— 00 00 —rmmere s 0 OO T s BEF 5 L 4359286 0.00

BUJGETING AND ACIZOUNTING SERVICES
020179 1,»963.92 0.-00 0,0N0 1,963.92—— 1,963.92

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MTCE ! .
020185 399.61—. 8.34 391.27 : 391427

SURVEYING SERVICE
——020192———13,639.91 —— 95-080.62 - ' 45559.29 435-559,29

COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES :
020193—— 79499403 —_ 110.55— : 7,388.48 7,388.48

POSTAGE
020292 467 vt4——————— 04 00—— . 46T Fh—ro 46T+ Th.

PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES _ ;
020401 : 500+.00-——— ——— 0400—————— 0,00 500,00 500,00

PRINTING & STATIONZRY
020591— 500,00 e el L : 500400

INTEREST i L
L BRI 0.00 0+.00- . e 0..00

57

‘_i——T-GT-L—-OZ---‘-- oy i 685798 02 -3 BsLTL o Ol oo g 305 022498 —— 305622.986— ——— _8,000,00— ; 55 .49 154

68,794.02 30,171.04 305622.98. 30,622.98 8,000.00 - 55.49




"BUDGET COUNDITION REPORT = RAHSEY COUNTY T UPAGE 970 W*’!
' RFBALll3 92 06 30 ACCOULTING DEPT {
06 30 92 _ PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49,73 ‘&
——RFC Al .- S e R S . v
-| FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY 2l
=1 ~
3
2 APPROPRIATION—ADJ« CURRENT— — __ AMOUNT— ... UNRPAID—__ .. BALANCE——  BALANCE— . . TRANSFER - . --TRANSFER——-----PC-T—E-J(P—D—-'—_‘1
: NO. APPROPRIATION EXPENDED ENCUMBRAMCES UNEXPEMDED UMENCUMBERED IN (TD) DUT (FROM) YTD ;'E-'
4=
j._____sgloe_—.suum-c-nan.rona—s.rum S : S S S e e s
& mt-_
CONSULTING SERVICES 1
= 020192 55,093.01—— 21366461 —— 0,00 2,726,400 2,72640 " _ 000 e _0400-. 4644712
- 14l
: COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES 15[€
- 020174 0.55 0..00 0.00 0455 0.55 —0.00 - 0.00 1s
pii NP _ . 7
¢ EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR-SERVICES S o
- 020176 6645 0.-00 0.-00 66 A5 66445 0.00 0..00 29
S 221
y BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES 2o[@
< 020179 197.97 0,00 0,00 197.97 197.97 0.00 _0..00 o
9 Nt y Mg e B T
° DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-HTCE- TN A ke
| 020185 1.07 186.49 0.00 185.42CR 185.42CR 0..00 0.00 7428.97. 5 |28
2 . 29
? 30
: COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES a1 [€
- 020133 55.00 79176 0,00 7364 T6CR- 736476CR 0..00 0400143945622
¥ POSTAGE e . g
; 020202 5.43 0..00 0.00 5a43 0 o 5,43 0..00 - 0.00 : 35
P 137
2 MESSENGER SERVICE bl
:'. 020395 25.00 0..00 0..00 25.00 25.00 "~ 0..00 e 0N 4 NAL
1 o ; a1
|
2 PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES e
o 020401 6425 7468 0.00 1.43CR 1.43CR 0..00 0.00 122...&3_£|
3 PRINTING & STATIONERY
. 020591 = 81.86 0..00 0..00 81.88 81.88 0..00 0.00
i INTEREST .
- 02113.2 0..00 [ 1l ] ¢ T LN § 17 ) § I 0..00 0,00 000 0.00
: ==
'l COMMITTEE COMPENSATION
i PN IR e 100,00 0..00 . 0.00________ 100.00 100.00 0400 0,00
VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSE-
;;_-——02--1&08——— PSS £ 1 [ 75 | s [N Y =/ 3 | (SNSRIt « (1Y | | SUUUMSG | ¢ == 1 1+ 100,00 ORI ; =1, (HONERIEN : M MO o2 'y 8
.}l 2
7
S0t v ;L LN SN, 157 - v 7 5, ORI [~ |, (3% ¥ "USRSUSVNS ;71 |, SO 2. | | N 1 v ML . % .| Y47y SO . A .| W _0.00-
IRG-TOT 5,732.61 3,352.54 0.00 25380.07 2,380.07 0.00 0.00
N



LLubt i CUNULTLIN KEPORT RANSEY COULTY
RFBAL13

FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRDAD AUTHORITY

APPROPRIATION --ADJ. CURRENT AHDUNT. -UNPATID < - BALANCE o —BALANCE..——... _ . __TRAHNSEER TRANSFER.
NJ. APPROPRIATION LXPENDED EHCUNDBRAI'CES UNEXPENDED UNENCUHMBERED IN (TOD) DUT (FROM)

59109~ RERRA—~-NIRTHEAST-CIRRIDOUR-HAINTENANCE

PUBLIC LIABILITY INSURANCE
020618--—— 45000400 —— ——— - 0400 — 0600 000600 4, 000600~ i 00—

PAGE 971

92 06 30 ACCOOUNTING D
. 06 30 92 PCT OF YEAR ELAP 49.73

] o —— SR PR e R S . - s

PCT_EXRD__i*!
YTD ,

o GROUNDS-REPAIRS
bt 020804-———— 365000.00_. — _. e 00 00 ei—ee 0, 00————36,0004,00————36,000.00——— . _0.00— .

INTEREST :
e A e DD s D O it oo S O 0-400-— 0.00

SIGNS & SIGN REPAIRS

~030507 304000400 ————————— 0400 0400————305-000400— 30500000
IRG-TOT 705,000.00 0.00 0.00 . 70,000.00 - 70,000.00

ACT-TOT 4,700,226.78 1,021,220.73 1,887,161.66 3;679,006.05 1,791,844.39 20,841,333 20,841.33

=9 ———FCT=T0T-—4%5700,-226478———1,021,220+73——-158875,161.60- 356795006+05—15791+844.39 —20,841.,33 ___ 20,841.33

FUND CURR TOT 45619,712.65 978,482.29 1,887,161.606 356415230436 : 1)?54:@6@.70 20:841.33 20,841.33

FUND R31 TOT 80,514.13 42,738.44 0.00 37,775.69 37,775.69 0,00 0.00

FIND FIFAL—4 57005226+ 78—— 150225220« 73— 1588751614 66— 356795006« 05——197919844439— 20,841433—_20,841.33






