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AGENDA
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
TUESDAY, AUGUST 10, 1993

10:30 A.M. - LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - ROOM 220 COURT HOUSE

Minutes of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.
of the meeting of June 22, 1993.

Update on Cenral Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

Quarterly Report of Payments for RCRRA April, 1993 through
June, 1993

Ratify Partial Payment No. 21 to BRW, Inc. in the amounmt of
$91,744.28 for the Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary
Engineering.

Action is requested.
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MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD

AUTHORITY

June 22, 1993

The regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was held on
Tuesday, June 22nd, 1993 in the Large Conference Room of 220 Court House. Chairman
Finley called the meeting to order at 10:40 A.M.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Warren Schaber
Commissioner Brenda Thomas
Commissioner Dick Wedell

Also Present: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning, Karen Tero,
James Van Houdt, Ed Glaubitz, Terry Schutten, Mary Lou
Grahek, Greg Mack, Allen Torstenson, John Wirka, Sandra
DeLaForest, Patrick Harris, Andrea Schmidt Hanson, Hugh
Faville (Roseville citizen)

Minutes - of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting of May
25, 1993.

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting
of May 25, 1993, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 7, Nays - 0

Motion adopted.

2. Burlington Northern Regional Trail Corridor Master Plan

Chairman Finley said that it appears that most of the changes seem to evolve around
putting a roadway in there. Am I correct in that, John, on the amendments?

Chairman Finley introduced John Wirka from Parks and Recreation in St. Paul, who
spoke about the plan. The plan which we reviewed earlier didn’t mention the future
possibility of a road in the corridor should the city buy additional land and choose
to pursue this, and the Planning Commission felt it necessary to add the paragraph
which is on the third page of the resolution to acknowledge that this might happen
someday in the future. I remember other comments that Kathy mentioned that might be
considered at a later date as qualifications should this go any further. That was




the discussion at length with the Planning Commission. We agreed to the single
paragraph being added which acknowledges that that could happen and the city would
have to buy more land if it decides to pursue this. Of course, those decisions
haven’t been made yet. How much we change this plan is further down the road...

Chairman Finley asked Allan Torstenson of PED if this was a recommendation of the
staff or did it come from the Planning Commission members?

Allen Torstenson said he prepared the Planning Commission resolution. It commented on
the master plan for conformance with the city’s comprehensive plan, and it was noted
city plans since the 1979 Streets and Highways Plan, and in a number of subsequent
plans all mentioned the need for better access in this corridor if we’re going to
turn around the loss of industrial property, taxed base and industrial jobs in that
part of the east side. The comments, both in the staff recommendation and in the
Planning Commission resolution, simply say the roadway and some of the development
that we have been looking at need to, over the course of at least 15 years very
consistently, need to be at least mentioned in the master plan for the corridor now.

Commissioner Wedell said the concern he had from some of the comments that he thought
he had heard made was that there was some effort to just replace LRT in that corridor
vith a road, but he thinks this document makes it clear that that’s not the case. 1Is
that correct?

Chairman Finley confirmed that that’s correct. Except that the "whereas" clause in
the resolution sort of does say that, in a way. The last "whereas" says "the
proposed trail master plan which addressed the potential for shared use of the
corridor trail and LRT", and then it says "as well as alternatives to LRT on a new

roadway", which seems to indicate that the roadway in place of LRT, the way that is,
because it’s an alternative to LRT. That’s where we’re concerned about it, of using
the right of way for a roadway. Any roadway would have to be in an area so that LRT
would still fit.

Allen T. asked if it could be "whereas" at the top of that page which notes that it’s
useful to address all uses, road, trail, and LRT together and the final resolved also
says that; and that’s the intent, but it should be clear that the city has never
taken a position that LRT is the transit mode of choice or that we’ve never made a
decision that that’s what would best serve our transit needs in the Northeast
corridor. The city’s comprehensive plan has always said that, and again over the
course of the last 15 years most of the times I’ve mentioned we’ve talked about
studying LRT or this corridor as a possible place for LRT; but we’ve also said,
"Let’s look at other alternatives as well", so that’s where the city’s at. I think
that’s where you’re at too. I don’t know that there’s been a final decision that LRT
is the choice.

I think our position would be that we don’t want to preclude it at this point,
although it might be precluded at some later date, but certainly not at this point.

Chairman Finley said we used LRT funds to acquire the corridor. We can’t very well
say, "No, it’s not our intent, we also went to the state with that idea, so the state
funds came as a result of it being the mode.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that you do have a position, too, when you did the Northeast
corridor alignment study that this alignment would be a location for 1light rail
transit, as well as 35E. Both of those were options, and that this should be
purchased with that potential eventual use in mind.
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Chairman Finley said that "it seems to me, though, if St. Paul hasn’t made a decision
it’s because they didn’t attend the meetings. The meetings went on for several
years; we never saw a representative when that issue was being discussed. That goes
back six, seven years."

Chairman Finley said he knows that Allan has participated at the staff level very
faithfully throughout the planning, not only on this corridor but many of the other
corridors that we’ve got under discussion; and he has worked very closely with Kathy
on many of these issues, so I think that we’ve gotten the cooperation from the staff
of the City of St. Paul, and I think that you’re right. We have never had any
participation from the councilmembers, unfortunately, or the mayor’s office; and yet
they were appointed to different committees and never attended including this because
we dealt with this on our Intergovernmental Committee. It dealt with this alignment
specifically, and I don’t think we ever had any member of their council or the
mayor’s office attend the meetings. We met for two years on a monthly basis, and
every other municipality that would be affected by the line, going all the way up to
Chisago County, participated except St. Paul. Maplewood, North St. Paul, White Bear;
they were faithful in coming; Chisago County commissioners.

He just wanted to make that point for a couple of reasons: one, because we haven’t
had the participation; but secondly, he also didn’t want people to think that the
staffs of the city have not been cooperative, because they have, both the Parks
Department and PED, as we’ve gone through these things.

Mr. Chair, I want to make it clear that in the staff report here and in other staff
reports, we have supported a continued look at LRT and maintaining the LRT corridor,
and in other planning we’re doing, I’m working on a small area plan for the Phalen
Center area. We looked at land use and development potential in that area with the
idea that there’s a chance that there would be an LRT station near there, and let’s
take advantage of that.

Chairman Finley said yes, on that small area plan, and we’ve been following it fairly
closely because we do have some concerns as the possible roadway goes east-west and
cuts across this potential line as I understand it, as a plan is presently developed.

Allen T. said he thinks the idea that we’ve been looking at for a new roadway would
be that the new roadway would be tight up against the Chicago Northwestern tracks,
and then leave the BN alignment or that property as it approaches Johnson Parkway...
Ve may need to acquire additional right of way.

Chairman Finley noticed that you specifically do that at our page 5, too, which would
be in the description regarding the Arcade to Frank Street portion. Are there any
further questions of either Allan or John regarding this? 1Is there any action that
wve need to take?

They just wanted to bring it to your attention. I’ve been operating under the
principal that the Rail Authority’s direction is to preserve right-of-way for future
LRT use and the trail for joint use. If the roadway fits with those two, fine.
Otherwise, additional right-of-way would need to be acquired. Is that a fair
statement of your direction?

Chairman Finley said he would think that’s our position. We felt that the trail and

the LRT can fit and if we’re going to put a third mode of transportation in there,
that they have to come after the other two, as far as space is concerned.
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The significance is, there is money for the trail. The other two are still wanting.

St. Paul, I saw in the paper, did get or was likely to get federal funding for
construction of a portion of it.

Correct. From Phalen Park to Swede Hollow and 7th Street.

Chairman Finley thanked the St. Paul staff for coming.

3. Update on Central Corridor

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said there have been a lot of meetings recently on the Central
corridor. In your packet, you have a memo which summarized the capital costs for the
four alternatives that are being studied. The four alternatives are: "No build",
which surprisingly has some cost associated with it: $3.6 million; "Transportation
System Management" includes more improvements to the existing bus system. "No build"
includes some, but TSM includes more and that’s $22.3 million. The "Busway" is
estimated to cost about $200 million, and that would provide a busway along the light
rail transit alignment in the Central corridor that is in the center of I-94 and
through the Westgate area, on exclusive right-of-way; that’s $200 million. And the
"Light Rail" cost estimate is almost exactly what it was previously: $474 million.

Patronage forecasts are currently being completed by the Metropolitan Council. We
anticipate that the forecasts for light rail will be a little bit higher, perhaps 5%
higher than they were previously. The "Busway" estimates will be somewhat lower, and
then the other two somewhat lower yet. However, there is good transit ridership
currently in this corridor, and we expect that to continue.

You have an attachment that identifies the travel time for the alternatives, "No
Build", "TSM", "Busway", and "LRT", from certain destinations such as downtown
Minneapolis to downtown Saint Paul and some points in between. Currently, there is
some express service, so the comparison is not exactly the same. The express service
has fewer stops than some of the other alternatives.

I also indicated that two weeks ago, Regional Rail staff and MN/DOT met with staff of
the Federal Transit Administration to review the work to date on this project, and we
had a favorable review of our work and things are moving along. And we also met with
Steve Francisco from Representative Vento’s office, and it was an interesting meeting
because not only did he give us this letter which is attached which supported the
request for additional funds for the next phase of the project for $3.2 million in
federal funds, but at the same time he made a point of telling the Hennepin
representative very clearly that the priority corridor in the region was the central
corridor, that Hennepin didn’t set the priority corridor in the region and what
happened two years ago with Hennepin seeking federal funds for a different corridor
wvas not to Representative Vento’s liking and would not be tolerated. So, the request
to the Appropriations subcommittee was approved, I think it was the week before last,
and sometime this week it’s going to the full committee.

Chairman Finley said it’s today. I think it was June 22nd is what Peter McLaughlin
told me, it would be at full committee. Sabo got it through the subcommittee already
and feels quite confident that he can get it through the full committee. And they’re
very pleased, because evidently Representative Carr had some matters over in the
banking subcommittee that he wanted Representative Vento’s assistance with.
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Kathy DeSpiegelaere said she and Commissioner Ahrens have had several meetings this
past week or two weeks, and she has several more scheduled and she may wish to brief
you on those.

Chairman Finley indicated that he would like to be briefed. As you know I met with
John Riley before the Central Corridor Management Committee and the staffs for his
briefing (staff of RTB, our staff, and Ken Stevens) because I knew I would be unable
to attend the meeting the following morning. Commissioner Ahrens, maybe you’d like
to report on the meeting because you went in my place and I know that a couple of the
other commissioners went and I’d like for them to have an opportunity for their
input. And then I know that you’ve also met with Paula Maccabee and I think Bobbi
Megard. Maybe you could start with Paula Maccabee and Bobbi Megard and Abby Struck
first, and then we’ll get to the Corridor Committee.

Commissioner Ahrens said we had some concerns about what was going on up in the
Vestgate area because of PED and the Small Area Plan meetings, and it seemed that
vhat was occurring up there was that a small minority group of citizens were taking
over that Small Area Plan Committee, mostly residents along Curfew who have a
legitimate concern about what’s going to happen to their homes. But, in terms of the
"big picture", was a departure from what had gone on now for the past three years and
all of the participation in terms of all of the community groups and the leadership
that they gave to frankly modifying our alignment so that now we are going up through
Westgate, and it seemed that this was going off in a kind of tangential direction and
was of some concern to us. So, we did have a meeting yesterday afternoon to try to
work through this and get an understanding with them and the fact that Abby Struck
was a new CO for District 12, and we needed to kind of brief her and let her know
vhat had gone on. I think that will come back on track. I think that that will be
worked out and Kathy is going to really engage in that. The more serious issue we
learned about when we met with Paula Maccabee, the reason that we’re meeting with
some of the city council people is to let them know that their lethargy on this whole
effort may, in fact, be undermining whether we have light rail coming to St. Paul,
and that they need to get on with it and understand it and hopefully indicate that
they’re supportive of it because the people across the river clearly are supportive
of it, and I think are beginning to say, "If St. Paul doesn’t care, then maybe we
ought to have it over here, in spite of all the agreements we have." So we’re trying
to meet with the city council people. We met with Paula Maccabee, and there was a
representative there from the Port Authority. Well, it came as news to me and I
think maybe to Kathy as well; we thought that we had an understanding that the
alignment, and we don’t have a map, that the alignment that goes out of the station
stop there by Court International will kind of take a small or gradual turn as it
makes its way to the University. It crosses University Avenue.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere pointed out that this is the station, this is Curfew Street, and
this is the parcel Commissioner Ahrens is referring to.

Commissioner Ahrens continued, now that parcel, which is owned I understand by First
Banks, is now under a very fast track, as we’re told, from the Port Authority to be
developed. However, they don’t like the fact that the line cuts through that parcel.
It’s a six acre parcel, and they want to construct what would, I guess, be a low,
sort of long building, and we’re interfering with their plan. Well, Kathy indicated
that the Port Authority was in accord with this alignment and we have a letter to say
that, and that we didn’t know there’d be any problems with this, and when they had
talked about developing that piece of property, initially they talked about office
space which could go up in the air. Now they’re talking about some other kind of
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industrial space that will be spread out, so we’re interfering with that development

and it’s on a very fast track and they don’t know what they can do about that,
although they own the property so they can go ahead and build their building and of
course, we don’t have any line there. We haven’t purchased anything yet. So, that
sort of came as a total shock to us.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that Lorrie Louder is the person we met with yesterday. At
a meeting last Thursday, another staff person, who’s now representing the Westgate
area, was at that. But they’ve changed staff several times, and apparently the
communication hasn’t been good. So I sent them copies of their letter approving the
Westgate alignment.

Commissioner Ahrens said that the upshot of this is that, what some of the elected
officials that we met with yesterday, is to take this and kind of go like this with
and actually cross University at a very great angle, and then get onto Berry Street
and go up. We agreed, Kathy’s going to bring in our engineer, sit down with the
engineers from the Port Authority, and I don’t whether First Banks has their own, and
see if there’s any way that we can accommodate this by maybe just shifting in degree
a little bit that turn so that the smaller parcel in that six acre is less and maybe
wve can accommodate it that way. But, there’s just a bit of a monkey wrench. The
other thing is if they go ahead and develop all of that property, then we said,
"Well, we’d have to look at a whole new realignment and this one was the one that was
agreed to by all the citizen participation that we had, and it might have to be
shifted back over this way, or this way, and we’re really not sure at this point",
but it is just an issue that Kathy has to deal with.

It’s a new issue, but in addition, the fact that they’re proposing this low rise

manufacturing facility with a density of one job for one thousand square feet for
this site is rather surprising to me. Here’s an opportunity to do investments that
really enhance transit use, and that type of investment is not being prepared.

Commissioner Ahrens asked of Chairman Finley, do you know how much that piece of
property is worth, and would it be possible for Ramsey County to purchase that
property and then, at some later date, bring in some development that would be high
density? Do you know how much it’s worth?

Chairman Finley answered that he doesn’t know what it’s worth, but I know that since
wve’re in federal process, there’s a prohibition on acquisition of right of way I
think, unless you get some kind of exception at an early date. You have to be
through with the final environmental impact statement before you can purchase.

Chairman Finley asked what about the Central Corridor Management Committee, then?
You attended that in my stead.

Commissioner Ahrens said, as John indicated, he had had a conversation with John
Riley about John’s new issue, which is to have LRT underground in Hennepin County in
the City of Minneapolis, and he continued to pursue that, which surprised me somewhat
at the management committee. It wasn’t particularly germane to our discussion, but
he started off the meeting on the need to have a tunnel, and why he felt this was
important, and compared us to Washington, D.C., and all these things. Mary Hauser,
who was sitting next to me, was quite concerned about this because of course we
struck these agreements and got people involved from other counties based on certain
parameters, and it was my sense and hers too that this would really split up the
coalitions that had been formed if this is pursued. So, near the end of the meeting,
wve raised some of these points and I was very concerned about what the people from
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Hennepin County were saying. Peter McLaughlin and Sandra Hilary were both there, and
it seems that they have begun to have some meetings with the residents, the people in
the high rises, particularly as you go south from the Convention Center down to 29th
Street, and people raising all kinds of concerns about what this will do to their
neighborhoods and the noise level, etc. Apparently, they’ve only had one or two
meetings, but there is vocal opposition to the light rail coming down that way and
the people in the high rise want a tunnel.

I had two concerns which I expressed at the meeting. One was that I thought it was
unfortunate that this was being raised again now and we went through all of this two
years ago. WVe’ve all been out to see, not all of us but a lot of us, have been out
and visited other cities where light rail has been built, and every place we went the
advice was "Don’t build a tunnel, don’t build a tunnel..." because of the cost
consumed and the inability then to go out and get your feeders coming in. You
wouldn’t have any money for that. And I also said that I thought that truly if this
were to be pursued, that it would just kill this project. The other thing that
concerned me was, and I think we all knew this when we were out there and meeting
with communities and having our task forces over the last five years, and we kept
looking across the river and saying, "What are they doing?", and they weren’t doing
anything in terms of community participation. Now, they’ve decided that this is
something they have to do, and they’re finding out that you can’t just do this in one
or two shots and people are going to be opposed until you get the information out to
them. Well, I don’t know that progress was made convincing our friends, although I
think they understood the issues they were just reacting to their constituents. But
at least we got it up on the table and got it out there, because if you want to kill
this project, you just go with this tunnel and I think it will kill it, not only
because the legislature won’t buy it and we won’t get any funding, but also it will
split the coalitions that we’ve worked so hard to put together because those
non-urban counties are not going to want to pay for a tunnel in Hennepin County. So
I think that it will splinter our cooperation.

Chairman Finley said as he told John Riley, to give him a 1little background,
originally we all signed off on the concept that the tunnel should be in Minneapolis.
Hovever, the Metropolitan Council was the first one to say, "We don’t think the
tunnel is right for the planning in the metropolitan area", and they object to the
RTB’s plan. It came back, we reworked the plan, and by that time we were into the
session and it was clear that our supporters at the legislature said, "We are not
going to participate with one leg of it in Minneapolis being in a tunnel, and having
those horrendous costs being allocated essentially to one line, because it skews the
cost of the project so much because the cost of the tunnel in Minneapolis would be
equivalent of the rest of the eleven miles". And that’s at the low end. The rule of
thumb is ten times underneath, three times above. That’s what the feds use as a rule
of thumb for cost projections. So when they talk about a differential of $215
million between tunnel and surface, I think that they’re probably low. And I told
Peter that. I went over and met with Peter Friday, because I was in classes in
Minneapolis, and so I went over there during the noon hour and talked to Peter and I
told him what our concerns were, and he understands it. Peter understands it very
wvell, and he said, "Let me tell you, we are not promoting it. We have told the
people that this is the plan, this is how far the plan has gone. We’ve already
completed the environmental impact statement at the state level; it’s just about done
at the federal level, and it’s not in there, and this is the way it is." And even
Stephanie Eiler, who was very good at the meeting with John Riley, because it was a
staff meeting and normally, of course, she would never say at a public meeting, but
she went through and explained to John the different cost allocations, ridership




projections, and everything else what we had gone through in trying to rework the
plan and get consensus with the Met Council, the legislators, the RTB, and the
counties, so that everyone would go along with the plan. And it ended up unanimous
through the RTB, unanimous through Met Council, and unanimous with all six counties.
And now for Riley to do that; I told him, I said, "It’s the position you’re in that
creates a problem." I told him frankly that, and you were there Kathy, I just said
it’s a good way to kill LRT.

And Commissioner Ahrens said it the next day, too.

Mr. Chairman, you know the other thing we learned in some of our meetings and getting
around the country and all the experts we brought in and talked to, was that the
thing that will slow this whole system down and can kill it are the citizens, the
people affected out there along the route. And how much they stressed the need to
get to those folks early, to bring them into the process, to bring them along and
have them feel that they have really played a significant role in this, and this is
clearly the illustration in point. Now they decided to get to their citizens...now?

Yes. 1It’s like our task force in downtown. They put together their task force,
ours was ready with their recommendations, had all the business people, we met with
every property owner that could be affected.

And there are no business people in this group, that are raising these objections.

Yes. Because the task force that they created, the business people, have already
signed off on it being on the surface.

The RTB received numerous letters from residents who felt that they would be
adversely affected, and John Riley indicated that he would write a response on behalf
of the Board to all these letters that are advocating a tunnel. But so far he hasn’t
been able to come up with one; he says he’s struggling with it. I think he’s going
to have a hard time reconciling his own position with what the position of the RTB is
in regard to the actions of the Board. So, I wrote my own letter. I thought I
wouldn’t wait for John to write.

Commissioner Thomas: A question for you, Kathy. The patronage forecasts which keep
being referred and have not appeared yet; how much weight is being given to that and
what other body besides the Metropolitan Council is providing it. Mr. Chairman, you
just referred a while ago to earlier studies that have been done on ridership and all
that, which I have never seen, but what are you anticipating this report to say?

Vell, yes, there’s a ridership study. It’s been completed.
I can certainly get you copies of previous forecasts.
And that was from the Met Council?

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said they also were from the Metropolitan Council. They run the
model here; it’s a very, very complex process. Providing the forecast is
complicated, and about four years ago there was agreement, in fact, the matter came
to this Rail Authority, about who should do the model, and it was agreed that the Met
Council would be in charge of the regional forecast. The alternative was to have a
consultant do it. The model is run with input from the consultant; our consultant,
BRW, and the subconsultant, Parsons Brinckerhoff, a national firm, provides
information on the modeling. The Federal Transit Administration, the agency in
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Vashington that we work with, also reviews the forecasting methods, how they’re done
and the results, so there is considerable oversight on the process. As I say, it is
complicated and when the numbers are generated by the computer, there are several
inputs to it, but then it’s also reviewed in great detail. They do what’s called
"combing through it" to see that it’s accurate. But with any modeling forecast, as
I'm sure you know, it’s hard to predict what the future is. We’re talking about the
year 2010, and we make some assumptions, but we don’t always know that our
assumptions are accurate. So I would anticipate that at your next Regional Railroad
Authority meeting, I would have the forecast for you; but also, I’d like to brief you
on what the assumptions are that went into them, what the margin of error is. For
example, for this corridor, because it is a developed corridor, we’re being told that
the forecasts are in the range of minus ten percent to plus twenty percent rather
than being bracketed right in the middle, the forecasting errs on the side of
underestimating rather than overestimating.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said 34,700, is what the anticipated ridership is per day, and
wvhat you should also have provided is the alternatives because you can see as the
alignments expand out, like the connection of this one to a 35V alignment, the
ridership goes up. Because you’ve got, in the Central Corridor, and as other
alignments come in, they vary and it’s all been done. Is it in one of those
booklets?

I'1l check, but the current forecast for this corridor has to be done as a
stand alone corridor, which is another way of underestimating it. It says "if only
the Central Corridor was constructed, what would the ridership be?" There’s no
assumption that others

Well, I would be concerned about any study that the Metropolitan Council does. Their
study on the two-track airport scheme has been discredited, and the organization is
in a flux. Myself, I would have preferred a completely independent or a parallel
study. It would be worth spending the money for it, to have somebody else come in
and do it. It’s just a personal view.

I think this Board may agree with your reservations about the Metropolitan Council.

And furthermore, since the Met Council has not yet weighed in and you evidently don’t
know yet what they’re going to say, are you predicting that it’s going to be pretty
much what they said the first time around when you all bought into this?

I have seen some preliminary numbers, so I do know what they’re going to say.
And, is pretty much confirming what they said the first time around?

It’s very similar. Because of the airport process and the fact that their forecasts
there are being called into questions, they’ve taken more time than anticipated with
this process. The reason our forecasts here are delayed is because of the questions
that wvere asked about the airport forecasts, so they’re being scrupulous.

Brenda, we shared exactly your sentiments when the issue came to us, and there were
some people that think, not so much on this board, but the legislators especially,
that think that the Met Council should be more involved and they should have this,
and they are the metropolitan planning agency and they should do it, and so we had a
little pressure put upon us. I think that we were very concerned that they would
skew it because first of all, they didn’t like the alignment that we chose, which the
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statute says we choose the alignment, and we chose the alignment on 94 as opposed to
being over on University Avenue with a bus on steel wheels. And so, that was their
choice, but they didn’t have the power to make the choice.

Commissioner Thomas: That was mine, too, but I was convinced otherwise by the
information we received. My choice was out on Burlington Northern and Pierce Butler
Road. That’s where my choice was, until I was convinced that I-94 was better. Right
out by Energy Park there, that’s where I thought it should come.

I’d be happy to get you that information.

Chairman Finley asked Kathy DeSpiegelaere to pull together the previous information
on ridership forecasts? It would be good for Brenda and I think Dick, you were on
the RTB right at that time, so you’ve had some of that. But maybe you could gather
that for all of us as long as we’re going to deal with the issue again.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said she’ll do it within the next few days. But when the
forecasts are presented publicly, I’d also ask that there be a comparison to previous
forecasts so people can see what the forecasts were before.

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

Approve agreement for the implementation of the Metropolitan Transit Education
Plan, authorize the Chairman to sign the agreement, and agree to contribute
$40,000 for implementing the plan.

Now this is the plan that was developed by the Joint Powers Board, and is one of the
things in the legislation that was specifically referred to in the legislation for
governments on LRT in the metropolitan area it was approved. Now it comes time for
our approval and our participation on the funding side of it. We have budgeted, I
believe, for our share of the participation. Like I say, the Joint Powers Board
approved their money, and have the others taken it up yet?

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said Hennepin is taking it up today. The RTB took it up
yesterday, I believe.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said she thinks we should keep in mind that the Met Council may
not participate, and I think we discussed that at the RTB meeting. Met Council’s a
little different than these other agencies that are listed here. They’re really a
planning agency, so at the RTB we suggested that we would still participate even if
the Met Council didn’t.

Commissioner Wedell said one question he has about this, and it’s one of timing, I
thought we might have had more occur in the legislative session than what did on
transit, which is a portion of this, some of the highway monies that didn’t get
approval. The issue I guess I’m concerned with, is this the right time or should
this be delayed until there’s a little more knowledge of what is going to happen; in
effect, this is speculative because of what didn’t happen, and can you educate until
you have a factual base? We can certainly put out information to talk about, but it
isn’t like LRT is or isn’t going to be around, or they’re going to improve some
highways - we just don’t know.




Kathy DeSpiegelaere said the plan is designed to accomplish exactly what you’re
asking for, and that is to build legislative support for funding of transit; not just
light rail, but transit in general. Ve recognize that in order for funding to be
provided, people need to hear from their constituents. We also recognize that in
order to support the investments in transit that, in the future, we may need to
modify our lifestyle some. So this plan has a broad aspect to it of educating people
about the importance of transit, including school children, similar to the recycling
program in the fact that I recycle, I’m certain many of you do as well, and ten years
ago, I didn’t do that. The hope is that this plan will pull together some of the
work done by the MTC, the RTB, and others. They’ll each continue separate efforts,
but it will lay the broad foundation for support for transit into the future. So I
think it is pertinent to do it now, even though the legislature hasn’t funded capital
sources for light rail.

This gets back to another issue, and that is the Met Council, the RTB, the MTC and
organizationally, how will they be in the future? I think that’s significant.
That’s probably going to be the agenda item for the next legislature is to take a
look at the governance issue, and what I’m hearing you say is in effect, this is kind
of a back door lobbying effort.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said it’s to build support among the citizens, whether it be
employers, whoever, to ride transit and use transit and support transit improvements.
And yes, I think that builds to legislators. We’re not targeting legislators
specifically, but as elected officials I think you’re responsive to your constituents
and when they tell you there’s a service that they’d like provided, I think you
listen to that and respond. We’re hoping that transit ridership will increase, and
that transit funding will increase because people will see the necessity for transit.

Commissioner Wedell moved the subject to approval, seconded by Commissioner
Thomas. )

L) A
{ / -
L ~

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

5. Ratify partial payment No. 18 to BRW, Inc., in the amount of $64,823.03 for the
Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering

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

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

VHEREAS, 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 28, 1993; and

- 11 -




VHEREAS, 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

WVHEREAS, 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; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 68077, Partial Payment No. 18, and attachments
thereto, provide the correct documentation of payments due BRW, Inc. through
February 28, 1993; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $64,823.03 for Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services rendered through February 28, 1993,
is hereby ratified.

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

Ratify partial payment No. 19 to BRW, Inc., in the amount of $56,199.29 for the
Midwvay Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering

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

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

VHEREAS, 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

VHEREAS, 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, 1993; and

WVHEREAS, 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

WVHEREAS, 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; and

WVHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 68074, Partial Payment No. 19, and attachments
thereto, provide the correct documentation of payments due BRW, Inc. through March
31, 1993; Now, Therefore, Be It




RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $56,199.29 for Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services rendered through March 31, 1993, is
hereby ratified.

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

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

TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Commissioners
Terry Schutten, County Manager

FROM: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere }?129—
SUBJECT: Update on Central Corridor AA/DEIS

DATE: August 2, 1993

The Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) is expected to be
completed early this fall.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Although we are legally required to have a single public
hearing on the AA/DEIS, we plan to have three public forums,
two public hearings, and several individual neighborhood
meetings.

Public forums are scheduled for:
September 21, 3:30 PM, Lower Level of Courthouse in St. Paul

September 22, 7:00 PM, Concordia College, St. Paul (not
confirmed)

September 23, 7:00 PM, Minneapolis Public Library.

They will provide an opportunity for the public to be briefed
on the project and for informal questions and answers.
Notification will be made to neighborhood newspapers and
through the Central Corridor newsletter mailing list, which
numbers 3000. Efforts will be made to have St. Paul and
Minneapolis newspapers include notices about the forums.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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STATE FAIR DISPLAY

The Metropolitan Transit Education Committee, in which we
participate financially, will have a booth with display at
the State Fair in the Education Building. It will be staffed
from 9 AM to 9 PM from August 26 to September 6.
Commissioners are being asked if they would like to spend
time at the booth, assisting the two staff members in
responding to questions. I will circulate a sign-up sheet to
you.

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

One of the subjects being discussed is how the three joint
lead agencies, Hennepin and Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authorities, and the Minnesota Department of Transportation,
will reach a decision on the preferred alternative for the
Central Corridor. Commissioner Finley and I will be
attending a meeting on this subject on August 9, and will
report back to you on August 10.

LEGISLATION

The House has been considering providing $3.2 million in
federal funds for continuing studies on the Central Corridor

and we will update you on the status of the funding on August
10.

WESTGATE

Negotiations with the City of St. Paul PED staff,
Councilmember Maccabee, St. Paul Port Authority, District 12
Community Council, First Banks, and CSM, a developer, have
been taking place on the parcel north of Court International,
University and Curfew Streets, where LRT is proposed to be
located. Events change daily, and we will update you on
August 10 on the current status of negotiations.

TUNNEL

The tunnel subject in downtown Minneapolis continues to be
the subject of a vigorous letter-writing campaign. Members
of the Regional Transit Board, Metropolitan Council, a few
legislators, Transportation Commissioner Denn and others have
received over 200 letters from residents of the Towers and
Crossings condominiums in downtown Minneapolis, objecting to
LRT on the surface in downtown. We anticipate many of them
will attend the September 23 forum.

Recommendation:
For your information.
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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, 1993,
through June 30, 1993, and a record of these disbursements is
attached; Now, Therefore, Be It

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

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Office of TERRY SCHUTTEN
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING County Manager
Suite 660 JAMES H. VAN HOUDT
50 West Kellogg Blvd. Director ® Budgeting & Accounting
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 MARLEN D. JOHNSON
266-8040 Accounting Manager

Fax: 266-8039 VERNON H. WEHLAGE
LRAMSEY COUNTY_J MEMOZRANDTUM Budget Manager

TO: Terry Schutten, County Manager

FROMiX}éL-James Van Houdt, Director-Budgeting & Accounting

SUBJECT: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Quarterly Report of Payment: April-June, 1993

DATE: July 7, 1993

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Resolution of October 5,
1987, authorized the Budget and Accounting Director to approve
payment of bills for the Regional Railroad Authority and report
these disbursements to the Regional Railroad Authority and the
condition of the Regional Railroad Authority's budget on a quarterly
basis.

A summary of the payments for the period are:

59101 Regional Railroad Authority Administration $ 57,482.63
59103 Phase I - Preliminary Engr & EIS - Midway 8,021.40
59105 Phase II PE-Midway Corridor 226,374 .01
59106 Right-of-Way Acquisition 1,509.35
59109 Northeast Corridor Maintenance 8,346.48
59110 Central Corridor AA/DEIS 14,619.70

Total $316,353.57

I am attaching a report of Detail Disbursements made from the Re-
gional Railroad Authority budget for the period April through June,
1993 and a copy of the Budget Condition Report as of June 29, 1993.

JVH:EG:dmh/gcl
Attachments

cc: K. DeSpiegelaere, Director,
R C Regional Railroad Authority Planning
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TRHSF
TRHSF

-“TRHSF

TRHSF
TRHSF
TRHSF
TRHSF
TRKSF
TRHSF
TRHSF
TRHSF

DATE

~-300908

300908

301385
301385
301385
3011385

300434
300434
300166
300434
300434
300166
30Nn908
300908

300908

PAGE 5
7/06/93

A00602-
A00603

C03665
C03744-
€03603
€03803

B02255
B02255
B02255
B02217
B02217
B02217
AD0606
A00050
A00050




LAl SEY COUNTY PAGE 6
BULGET ACCUUNHTING DATE 7/06/93

REGIONAL RAILROAD WTRLY REPORT
PERIID APR 1, 1993 THRU JUN 30, 1993,
LIGHT=UF-UAY ACQUISITION

CLAIM CLail HAR HAl. VEHDOR
DEPT OBJECT 1D HBE DATE l.BR HAME

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MICE
59106 0201485 IC 56554C 062593 00056799 ©11.70 TRHNSF PHT 301385 C03665
IC 565558 062593 00056799 l6.72 TRHSF PHT 301385 C03744
IC 56558 062593 00056799 4.93 TRESF PHT 301385 C03603

020185 33,35
COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES
59106 020193 IC - 56039 ‘050793 Co030474 Bokintesmansan 1 ¥y | o { a4 by o 7 “47102 ‘300434 B02216
IC 50040 050793 00030474 Tl.41 TRHSF 47102 300434 BO2216
IC 560404 050793 00030474 75438 TRHSF 47101 300166 BO2216
IC 26569 062593 00056799 161455 - ~TRHSF 3 40801 300906 A00051
IC 56570 062593 00056799 226417 TRNHSF 40801 300908 A00051
IC 56571 062593 00056799 452434 TRHSF 40801 300908 AD0051
Ic 56572 - 062593 00056799 RV © 161,55 —IC-TRHSF 40801 300908 A00051
IC 56573 062593 VoL36799 129.24 TRHSF 40801 300908 A00051

020193 = - ' 15476.00

RIGHT=0F—=4dAY ACQUISITION 1,509.35 -




REGIONAL RAILROAD QTRLY REPORT
PEIIOD APR Ll» 19393 THRU JWN 30, 1992,

CLAIM CLALH
DEPT OBJECT 1D HUBR

GROUNDS- REPAIRS
59109 020804 IC 56574

020804
ASSESSMENTS
59109 021131

021131

"7 NORTHEAST CORRIDOR MAINT

&lsLEy €00l
BULGET ACCUOUNTING

LOETHEAST LOREIDUR MAIKT

WAR
DATL

062593

051493

WAR
HBR

00056799

00033957

Bs346448

TY

HAFE
ANT

351,00
351.00
75995.48

7299548

PAGE 7
DATE 7/06/93

VENDOR
HANHE

IC TRHSF PHT 400-40503 350308 K01331 01

RAMSCY CO PROP RECORDS & REV




LANNLLY COURTY PAGE 8
CULGLT ACCUUNTIHG DATE 7706793

REGIONAL RAILROAD QTRLY REPORT
PEILI0D APR Ll» 1993 THRU JUN 30, 1993,
CELTEAL LUELRILOL La/LEIS

CLALM CLALN WAFR Kak HAR VEHDOR
DEPT OBJECT o KLR DATL 1iBR AHT HAHE
COUNTY MANAGER SERVICES
59110 020176 IC 560310 050793 000320474 1,215,306 “TRHSF PHMT 300908 A00602
IC 6193C 051493 00033835 1,196437 TRHSF PHT 300908 A00603

020176 25411473
DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MTCE
59110 020185 IcC 565540 062593 00056799 75.11 TRHSF 301385 CO3665
—IC 565550 062593 00056799 i 80306 TRHSF 301385 C03744
IC 506558A 062593 00050799 95.30 TRHSF 301385 C03603
Ic 565658 062593 00056799 73.03 TRHSF 301385 C03803

020185 323,50
COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES

59110 020193 IC 22620 061893 00052725 = —h614920 TRHSF 300434 B02253
IC 2027 061893 ouos2725 238,03 TRHSF 300434 B02253
IC 202TA 061893 00052725 251,26 TRHNSF 300166 BO2253
IC 56041 050793 00030474 ~—-T93 v 44 : TRHSF 300434 B0O2218
IC 56042 050793 Q0030474 285.63 TRHSF 300434 BO2218
IC 56042A 050793 00030474 301.50 TRHSF 300166 B02218
Ic 565668 062593 00056799 : —T759,60 TRHSF ; . 300908~ A00K06 -
IC 56575 062593 QULH6TI9 1,357.02 TRUSF 300908 A00052
IC 56576 062593 00056799 1,130.85 TRNSF 300908 A00052
IC 56577 062593 QQOE6T99 22552449 TRHSF 300908 A00Q052
IC 56578 062593 QCeH6T799 1,680.12 TRHSF 300908 ADQ052
IC 50579 062593 Q0C56799 1,389.33 5 TRHSF 30N908 A00052

020193 11,400.47
CONFERENCE & SEMINAR EXPENSES
59110 021403 ca 22915 -~ 0CU53509 ~- 42,00 ~DESPIEGELAERE KATHRYN

021403 42,00
OTHER TRAVEL )
59110 021407 062293 CC55139 442,00 CAPLSUN TRAVEL HNCTUORK

021407 442,00

CENTRAL COKRLUOR AA/JUEILS 14;619.70




REGIONAL RAILROAD QTRLY REPORT
PEIIOD APR ls 1993 THRU JUN 30, 1993,

CLalA CLAIHK
DEPT UBJECT 1D NBR

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTH

RAWZEY COULTY
BULGET ACCOUNTING

CEHTRAL COREIDUR AA/DLIS

Ak FH VEHDOR
HAME

DATE HBR

SECOND QUARTER 1993 EXPENDITURES

FUlID 591 TUTAL 3165353.57

DATE

PAGE 9
7/06/93




BAl13 aun.cmuznua REPORT Ranst\*nw ‘1019

RFBall3 06 28 93 ACCCUNTING D

06 29 93 PCT OF YEAP. ELAPSED = 49.32
RFC
FUND NJ. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILLUAD AUTHORITY

APPROPRIATION aDJ. CURRENT AHDULT UNPALID BALANCE BALANCE TRAHSFER TRANSFER PCT EXPD
N). APPROPRIATION EXPENDLD EHCUMLEALLES UHEXPEHDED UNENCUMBERED IN (TO) OUT (FROM) YTD

59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGLONAL RAILILROAD AUTHORITY

CONSULTING SERVICES

020102 32,300.00 0.00 92, 300,00 925,300,00 615200400
STAT:c AUDITOR

020122 3,100.00 1,015.50 2:084,50 2,084,.50
LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE

020154 25,000.,00 12,000.,00 13,000,00 13,000.00
COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES

020174 36,348.00 568469 35,779.31 35,779.31
COUNTY MANAGER-SERVICES

020176 68,000.00 12,438.45 555561455 555561.55
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES

020179 20,000.00 4563126 15,368.74 15,368.74
DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MTCE

020185 65000.00 789, 86 5521014 5,210.14
COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVILES

020193 1245200400 39:669.29 842530.71 84,530,711

PUBLIC INFORMATION SERVICES

020194 30,000.00 0.00 30,000.00 30,000.,00
POSTAGE

020202 5,800.00 bB81l.56 52118.44% 5s118.4%
TELEPHONE LONG DISTANCE CHARGES

020207 380.00 32.53 34747 347.47
TELEPHONE-LOCAL SERVICE

020208 1,500.00 994,606 505.34 505.34
TELEPHONE-EQUIPMENT RENTAL

020209 100.00 92,00 Te34 Te34
TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCE

020301 700.00 20.95 679,05 679,05




BAL13 BUDGET CONDITION REPORT
RFBALL3 U6 28 93

RFC

FUND NJ. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHORITY

APPROPRIATION ADJ. ZURRENT ANOULT
ND . APPROPRIATION EXPENDED

59101 RAMSEY CDUNTY REGIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHORITY

MESSENGER SERVICE
020325 800.00 332450
PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICLS
020401 8y 560..0 0.C0
PRINTING & STATIONERY
020501 20,800.00 21214.806
LIABILITY & PROPERTY DAMAGE
020611 500,00 652,18
‘EQUIPMENT & MACHINERY REPALRS
020803 1,200.00 620426
BUILDINGS & OFFICE SPACE
020906 12,883.00 65533.50
PARKING SPACE
020909 15440.00 660400
B00KS, PERIODICALS, SUBSCRIPTIOMNS
021101 250.00 22490
TUITION
021134 750,00
INTEREST
021192 0.00
COMMITTEE COMPENSATION
021226 3,000.00
MEMBERSHIP & DUES
021401 500.00
CONFERENCE & SEMINAR EXPEHSES
021403 6,000.00 1,369.37
OTHER TRAVEL
021427 20,00 .00 0.0C

-

EHCUMBRALCES

RAHNSEY COUNTY
ACCLUNTING DEPT

BALANCE
UHEXPENDED

* COHTINUED *

46T7.50

Bs560,00

185585.14

152.18CR

579,74

62349450

780,00

227.10

750,00

0,00

3,000.00

500.00

4;630403

20,000,00

BALANCE

UHENCUMBERED

467,50

Bs 560,00

185,585.14

152.18CR

579. 74
65349.50
780.00
22T.10
750.00
0,00
3,000.00
500.00
45630,063

20, 000,00

PAGE1020

PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49.32

TPANSFER TRAHSFER PCT EXPD
IN (TO) OUT (FROHN) YTD

0.00

1,200,00




_ P 1021
BALL3 BUDG ONDITION REPORT E.AI“.SLY.NTY
RFBALL3 6 28 93 ACCUUNTING D

06 29 93 PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED™= 49.32

RFC
FUND NJ. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHURITY

APPRIPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT AHOUNT UHPAID BALANCE BALANCE TRANSEER b R
N3, APPROPRIATION EXPENDED  ENHCUMBEAI'CES UNEXPENDED  UNENCUMBERED

59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY * CUNTINUED *

VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSE

021408 3,000.00 0.00 3,000, 00 3,000,00
CED MEETING EXPENSES ACCOUNT

021409 55500400 347,31 5,152.69 52152469
TRANSIT JOINT POWERS

022213 34,000.00 0.00 34, 000,00 34,000,00

02 532561100 85,688,29 446592271 4465922.71 61,200.00

OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.00
030101 2,000.00 1,040.89 959,11 959,11 .

EQUIPMENT 0
040300 400.00 0,00 400,00 400,00 0.00

CONTINGENT APPROPRIATIONS .
051001 168,322.00 ) 0. 00 168,322.00 168,322.00 0.00

OTHER GOVERNMENTAL UNITS
090306 40,000.00 0.00 40,000,00 40,000,00 40,000,00 0.00

CURR ORG-TOT 7435333.00 86s729.18 6563 603,82 6562603.82 41,200.00 61,200.00




dA113 BUDGET CONDITION REPORT RAMSLY COUNTY
RFBALL3 06 28 93 ACCUUNTING DEPT
06 29 93

RFC
FUND NO., 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL FAILRDAD AUTHORITY

APPRUPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT AMOUNRT UHPAZID BALANCE
NJ. APPROPRIATION LXPEMODED CHCUMBRANCES UHEXPEMNDED

R92 59101 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

000020 314,183.17 20,422.17 293,761,00

JRG=TOT 1,057,516.17 1075151435 9502364.82

BALANCE
UHEHCUHBERED

293,761.00

950, 364.82

PCT OF

TRANSFER
I (10)

0.00

41,200,00

PAGEl1022

YEAP. ELAPSED = 49.32

TRAHSFER PCT EXPD
OuUT (FROM) YTD

0.00 6050

61,200.00 10.13




BAll3 BUDG.UNDITIUN REPORT
RFBALL13 06 28 93

RFC
FUND N3J. 3591

APPRIPRIATION

NO .

29103

020102

020174

-

020176

020179

020185

020193

-

020174

-

020202

020305

020421

020531

021192

021226

021407

RAHSLY
ACCCUNTIHG D
06 29 93

RAHSEY COUNTY REGIINAL RAILRUAD AUTHORITY

ADJ. CURRENT
APPROPRIATION

AHOUNT
EXPENDED

RCRRA - PHASE 1 PRELIMINARY ENGIHEERIING

CONSULTING SERVICES
83,501.64% T7:863.906

COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES
49,278.06 0.00

COUNTY MANAGER-SERVICES
1,286.06 151.92
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES
1,202.17 0. 00

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-HTCE
90.48 11.56

COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES
175900.47 67677

PUBLIC INFORMATION SERVICES
1,051.68

POSTAGE
10.98

MESSENGER SERVICE
49.05

PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES
179.90

PRINTING & STATIODNERY
12,11

INTEREST
0.00

COMMITTEE COMPENSATION
100.00

OTHER TRAVEL
036

UHPAID
CHCUMBRANCES

’HTY

BALANCE

UHEXPENDED

75,637.68

4,278,006

1,134.14

1,202.17

T8.92

17,223,70

1,051.68

10.98

49.05

179.90

12,11

0.00

BALANCE

UHENCUHBERED

75,637.68

4;,278.06

1,134.14

1,202.17

78.92

17,223,70

1,051.68

10.98

49,05

179.90

12.11

0.00

100,00

0.36

’

d'l'1oza

PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49.32

TRANSFER PCT EXPD
oUT (FROM) YTD

TRAHSFER
IH (TD)




RAMSEY COUNTY
ALCUUNTING DEPT
06 29 93

dA113 BUDGET CONDITION REPORT
RFBAL13 06 28 93

RFC

FUND NJo 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

BALANHCE
UHEXPENDED

uliPaILl
LHCUHBRANCLS

AHOUNT
EAPCHDLD

APPROPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT
Nd . APPROPRIATIUN

59103 RCRRA — PHASE 1 PRELIMINARY ENGINEERIHG * CONTIHUED *

VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSE

0.27 0.00 0.27

021408 0.00

ToTL 02 109,663.23 8s704.21 100,959.02

QRG-TOT 109,663.23 85s704.21 1005959.02

PAGE1024

PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49.32

TRAMNSFER PCT EXPD
OuUT (FROM) YTD

TRAHSFER
IH (TO)

BALAHCE

UHEHCUHBERED

0.27

100,959.02

100,959.02




8AL13 uuns.uuulnun REPORT RAMSEY 'TY P“’Zf‘
E

RFBALL3 06 28 93 ACCOUNTIHG D
06 29 93 PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49,32

RFC
FUND NO. 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHORITY

APPRIPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT AHOUNT UNHPAIL BALANCE BALANCE TRAHSFER TRANSFER PCT EXPD
ND. APPROPRIATION LXPENDED ElICUMBFRANCES UHEXPENDED UNEHCUMBERED IN (TO) OUT (FROM) YTD

59105 PHASE Il PE-MIDWAY CORRIDOR

CONSULTING SERVICES

020102 1,731,720.17 380,765,35 1,055,154.82 1,350,954.82 295,800,00
COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES

020174 465640456 0,00 0.00 405640456 465640056
COUNTY MANAGER=-SERVICES

020176 7+208.89 3,835.98 35,372.91 3,372.91
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SCRVICES

020179 10,000.00 0.00 10,000.00 10, 000.00
DATA PROCESSING SERVICES—MTCE

020185 781.04 17742 603.62 603.62
COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES

020193 232,395.96 55820455 ¥ 2265575:41 2263575.41
POSTAGE

020202 3,412.81 35412.81 3,412.81
PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES

020401 3,976.60 3,976.60 3,976.60
PRINTING & STATIONERY

020501 9,832.06 95832.06 9,832.06
INTEREST

021192 0.00 0.00 0,00
COMMITTEE COMPENSATION

021226 1,000.00 1,000.00 1, 000,00
OTHER TRAVEL

021407 105906.20 0.00 10,906.20 10,906.20
VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETIHG EXPEHNSE

021408 915,80 0.00 915.80 915.80

02 2,058,790.09 390,599.30 1,055,154.82 1,6685,190,79 613,035.97

ORG-TOT 2,058,790.09 390,599.30 1,055,154.82 1,668,190.79 6135,035.97




BA113 BUDGET CONDITION REPORT RAMSEY CDUNTY PAGE1026
RFBALL3 06 26 93 ACCOUNTING DEPT
06 29 93 PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49,32

RFC
FUND NJe 591 RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHODRITY

APPROPRIATION ADJ. CURRENT AHOUET UHPALD BALANCE BALANCE TRANSFER TRANSFER PCT EXPD
Nd e« APPROPRIATION EXPEHDLD EHCUMBRANCES UHIEXPENDED UHEHCUHBERED IN (TO) OuUT (FROM) YTD

59106 RIGHT=0F=WAY ACQUISITION

COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES

020174 45910.70 3,534,472 1,375.98 1,375.98
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SLRVICES

020179 1,963.92 0. 00 1,963.92 15963.92
DATA PROCESSING SERVICES—MTCE

020185 376.99 34, 86 342.13 342.13 9.25
SURVEYING SERVICE

020192 5,603,00 5,939.50 336,50CR 336.50CR 106.01
COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES s

0201313 5,617.06 1561775 3,799,31 -35 799431 32.
POSTAGE

020202 296.05 0. 00 296405 296405
PUSLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES

020401 500,00 0.00 500,00 500,00
PRINTING & STATIONERY

020501 500.00 0400 500,00 500,00

INTEREST
021192 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

02 19,767.72 11,326.83 8,440.89 85440.89 1,324.82 15324.82

JRG=-TOT 19»767.72 11,326.83 B8s440.89 8s 440,89 1,324,.82 15324.82




RAHSEY .TY

ACCUUNTIHG DEPT
06 29 93

BALl3 BUDGE.JNDIIIUN REPORT
RFBALL3 056 28 93 PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49,32

RFC
FUND NJ. 591

APPRIPRIATIO
Nal

59108

020102

020174

020176

020179

020185

020193

020202

020305

020401

020501

021192

021226

021408

02

ORG-TO

RAMSEY CUUNTY REGIJNAL RAILRUAD AUTHURITY

N ADJ. CURRENT
APPROPRIATION

AMUULT
EXPENDED

SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY

CUNSULTING SERVICES
1,416.40

COUNTY ATTORNEY SERVICES
0.55

COUNTY MANAGER=-SERVICES
6645 0,00
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES
197.97 0.00

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MTCE
114.58 0.00
COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES
263.24 0.00

POSTAGE
5.43 0.00

MESSENGER SERVICE
25.00

PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES
8.57

PRINTING & STATIONERY
8l1.688

INTEREST
0.00

COMMITTEE COMPENSATION

100.00 0. 00

VOLUNTEER/COMMITTEE MEETING EXPENSE

100.00 0,00

2,3680.07

T 2,380.07

UHPAID
EHCUMBRANCES

BALANCE

UHEXPENDED

15416440

0.55

66445

197.97

114.58

263.24%

100.00

100.00

2¢380.07

27380,07

BALANCE

UHENCUMBERED

1,416.40

0.55

66445

197.97

114.58

263424

5443

25.00

100.00

100.00

22380.,07

2: 380.07

IH

TRAHSF ER

(T0)

TRAMSFER

ouT

(FROM)

PCT

EXPD
YTD




8A113 BUDGET CUNDITION REPORT
RFBA113 05 28 93

RFC
FUND NJ. 591

APPRIPRIATION &DJ. CURRENT
ND . APPROPRIATIUN

59109

COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES

Q20193 20,000.00

AHOUNT
EXPEHDED

V.00

PUBLIC LIABILITY INSURANCE

020618 4»000.00
GROUNDS-REPAIRS
020804 36,000.00
ASSESSMENTS
021131 15,990.96
INTEREST

021192 0.00

SIGNS & SIGN REPAIRS
030507 14,009.04

ORG-TOT 90,000.00

47.00

827.00

72995.48

8:869.48

RAMSEY COUNTY
ACCOUNTIHNG DEPT

06 29 93

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHURITY

UNPAIL
LHCUMBRAI.CES

RCRRA - NORTHEAST CIRRIDUR MAINTEHANCE

BALANCL

UHEXPENDED

20,000.00

35953.00

35,173.00

T2995.48

0,00

14,009.04

81,130.52

BALANCE

UHENCUHBERED

20,000.00

3,953.00

35,173.00

72995448

0.00

145,009,004

81)130n52

PAGE1028

PCT OF YEAR ELAPSED = 49.32

TRAINSFER
In (T0)

20, 000,00

15,990.96

0.00

0.00

355990.96

TRANSFER

OUT (FROM)

15,990.96

155,990.96

PCT EXPD

YTD




dAll3 8UDG
RFBALL3

RFC

FUNJD NJ. 591

APPRIPRIATION

NJ.

59110

020102

020174

020176

020179

020185
020133
020202

020401

020501

-

021132

021226

021403

021407

02

JRG=TOT

NDITION REPORT
06 28 93

RAMSCY ,TT
ACCUUNTING DE

06 29 93

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILRUAD AUTHORITY

ADJ. CURRENT
APPROPRIATION

AMOUNT
EXPEHDEDL

CENTRAL CORRIDOR AA/DEIS

CONSULTING SERVTCES
0.00

COUNTY ATTOKRNEY SERVICES
1,401.44

COUNTY MANAGER-SERVICES
1,981.36 95646492
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES
3,000.00 0,00

DATA PROCESSING SERVICES-MTCE
488.50 545452

COUNTY PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICLS
20, 000.00 19567127

POSTAGE
500.00 0.00

PUBLISHING MINUTES & NOTICES
300.00

PRINTING & STATIONERY
500.00

INTEREST
0.00

COMMITTEE COMPENSATION
1,000.00

CONFERENCE & SEMINAR EXPENSES
140,91 42,00

OTHER TRAVEL

2,000.00 1,222445

31,312.21 31,128.10

31,312.21 31,128.16

EHCUHBRALCES

BALAHCE
UNEXPENDED

UHPAIL

0.00

1,401444

Ts665.56CR

3,000.,00

5T7.02CP

328,73
500,00
300.00
500,00

0,00

1, 000,00

'98.91
777455

184.05

184405

BALANCE

UMENCUMBERED

0.00

1401444

T2665.56CR

3,000.00

5T7.02CR

328.73

500.00

300.00

500,00

0,00

1,000.00

98.91

T77455

184.05

184.05

P

PCT OF YEAP ELAPSED =

TPRANSFER
I (TO)

20,000.00

20,000.00

20,000,00

TRANSFER

OUT (FROM)

20,000.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

20,000.00

20,000,00

029

49,32

PCT EXPD

YTD

111.67

98.36

ACT=-TOT 35369,429.49 5572779433 1,055, 154.82 2s811,650.16 157562495434 98,515.78 98,515.78

FC 3,369,429.49 557, 77933 1,055, 154.82 2:,811,650.16 17565495434 985 515.78 985,515.78

CURR TOT 3,055,246.32 537,35T7. 16 1,055,154.82 2,5172889.16 124625734434 98, 515,78 98,515.78

R92 TOT 3145183.17 20,422417 0.00 293,761.00 293,761.00 0.00 0.00




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION él

Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Ratify Partial Payment No. 21 to BRW, Inc.
in the amount of $91,744.28 for the Midway
Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering.

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-
vice and terms of payment. Payment in the total amount of $91,744.28 for the
period ending May 31, 1993, has been issued in accordance with contract provisions
and Rail Authority Resolution No. R92- . Payment documentation is being sub-
mitted for ratification in compliance with the latter.

Attachments are: 1) Proposed resolution
2) Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment 21
3) BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 68505 and attachments

Budgeting and Accounting : Date / Time
County Attorney. :,4 AP ¢ Received By
Risk Manager. _’

Data Processing.

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

RmmTes 6 Mergip Dace 7781993

Board Date / Date




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of BRW, Inc. for the
purpose of conducting 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 May 31, 1993; 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; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 68505, Partial Payment No.
21, and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through May 31, 1993; Now, Therefore, Be
i K =4

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $91,744.28

for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through May 31, 1993, is hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Catalog # BAO10 RFBA9999

. COMPUTER INPUT

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE siemmor

‘ CHARGE TO: Department Regional Railroad Authority Date: 7/9/93

APPROPRIATION ITEM: Consulting Services Warrane No:

(ASSIGNED BY B&A ONLY)

 ForAccountingUseOny | L3] CODE
Claim No. Date Paid | RFC | Fund Dept Object Amount
PA270 . 591 59105 020102 91,744.28

3241
91,744.28
02207 - i
(4] pAY TO: A - TOTAL

First Name & Initial (NO PUNCTUATION)

BRW
Last Name or Company Name

(Name-Continued)

Address 9-32
SocSecNo — — — " — '_.___.
or

City State 3354 ZipCode 5559 FedTaxID — — " — —  —  __ __
60-71

ON CHECK STUB PUT: A Inv. No. 68505 Partial Pymt. 21; Midway Phase II PE
8 9-60

& Agreement PA270; Acct. 59105-020102; May 31, 1993
9-60

For Risk Managcmcnr &
Use Only :

(6] sEND TO: Address
Use only if Payee and/or
Address differs from
Item 4

List in this space and attach to

the back of this form: original

invoices, receipts, certified

claims or other documents. Preparer's Signature

I declare that the above materials and/or services have been received; are foy Ramsey County, allowed by
law, and approved for payment. . i :
Authorized Signature .

,'/TE ¢ The vendors Social Security Number will be used to report taxable incéme 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 (8/92) mac

/s/ Bette Kurysh




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PREPARED BY:

21
ENTERED BY=__24'_'/_(____

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO.21

o

PROJECT COST CENTER:

MIDWAY CORRIDOR PHASE II PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001

59105 AGREEMENT NO: PA270

DATE: JUL 09 93

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL CONTRACTOR: BRW, INC.

RAILROCAD AUTHORITY
316 COURTHOUSE
ST.PAUL, MN 55102

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59105-020102
TOTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED -~
LESS RETAINAGE

AMOUNT DUE

LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS:

31 MAY 93

THRESHER SQUARE
700 THIRD STREET SOUTH
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55415

PERCENT COMPLETED

51’

66.8%
964,135.98
$96,181.34

$1,867,954.64

$1,

766,452.54

ALLOWABLE PAYMENT FOR THIS PARTIAL: $101,502.10

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.

PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
FPARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL

PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT

NO.
NO.
NO.
NO.
NO.
NO.
NO.10
NO.1l1
NO.12
NO.13
NO.14
NO.15
NO.16
NO.17
NO.18
NO.19
NO.20
NO.21

D Q0w Oh N L B

CONSULTANT

RCRRA SHARE

$6,574.77
$79,502.55
$55,446.25
$104,832.96
§157,659.91
$116,868.07
$119,916.64
$131,336.17
$119,722.35
$112,625.52
$60,970.33
$69,121.38
$73,702.
$46,917.
$40,383.
$25,047.
$43,845.
$64,823.
$56,199.29
$103,548.64
$91,744.28

HCRRA SHARE

$837.38
$9,652.13
$7,034.53
$12,889.89
$19,533.138
$14,573.17
$15,519.39
$15,238.93
$15,202.83
$14,178.51
$8,047.19
$9,537.67
$9,921.20
$4,829.83
$6,905.51
$7,219.55
$8,895.07
($19,283.85)

$5,931.26
$10,743.79
$9,757.82

$7,412.15
$89,154.68
$62,480.78
$117,722.85
$177,193.29
$131,441.24
$135,436.03
$146,575.10
$134,925.18
$126,804.03
$69,017.52
$78,659.05
$83,624.13
$51,747.68
$47,288.79
$32,266.97
$52,740.91
$45,539.18
$62,130.55
$114,292.43
$101,502.10

PARTIAL PAYMENT TOTAL:$1,680,789.46 $187,165.18 $1,867,954.64

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

$2,940,000.00
(INCLUDING THIS PAYMENT)S$1,867,954.64

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT:
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS

AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT $1,072,045.36




s ; Planning Thresher Square Minncapolis
B W Trunsportation 700 Third Streel So. Denver
Engineering Minneapolis, Phoenix
Urban Design MN 55415 San Diego
612/370-0700 Seattle INVOICE
B R W INC. Fax 612/370-1378 Portand
Orlando

Milwaukee 68505

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere Mr. Ken Stevens DATE:  May 31, 1993
Ramsey County RRA Hennepin County RRA

360 Ramsey Co. Govt. Cntr-W A-2307 Government Center JOB NO: 1362

50 West Kellogg Boulevard Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237

St. Paul, MN 55102

INVOICE PERIQD: May 1993
FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER: 41-1625272

For ﬁrofessional 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 T0
ITEM INVOICE PREVIOUSLY BILLED DATE

RCRRA 96,572.93 $ 1,670,760.26 $1,767,333.19
LESS RETAINAGE 4,828.65 $ 81,715.08 $__ 86,543.73
RCRRA DUE THIS BILLING 91,744.28 $ 1,589,045.18 $1,680,789.46

HCRRA $ 10,271.40 $ 186,531.39 $ 196,802.79
LESS RETAINAGE $ 513.58 $ 9,124.03 $ 9,637.61
HCRRA DUE THIS BILLING $ 9,757.82 $ 177,407.36 $ 187,165.18

*5% of total less $2,025.16 ZGF retainage paid ($1,822.64 RCRRA; $202.52 HCRRA)

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

Principal




3 RW

B R W INC.

P}an;'ming
Transportation
Engineering
Urban Design

Thresher Square
700 Third Street So.
Minneapolis,

MN 55415
612/370-0700

Fax 612/370-1378

Denver
M waukee
‘meapclis
Orlando
Phoenix
Portland

San Diego
Seattle

Donald W. Ringrose
Richard P. Wolsfeld
Thomas F. Carroll
Craig A. Amundsen
Donald E. Hunt
John B. McNamara
Richard D. Pilgrim
Dale N. Beckmann
Jeffery L. Benson
Ralph C. Blum

Gary J. Erickson
John C. Lynch

Paul N. Bay

Sabri Ayaz

Gary A. Ehret

thony Heppelmann

Pakalns
Martha McPhee
Howard P. Preston
Dennis P. Probst

Memorandum

INVOICE ADJUSTMENT

6/29/93

To: Cathy Schmidt

From: Jennie Thatcher

Invoice Number: 9304005

Dated: 4/15/93

Original Amount: §$ 3028.00

Has been reduced by § _602.00 Due to:

Retainage Exceeds Contract Addition Error

New Total S 2426.00

Comments: Computer lease credit as per attached memos.

Please adjust your records accordingly. Please call

if you have any questions.

Ken Stevens, HCRRA
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, RCRRA ’
File: Midway 15.5




LTKE ['lms] i

Two Valley Square, Suite 300
512 Township Line Road #O
Blue Bell, PA 19422
Telephone (215) 542-0700 .
Member of the Klauder Group

WCLIFELD, JARVIS & GARINER, INC Date AFRIL 13, 19¢
Invoice No. $204005
LTK File No. 228102

REET SCUTH

& WM

AFRIL 15, 1993
MIDWAY CCRRIDCR PHASES II .- FRELIMINARY ENGINEERING =
TRACTION SLECTRIFICTION SYSTEM (2RW JO3 NC. 1362810
AGREEMENT PDATED 11/13/91 = AMEINDMENT MO« 1 DATZD 3/30/93 -
SUSCONTRACT RCRRA/HCKAA ¥1-201 Y.C. LTK 2 DATZID 2/13/92).

TOTAL LAECR (FAGE 2)

TCTAL SERVICES

TOTAL SERVICES AND EXPENSES 3,028 .00
LESS RETAINAGE ! — 60a.00 Creclit

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVQICE TJ;:EE 00 Subtote 3
' 3
- 131.30  Quieires,
S e e =
$ 5 304.70

Approved by:
Job Number: _13é3-B3 -30

Date Routed: S 2830
Flzase return to accounting department ASAP

ORIGINAL




CONTRACT 91001

BRW, INC.
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
HENNEPIN COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

LTK INVOICE NO. LTK INVOICE [ BRW INVOICE NO. BRW INVOICE
AMOUNT PERIOD

9205067 172.00 65768 MAY 1992
9208036 258.00 66779 SEPTEMBER 1992
9209036 86.00 66779 SEPTEMBER 1992
9209036 86.00 67039 OCTOBER 1992

TOTAL CREDIT DUE 602.00




0.0U ¥

L evTL  LTK MANAGEMENT SERVICES, INC.
TWO VALLEY SQUARE, SUITE 300
512 TOWNSHIP LINE ROAD
BLUE BELL, PA 18422
TELEPHONE NO. (215) 542-0700

LTK ENGINEERING SERVICES DATE

TWO VALLEY SQUARE ; INVOICE NO.
512 TOWNSHIP LINE ROAD - LTK FILE NO.

BLUE BELL, PA 18422

MAY 1, 1892
8205067
1807-55

LEASE OF AST 386 NOTEBOOK

AMOUNT

LEASE OF COMPUTER EQUIPMENT
JOB NUMBER 2281~/
APRIL 1992
MAY 1992

TOTAL

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THIS INVOICE

LTK ENGINEERING SERVICES

VENDOR # 24227 __ PMT DATE .a'é};éri
ACCOUNT # — ____PROL #

VOUCHER # LZR24g




MONTH OF MA’ 93
PROJECT BUD ATUS REPORT .

WORK TASK SPENT THIS SPENTTO AMOUNT RCRRA
PERIOD DATE REMAINING AMOUNT

COMMENTS

TASK 1.0 ADMINISTRATION 32 $6,081

i 325 08 $262,543 62,457 $223,162 ),362 | +$45,000 ALLOCATION PER 11/17/92 LETTER
TASK 2.0 OPERATIONS \ $3,427 $26,732 53,261 $22,723 o

TASK 3 0 SYSTEM DESIGN '$210,000 262 séa_iii 1% $21,700 ]

TASK 4.0 CIVIL DESIGN 75,00 857 7,163 37 89% $762,875| 1% —$65,000 ALLOCATION PER 11/17/92 LETTEA

TASK 4.0 ADD'L SERVICES RCRRA CONTINGENCY 3, $3200[ 0% +$3,200 ALLOCATION PEA 2/14/92 LETTER

TASK 5.0 FACILITY DESIGN \ $388,782 —$30,000 ALLOCATION PER 2/14/92 LETTER
+$50,000 ALLOCATION PER 11/17/92. COSTS ASSOC.

_r._r_rﬁr!_c_)_u MATERIALS FOR STATION

TASK 6 0 VALUE ENGINEERING 30,000 $0 )44 —__101%) | 60% $24,359 NPER 11/17/92

TASK 7.0 COST ESTIMATES $90,00 24 $46,170 3,83 $39,245 $6,026 | + $60,000 ALLOCATION PER 11/17/92 LETTER
TASK 8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION 115 ) $105,005 $9,005 %| | 80% $95314 $10,590 | +$30,000 ALLOCATION PER 2/14/92 LETTER
TASK 8.0 ADD'L SERVICES — RCRRA CONTINGENGY 500

) $10,500 % $10,500 $0|+$10,599 ALLICATION PER 2/14/92 LETTER
, MET] ) : $0 $10,000 et $0 SN
TASK 10.0 AGENCY COORDINATION

ADINAT $5 $22,121 $32,878| 0% 80% $19,909 $2,212
TASK 11.0 PARTICIPATION/COMMUNICATION 0 $25,029 $118,171 6 $23,246 $2,583
TASK 11.0 ACAAA COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION _ D $104,621 {8104,621) $104,621 $0
TASK 11.0 HCAAA COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 0 $825 $10,824 ($10,824) 0 $10,824
SUBTOTAL $2,778,700 $1,862,148 $816,552 $1,739,635 $222,513
CONTINGENCY $161,300 $161,300 ~$13,700 ALLOCATION PER 2/14/92 LETTER

- $95,000 ALLOCATION PER 11/1792 LETTER




MIDWAY PE BUDGET HISTORY

ORIGINAL

2/14/92

2/14/92

2/14/92

11/17/92

WORK TASK

CONTRACT
AMOUNT

LETTER #1

LETTER #2

LETTER #3

LETTER #4

TOTAL

TASK 1.0

$ 280,000

$45,000

$ 325,000

TASK 2.0

$ 80,000

$ 80,000

TASK 3.0

$ 210,000

$ 210,000

TASK 4.0

$1,240,000

($65,000)

$1,178,200

TASK 5.0

$ 510,000

($30,000)

$50,000

530,000

TASK 6.0

25,000

$5,000

30,000

TASK 7.0

30,000

$60,000

90,000

TASK 8.0

85,000

$30,000

$10,500

TASK 9.0

10,000

TASK 10.0

55,000

55,000

TASK 11.0

$
$
$
$ 10,000
$
$

145,000

$
$
$
$ 125,500
$
$
$

145,000

SUBTOTAL

$2,670,000

$10,500

$3,200

$95,000

$2,778,700

CONTINGENCY

$ 270,000

($10,500)

($3,200)

($95,000)

$ 161,300

TOTAL

$2,940,000

$0

$0

$2,940,000




ATTACHMENT NUMBER 1TO AGREEMENT ACRAAHCRAA 91001

COST DETERMINATIO ORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA

INVIOCE PERIOO : M. :

FILENAME: 89003 1 .
' 00/2093

suB-
JOB NUMBER LABOA DIRECT EXPENSES CONSULTANT LESS
BETAINAGE RETAINAGE

1362-A-01 ; 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00
1362-A-05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1362-A-1338 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1362-A-40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1362-A-41 135.00 135.00 875 12825 1799 10.26
1362-A-42 8,246.25 16,038.28 801,92 15,236 46 1401754 1,218.92
1362-A-43 145.00 19,050 .44 952.52 18,097 32 16,650.09 1,447.83
1362-A-44 4,031.00 201.55 3,829.45 , 3,523.09 306.36
1362-A-45 1,895.50 11,135.75 556.79 10,578.96 . 973264 846.32
1362-A-46 0.00 0.00 0.00 " 0.00 0.00
1362-A-4T 1,140.00 1,140.00 57.00 1,083.00 C 996.36 86.54
1362-A-48 607.00 665.70 02A 632.41 . 581.82 50.59
1362-A-49 30,876.75 . 30,884.75 154424 29,340.51 C 26,393.27 2,347.24
1362-A-T0 : 2399 1.20 nnm 18.37 342
1362-A-81 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 10% 000
1362-A-84 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10% 0.00
1362-A-85 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0% 0.00
1362-A-86 00 000 0.00 000 10% 0.00

1362-8-01 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 000 10% 0.00
1362-B-05 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-B-08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0% 0.00
1362-B-07 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 % 0.00
1362-B-08 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 100% 0.00
1362-B-10 6,961.40 663223 5,637.48 994 .85
1362-8-20 3,255.48 3,426.82 3,255.48 276716 15% 488.32
1362-8-21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1362-B-30 2,149.05 2,262.16 2,143.05 1.8M.14  10% 214m
1362-B-47 T31.82 . T76.44 13162 678.61 % 59.01
1362-B-50 0.00 . 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-B-51 0.00 1 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-8-52 0.00 0.00 000 0% 0.00
1362-B-53 1,440.00 1,368.00 1,.21.20  10% 136.80
1362-B-54 0.00 . 0.00 000 0% 0.00
1362-B-55 0.00 1 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-B8-60 0.00 1 0.00 000 20% 0.00
1362-B-70 0.00 X 0.00 0.00 0.00
1362-B-80 0.00 ! 000 000 10% 0.00
1362-B-81 0.00 ; 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-8-83 0.00 . 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-B-84 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 % 0.00
1362-B -85 0.00 1 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-B-86 0.00 X 0.00 000 10% 0.00
1362-B-87 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 % 0.00

B80%
9%
90%
0%
W%
90%
0%
0%
80%
85%
0%
0%
80%
00%
90%
80%
0%

1362-C-01 0.00 . 0.00
1362-C~-05 0.00 . 0.00
1362-C-07 0.00 . 0.00
1362-C~08 i 825.00 783.75
1362-C~50 0.00 . 0.00
1362-C~51 . 0.00 0.00
1362-C~-52 8,027.50 762612
1362-C-53 0.00 L 0.00
1362-C~54 0.00 i 0.00
1362-C-55 0.00 i 0.00
1362-C-56 0.00 . 0.00
1362-C-57 0.00 1 0.00
1362-C-58 0.00 . 0.00

000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
0.00 % 0.00
0.00 100% 783.75
000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
686352 10% 762.60
000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00

SERERRRARAER

1362-C-T0 0.00 1 0.00
1362-C-81 0.00 : 0.00
1362-C-82 0.00 ! 0.00
1362-C-84 0.00 X 0.00
1362-C-85 . Y 0.00
1362-C-86 ' ' 0.00
1362-C~ J 000

&
*

0.00 0.00
000 10% 000
000 10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
000  10% 0.00
000 10% 0.00
000 20% 0.00

e £

SERERE

TOTAL 60,219.40 44,206.51 2,)18.42 A . 42, 101,502.10 91,744 28 9,757.82
ADOITION CHECKS 101,502.10
10150210 € ===< <<
46.524.93




ATTACHMENT NUMBER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001
COST DETERMINATION BY WORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA
INVIOCE PERIOD : MAY 1993
FILENAME: 89003~1
lastupdate: ~ 06/18/93 S
RCRRA HCRRA
WORK TASK DIRECT ALLOCATION ALLOCATION

LABOR * EXPENSES ** TOTAL AMOUNT % AMOUNT

1.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT $6,981.40 $0.00 $6,981.40 $5,934.19 15% $1,047.21
2.0 GPERATIONS PLAN $0.00 $3,426.82 $3,426.82 $2,912.80 15% $514.02
3.0 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DESIGN $0.00 $2,262.16 $2,262.16 $2,035.94 10% $226.22
4.0 CIVIL ENGINEERING DESIGN $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 11% $0.00

NEW DISTRIBUTION $43,045.50 $40,811.96 $83,857.46 $77,148.86 8% $6,708.60
ADD’L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0% $0.00
5.0 FACILITY DESIGN $9,467.50 $0.00 $9,467.50 $8,520.75 10% $946.75
6.0 VALUE ENGINEERING $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 20% $0.00
7.0 SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES $0.00 $23.99 $23.99 $20.39 15% $3.60

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGN $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 10% $0.00
ADD’L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0% $0.00

9.0 IMPLEMENTATION METHOD $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 20% $0.00
10.0 AGENCY COORDINATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 10% $0.00

11.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 10% $0.00
ADD’L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0% $0.00
RCRRA COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0% $0.00
HCRRA COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION $825.00 $0.00 $825.00 $0.00 100% $825.00

-— ']
$60,319.40 $46,524.93 $106,844.33 $96,572.93 $10.271.40]




BRW, INC.
700 THIRD ST SOUTH
MPLS, MN 55415

MAY 31, 1993

PROJECT NQO. 1362B.01

MIDWAY PE SURVEYS/MAPPNG PROJECT NO. 1362A.41

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
SR. CONSULTANT
SUTHERLAND, JOSEPH ; 67.50 135.00

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

MIDWAY PE GUIDEWAY+TRACK PROJECT NO. 1362A.42

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1993




PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY

SR. CONSULTANT
SUTHERLAND, JOSEPH

STAFF LEVEL III
BUCKLEY, SUSAN
JOHNSRUD, LARRY

SUBTOTALS

TOTALS

MIDWAY PE UTILITIES

PROJECT NO. 13

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

PROJECT NO.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY

145. 00

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

2,

3,

2,
2,

8,

1362A.43

628.01

AMOUNT

827.50

375.00

26.25
017.50
043.75

246.25

AMOUNT

145. 00




PROJECT NO. 13628.01

PROJECT NO. 1362A.45

MIDWAY PE GUIDEWAY STRUC

PROFESSIDNAL PERSONNEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY

SR. CONSULTANT

SUTHERLAND, JOSEPH

sTAFF LEVEL III

. BUCKLEY, SUSAN

STAFF LEVEL II

HAMRICK, CLAUDIA

TOTALS

MIDWAY PE STREET/SIGNAL

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

CONSULTANT g
GREEN, ROBERT




PROJECT NO.

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

MIDWAY PE MNDOT/FHNA MTG

PROJECT NO.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

SR. CONSULTANT
SUTHERLAND, JOSEPH

CONSULTANT I
STUBBS, ROBERT

STAFF LEVEL III
BUCKLEY, SUSAN

STAFF LEVEL II
HAWKINSON, TOM

TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR

13628B.01

1,140.00

1362A.48

AMOUNT

405. 00

57.

0o @




MIDWAY PE PLAN ASSEMBLY

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY

SR. CONSULTANT
RUSCO, BRENT
SUTHERLAND, JOSEPH

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL IV
GEORGESON, TIM

gTAFF LEVEL III
BUCKLEY, SUSAN
JOHNSRUD, LARRY
MAIJALA, LARRY
WHEELER, CHRISTOPHER

SUBTOTALS

gTAFF LEVEL II
PEPLOE, MICHAEL

sTAFF LEVEL I
SMITH, KRIS

TOTALS

PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

PROJECT NO. 1362A.49

TOTAL LA

TOTAL THIS PROJ

BOR

ECT




PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

MIDWAY PE PROJECT MGMT PROJECT NO. 1362B.10

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
VICE PRESIDENT
DIFFERT, DOUGLAS . i 475. 00
PROBST, DENNIS 3,420.00

CONSULTANT II
COLBURN, ELIZABETH 345. 00
MOLITOR, LINDA . 115.00

CONSULTANT I
THATCHER, JENNIE 2,413. oo.

STAFF LEVEL III
HENDERSON, JANE . 3.75
RONHOVDE, NANCY . 11.25

STAFF LEVEL II
CUMMING, DIANA " 4 17590

STAFF LEVEL I
SCHAFFER, KIM . 180. 80

TOTALS 6,981.40

TOTAL LABOR 6,981.40

TOTAL THIS PROJECT $




PROJVECT NO. 1362B.01

MIDWAY PE STATN STRUCTRS PROJECT NO. 1362B.53

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT

SR. ASSOCIATE
SMOLUCHOWSKI, PETER . 90. 00 1,440.00

TOTAL LABOR 1,440, 00

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

11.0 HCRRA COMM/PARTICIP PROJECT NO. 1362C.08

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
WICKLUND, DAVID 37.50 825. 00

TOTAL LABOR 825. 00

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

MIEWAY PE STATN SITE FD PROJECT NO. 1362C.52

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING MAY 31, 1983

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT

SR. ASSOCIATE
PAKALNS, ARIJS : 720.00

SR. CONSULTANT
MALLOY, STEPHEN . 6,682.50

CONSULTANT I
BEHRINGER, CHRIS . 475. 00

STAFF LEVEL III
RAMBERG, JEFF . 150. 00

TOTALS 8,027.50

TOTAL LABOR 8, 027.50

TOTAL THIS PROJECT s

INVOICE SUMMARY
TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS INVOICE




ATTACHMENT B - DIRECT COST AND SUBCONTRACTORS
AGREEMENT NO RCRRA/HCRRA-91001

INVOICE PERIOD : May 1993

FILENAME: MIDWAYII B

OTHER DIRECT NON-SALARY COSTS

BRW GRAPHIC REPRODUCTION $0.00
TRAVEL/AUTO/MILEAGE 0.00
FREIGHT/DELIVERY 122.95
OUTSIDE REPRODUCTION/PHOTO 0.00
TEMP. HELP 33.59

[

!TOTAL $156.54!

==

SUBCONTRACTORS

BRW ARCHITECTS, INC. $0.00
BECHTEL $7,773.38
LTK ENGINEERING $6,465.42
TKDA $32,129.589
AM. ENGINEERING TESTING $0.00

|
TOTAL $46,368.39‘

TOTAL EXPENSES $46,524.93i!
|
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District 2

Dick Wedell
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AGENDA
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
TUESDAY, AUGUST 24, 1993
10:30 AM
LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - ROOM 220 COURT HOUSE

1. x Minutes of Ramsey County Regional Authority of the meetings of July
13, 1993, and August 10, 1993.

Update on Central Corridor

Approve contract with Nova Environmental Services for a Phase I
Environmental Audit of BN Northeast Corridor for an amount not to
exceed $3,500 and authorize the Chairman of RCRRA to execute the
contract with Nova.

Approve agreement with MCI for installation of fiber optic cable on

Northeast Corridor right of way for a fee of $500 and authorize the
Chairman of RCRRA to execute the agreement with MCI.

Action is requested.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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MINUTES /’A

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD
AUTHORITY

July 13, 1993

The regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was held on
Tuesday, July 13th, 1993 in the Large Conference Room of 220 Court House. Chairman
Finley called the meeting to order at 10:50 A.M.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Warren Schaber
Commissioner Brenda Thomas
Commissioner Dick Wedell

MEMBERS ABSENT: Commissioner Diane Ahrens

Also Present: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning, Karen Tero,
Ed Glaubitz, Terry Schutten, Toni Baker, Steve Wilson,
Jill Goski, Lisa Lee

Minutes - of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting of May
25, 1993. *

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting
of May 25, 1993, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 4, Nays - 0

Motion adopted.

2 Central Corridor AA/DEIS Update

Kathy DeSpiegelaere addressed the Board. At the last Regional Rail Authority
meeting, she had indicated that the patronage forecasts for the Central Corridor
would be ready and Steve Wilson, who is a forecaster from the Metropolitan Council,
is here with us. Since much of the material was in the packets, she didn’t review it
in detail. In the packets are the review of the alternatives, an overview of the
model, input data, forecasts, comparison to previous forecasts, what could change the
forecasts, and conclusion.

Ve’re dealing in the study with four different alternatives. One of them is termed
"No Build". It is some slight improvement to existing bus service. One of them is
termed "TSM", Transportation System Management. That alternative makes additional
moderate level improvements to the existing bus system. The third alternative is a
"Busway", which would be providing bus service on an exclusive lane between the two
downtowns, and it follows the LRT alignment. That is, it’s in the center of I-94,
follows the LRT alignment through the Westgate area and the University of Minnesota.
The "LRT" alternative is one that we are familiar with, as it’s about 11 miles long,
connects the two downtowns, the University of Minnesota, and the Capitol area.
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Since the last forecasts were done, there have been some changes to the factors that
go into the model. One of the changes is that the downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul
employment projections have been decreased. There still is anticipated to be an
increase in the overall projection, but less so than previously anticipated. For
downtown St. Paul, an 8% change between now and the year 2010. Another item that
goes into the forecasts is the amount of time that it takes to travel on the transit
alternatives. From Minneapolis to downtown St. Paul, for example, on the LRT
alternative, the trip is expected to take about 30 minutes; on the Busway, 32 minutes
if it makes stops at locations between the two downtowns, and 27 minutes if it’s a
full express without stops. The forecasting input data also includes information on
operating costs, and I think this one is always interesting. The forecast is that it
would cost 9.5 cents per mile to operate a vehicle. Now we know that does not
include all the costs. It does not, for example, include the price of the car itself
or the price of insurance. It’s just a portion of the cost. But these are inputs
traditionally used in the forecasting model.

Commissioner Schaber asked why nine and a half cents? 1It’s so wrong, why are they
using it?

Steve Wilson responded that there is a different variable in the models that
addresses the actual ownership of an automobile and whether that trend is up or down.
That’s not even part of the particular set of assumptions that Kathy is talking
about, but that’s addressed somewhere else in the model. 1In terms of things like
insurance and registration, those are fixed costs. Once you’ve paid them at the
beginning of the year, you really don’t have to think about them. These are the
costs that you have to think about more often, in terms of getting your oil changed,
filling up your gas tank and more immediate things, the parallel being that every
time you’re going to get into a bus you have to reach into your pocket and grab the
money or every month you have to buy a transit pass. Nine and a half cents is
correct, in terms of what those variables are.

Chairman Finley asked, "What do you have for an average cost when you include the
capital investment of the automobile and the insurance for that year?"

Steve Wilson replied that normally we speak in terms of about 35-40 cents a mile.

Miss DeSpiegelaere has seen those figures, and thinks Triple A publishes a figure
annually, of about 35 cents per mile.

Mr. Vilson said that depends upon if it were a new car and once the car is fully
depreciated, it becomes cheaper.

Commissioner Schaber asked, "Then the bus does not include the capital cost of the
bus or the driver, then?"

Mr. Vilson replied that these costs are the costs to the consumer who is going to be
making a trip. If I’m going to be making a trip from my house to my office, what do
I have to think about in terms of costs. It’s the cost of running my car, parking my
car versus the cost of bus fare.

Commissioner Thomas commented, "You make a really good point, Commissioner Schaber,
about the total cost of the system which the consumer’s also paying for indirectly."

Commissioner Schaber just wants to understand what this is saying. It’s not very
clear.




Miss DeSpiegelaere said this sheet gives us an overview of the model and I wanted to
point out on this sheet that we estimate that the ridership forecasts for this
corridor are 20% underestimated and up to 10% overestimated; that is, there’s a 30%
margin of error, but it’s more on the side that we’ve estimated too high. One reason
is because this is such a developed corridor; it’s fairly predictable.

Commissioner Thomas asked, "What does ridership in the station plus or minus 50%
mean? That’s as close as you can get?"

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said yes, for an individual station. For example, at a station
in downtown St. Paul on Fifth and Cedar, the forecast for that station would be plus
or minus 50%. The numbers are more accurate in the aggregate than they are for any
individual station.

Miss DeSpiegelaere continued, the forecasts themselves indicate, the total figures
for 1988, our most current information, the total number of trips are 199,000 in the
region. For the year 2010, if we do very little, almost nothing, there would be
240,000 transit trips per day anticipated. For the TSM alternative, it’s up about
5,000; for the Busway alternative, it’s about 2500 more than that; and for LRT, it’s
another 1100. A number that some people consider critical in addition to other
measures is the number of new transit riders. The number of new transit riders for
the federal study is compared to the TSM alternative; that’s the base. So the No
Build would provide less new riders than the TSM alternative. In comparison, the
Busway alternative and the LRT alternatives would provide more. The Busway, 2500,
and the LRT alternative, 600 new riders per day.

.Commissioner Thomas had a question. "You call this work trips, and that is what you
base your analysis on. So that would be, say, one round trip a day on this system?"

Miss DeSpiegelaere replied, "The analysis includes work trips, but it also includes

trips that are not strictly for work purposes.”

Commissioner Thomas then asked, "So what is your average number of trips per day per
user, potential rider? It looks like it’s definitely two trips, one way there and
one way back."

Steve Wilson said yes. I think what you’re saying, of those work trips, for example,
with LRT there’s about 75,000 people each making two trips.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere added that some people might use transit for shopping, etc.

Commissioner Thomas referred to weekends. In other words, this project has to
include riders downtime, which would be weekends, after work, holidays, when people
aren’t going to work.

Steve Wilson said that typically, we forecast average weekday trips with the model,
and that’s primarily because most of the transportation forecast models have to deal
with peak hours adjustments, things of that nature. There are factors that we use to
annualize trips to take into account the weekend. That gets more at the non-work
trip.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere added that we’ve done forecasting several times previously. In
the 1988 Midway Corridor study, the forecast was that this corridor would generate
42,500 transit users on LRT per day. Subsequent work in the Midway Corridor in 1990
estimated 32,400 trips per day for LRT and for this work, the most current forecast
is 33,700. The numbers are slightly better than they were previously. They’re down
from the previous forecast in 1988 for several reasons. One of them is that the
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socioeconomic data has changed, that employment and population figures have changed.
But as far as surprises in this study from the previous work that we did in 1990,
capital costs are about the same and ridership is about the same.

Some of the factors that could change the forecasts are listed here; population and
employment projections we talked about. The model is subject to changing inputs and
if these things change, the results will also change. Lifestyle choices is something
that wve listed as a factor that could influence ridership and patronage on the system
as well.

There’s an additional graphic which is not in your packet that was just completed.
This indicates comparisons of light rail in the Central Corridor to other light rail
systems in North America. You can see, in terms of comparison, the number of
vehicles, the rides per day, and the rides per mile, that the Central Corridor,
particularly on this measure, rides per mile, compares very favorably, both on
opening day and in the year 2010 which is the year for which we are forecasting.
Also, in terms of rides per weekday, this is considered to be a productive corridor;
one very much in line with what we see with existing light rail transit corridors.
That concludes the presentation.

Commissioner Thomas asked how many of those systems are underground.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that none of those listed are completely underground. A few
of them have a portion underground. Buffalo has a portion, not in its downtown area,
underground; Los Angeles has a tunnel; and Edmonton has a tunnel. Otherwise, the
others are entirely on the surface.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere added that she doesn’t think a tunnel has ever been done for
reasons of climate; usually, there are other reasons why it’s done.

Commissioner Hunt commented that Buffalo and Edmonton have just a small portion
that’s in the tunnel because of some construction problems.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that she hasn’t been to either city, but in Buffalo, as I
understand it, it’s interesting because their downtown is not in a tunnel, but the
portion outside the downtown is, and they spent so much on a tunnel that they were
only able to do six miles. I think it cost $500 million to do that six miles, and so
it was a very costly decision for them.

Commissioner Thomas asked if we have figured out how much per mile it costs to run
the other systems?

Kathy DeSpiegelaere has those figures and can bring them.

Commissioner Thomas if it was expensive. Maybe somewhere in your analysis you’re
going to just talk about the return on investment. In other words, how much are we
going to have to subsidize?

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that is part of the analysis, definitely.

Commissioner Ahrens asked if the analysis for Hennepin County going to compare the
operational cost per mile with tunnel and without tunnel.

Chairman Finley asked if this is on the operating costs?
Kathy DeSpiegelaere said she thinks it is on capital. Ve did some of that when we

analyzed a tunnel in downtown here, in terms of operating costs, but I think it’s
‘really in capital costs that the comparison comes into play.




Chairman Finley said yes, we have those figures, the construction costs per mile.

Commissioner Thomas was thinking of the long term operating costs though, between
tunnel and surface. That was the direction my thinking was going in. You would
think it would be cheaper to maintain one that’s in the ground as opposed to on top
of the ground. I would think that you have plowing around it.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said we did some work on that in our tunnel analysis for downtown
St. Paul. I could bring that material back to you. I remember having a discussion
with David Minister on that very topic.

Chairman Finley asked Steve Wilson, on these factors, where are we going to get the
cost of operating an automobile, the cost of the highway that it operates on, the
return on the investment on that highway versus the cost of that highway with a bus
on it and the return of investment on that highway and the bus compared to the cost
of the fee to get on that bus, as compared to the light rail line and that vehicle
and the return of the investment on that? To show us that we’re not comparing a bus
ridership system with an LRT ridership system, but a system of transit and
transportation versus people using their automobile on the same right of way. Were
we going to get any information that really compares to that bottom line, instead of
just comparing it with a bus, which has nothing to do with an LRT system in my
opinion?

Steve Wilson responded that he doesn’t recall exactly what is going to happen as far
as the alternatives analysis. I don’t think we got into this level of detail. 1In
terms of the factors that Kathy was showing you, those were merely the things that
are the variables for what makes a person choose to take transit versus their
automobile. In terms of the economic analysis that you do to get at that kind of a
cost, I saw a very preliminary thing that was done for 35V and, as I recall, it’s not
terribly easy to do but it can be done. I don’t recall whether that was part of the

alternative analysis scope or not.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said it is. In chapter 6 of the study, which is the evaluation,
wve have included an evaluation measure that includes costs and it’s very specific.
It says, "Total costs", all the costs public and private. That’s the kind of thing
we wanted to accomplish in this analysis; to attempt to document what is very
difficult to document. When you make these decisions, it’s more than just the fare
and just the capital expenditure and just the annual operating costs, but there are a
lot of other costs involved as well. Accidents, environmental costs, social costs,
all kinds of costs.

Chairman Finley we have it broken out so that rather than just saying "a car costs 35
cents", or are we going to have insurance allocation?

Kathy DeSpiegelaere added that even a 33 or 35 cents-per-mile figure would grossly
underestimate these other costs; for example, what you pay for police and fire
protection for driving.

Chairman Finley asked if these will be included in here?
Kathy DeSpiegelaere said she will try to have them included.

Mr. Chair, it seemed as though, when they put 9 1/2 cents, it told me they’re not
changing it. I can’t imagine in 17 years from 1993 to 2010, there would not be a
significant increase. If you take a look at history, gas 17 years ago was a lot less
than it is today, and even if it’s cost, inflation, whatever, you’re talking about
mileage per car, that’s changed; gas and oil have changed, and certainly rubber for
tires. I would guess it would probably be more like what we pay for cars in taxes
and so forth than some of these others.




Steve Wilson responded that that was one of the most surprising things that I
encountered when we were trying to figure out the forecast for transit use. In
essence, in uninflated dollars it costs nearly half as much today to operate a car
than what it used to, because the fuel economy has gone up so tremendously that if
you think about it, we’re paying about $1.15 per gallon of gas in 1993 dollars. 1In
1980 dollars, we were paying close to $1.40. 1It’s cheaper to drive a car today than
it was ten, twenty years ago. Places like Miami and Baltimore really shot themselves

wvhen they went out and forecast huge increases in gas costs, and that
drove their ridership estimates way high. And now after they built the systems, that
stuff hasn’t materialized, it looked kind of foolish for their ridership forecast.
The best thing to do is to assume a kind of status quo.

Construction costs, all those would be on a 1989/88 basis? What was the base year
for gas, oil, construction, and all that?

Kathy DeSpiegelaere replied that for construction costs, it’s mid-93 dollars, the
capital cost.

Chairman Finley said yes, but your forecasting for cost of gasoline, a lot of this
was done when we had the oil crisis in the early 70’s. That’s when they were in the
midst of some of these early studies where some of these systems are up and running.
it was in the 70’s when it looked like gas prices were going out of sight. Then when
you’re in the early 80’s, you’ve got the interest rates that were totally out of
sight. Who would’ve assumed that the interest rates 13 years or ten years later were
going to be not even 5% of the interest rate just 10 years ago. We were at 22%, now
we’re at 2%. Things change.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere added that it’s hard to predict the future.

The other thing when you’re looking at the cost of light rail systems, there’s a
construction cost, which you have to amortize that over so many years as opposed to
highway cost, which apparently is torn up about every five or six years and has to be
redone. I don’t know what the appropriate length of time is for amortization of
light rail, but I expect that could put a track down and it should be good for 15 or
20 years before you have to replace the track.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said it varies with the element.

3. Ratify Partial Payment No. 20 to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $103,548.64 for
the Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering

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

VHEREAS, 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

VHEREAS, 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

VHEREAS, 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, 1993; and




VHEREAS, 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

VHEREAS, 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; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 68312, Partial Payment No. 20, and attachments
thereto, provide the correct documentation of payments due BRW, Inc. through April
30, 1993; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $103,548.64 for Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services rendered through April 30, 1993, is
hereby ratified.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

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




MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD

AUTHORITY
August 10, 1993

The regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was held on
Tuesday, August 10th, 1993 in the Large Conference Room of 220 Court House. Chairman
Finley called the meeting to order at 10:50 A.M.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman John Finley
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Warren Schaber (entered during Items 3 & 4)
Commissioner Brenda Thomas
Commissioner Dick Wedell

MEMBERS ABSENT: Commissioner Ahrens

Also Present: David MacMillan represented the County Attorney’s office,
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Frances Glendenning, Ed Glaubitz,
Toni Baker, Mary Lou Grahek, Patrick Harris, Terry
Lindeke

Minutes - of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting of
June 22, 1993.

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

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the minutes of the
regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting
of June 22, 1993, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 5, Nays - 0

Motion adopted.

2. Update on Central Corridor AA/DEIS

Chairman Finley asked Kathy DeSpiegelaere to provide the update on the Central
Corridor Alternatives Analysis.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that there have been three meetings on the Central Corridor
Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (1) Central Corridor
Management Committee, (2) Metro LRT Joint Powers Board, and (3) Joint Lead Agencies.
At two of them, she presented information on the patronage forecast that you saw at
your most recent Rail Authority meeting. The information triggered a discussion
about some of the background behind the numbers and the fact that when a decision is
necessary on which alternative is preferred, that there are factors that need to come




into play that go far beyond the numbers of how many people ride it and what is the
cost. There are many other factors that need to be added to that context and that
policymakers use in making decisions.

At the Corridor Management Committee meeting, which consists of representatives of
transit agencies and is chaired by John Riley of the Regional Transit Board, that
discussion began again and one of the suggestions was the need to discuss other
corridors, not just a single corridor. The costs associated with one corridor have
benefits to additional corridors. That discussion was expanded upon at the Joint
Powers Board; there was a lot of discussion there, just as there was here, about the
true cost of auto ownership, that the factors that go into the forecast that say 9.5
cents per mile is the cost of using a car is grossly underestimating that cost. Ve
have to do that for the patronage forecasting, but the real cost of driving a car far
exceeds that, and when the information goes to the public, as will be done in
September, that to use the narrow framework required by this study for the federal
government is really misleading, that broader context has to come into play.

Yesterday, there was a meeting Commissioner Finley attended with Commissioner Denn,
the Commissioner of Transportation, Dottie Rietow of the Metropolitan Council, and
Commissioner Sandra Hilary from Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority. There
again, the same discussion took place, and it had to do with the capital costs and
the need to put them in context. One of the discussions is being brought to the
forefront by Nacho Diaz, whom we’ve had interaction with before at the Metropolitan
Council. His point of view is that doing light rail transit, in his words "requires
a leap of faith"; that the old way of doing business is no longer acceptable; that
transit ridership is decreasing. There needs to be a commitment to the future of the
metropolitan area, and that it’s absolutely critical that that commitment be made to
the Central Corridor, the core of the system, that this is where light rail makes
sense. It’s the backbone of any transit system. He is quite eloquent and quite
vocal. In fact, he said when it’s time to take this decision to the Metropolitan
Council, he would predicate the decision, the information that he gives them, that
50% of this decision is on strengthening the core of the region; the discussion that
the Star Tribune is having in its newspapers regularly, the Representative Orfield
discussion. So, there is a really staunch supporter in Nacho for the Central
Corridor and for light rail transit.

Commissioner Hunt asked if John Riley was at that meeting.

Chairman Finley said no. He was the only one that was not there. He was unable to
attend. It was unfortunate because Commissioner Denn was there to hear Nacho. And
he brought out some good examples of how to present information, such as if you’ve
got 34,000 riders on LRT and right today the bus system’s taking 26,000, you relate
it that LRT is going to generate a third more people than are presently using it,
even though some of the other factors are that the bus would increase, too, if it had
faster speed and exclusive busway and that type of thing.

Commissioner Denn cautions us not to predetermine the alternative at this point, but
he feels very strongly that we have to put our best foot forward early. Everybody
seems to agree, the Hennepin County legislators and the seven-county legislators,
that the information that is being provided under the strict guidelines of the
Alternatives Analysis doesn’t address the issues. The 9.5 cents per mile to run a
car is not realistic; it doesn’t relate to what the alternative is, and so it looks
like there’s a huge price differential between operating your car as opposed to
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transit. Well, what’s the subsidy of the highway itself. Those types of things are
not related, much less the cost of the subsidy of the taxpayer to the highway. The
highway is costing $100 million per mile to build. We were told yesterday that 40
miles of highway reconstruction were delayed for next year because of the federal
budget crunch. Forty miles at close to $100 million per mile. This is actually a
small expenditure in proportion to the highway dollars that have to be spent.

Ve’re going to respond to the AA/DEIS, and we’ve asked staff at the Joint Powers
Board to put together some issues that should be framed in the AA/DEIS because
they’re not in there, because that isn’t the federal format. But we have to respond
just as RTB is going to have to. The cost of transit remaining constant, we’ve got
that in there, and the next day in the paper is an increase in the bus fare. The bus
fare won’t remain constant for the next twenty years.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere added that the staff person of the Capitol Area Board told her
they had a plan to add 3500 employees to the Capitol area in the next twenty years.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere continued to say that there are public forums planned on the
Central Corridor September 21st, 3:30 p.m. in this building in the Lower Level
Conference Room; September 22nd, 7:00 p.m. at Concordia College; and, September 23rd
at the Minneapolis Public Library. The RRA does outreach to the community by
bringing meetings to them. So, rather than having people come to our offices, we go
to the community and this is another of those efforts. We are required to have one
public hearing; the public forums are not a requirement, but we feel strongly that
having the community involved is a good thing and so that’s why we’re doing it.

Commissioner Hunt said she thinks the meeting at the Minneapolis Library may not
have enough space for all those people that are going to come, because the Regional
Transit Board and Met Council have been inundated with over 250 letters from
residents in downtown Minneapolis that are objecting to surface level LRT.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that Nacho Diaz will be asked to be at that forum, and he
feels strongly that having a tunnel in downtown Minneapolis would kill any light rail
system for the Twin Cities. He will speak about why the Metropolitan Council took
its position against a tunnel and in favor of a surface alignment.

Chairman Finley said the $3.2 million in federal funds for preliminary engineering
looks favorable, but it probably will not be appropriated until the Congressional
recess in September. The State Legislature appropriated $200,000 to the highway
commissioner and then we and Hennepin County were to match it with $400,000 and
$200,000, respectively. We’re going to try to use not only current staff time for
the match, but past staff and consultant time for the $200,000 match and try to save
the cash dollars to the extent possible.

Commissioner Wedell said that Kathy DeSpiegelaere mentioned the need to get out to
the community to discuss what’s going on. It seems that if they’re talking a couple
hundred people turning up in Minneapolis, or more than that, we have another
opportunity and that is to get the message out via cable. By and large, the facts
are not reported in the newspaper; it’s our message and we ought to get it out there
as succinctly and effectively as we can, and that’s a cheap way.

Commissioner Wedell said that for the meeting at the Courthouse, we ought to

cable-cast the meeting. For those who have a problem getting to downtown St. Paul,
it’s still an opportunity to hear what’s going on.
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Kathy DeSpiegelaere said she will check on it.
Chairman Finley asked why we are having the forum downtown?

Kathy DeSpiegelaere answered that we traditionally have one in the downtown, and one
out in the Corridor. So, we’re having one at Concordia which is for the Corridor and
also one downtown because we’ve had a downtown task force that’s been very active.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere discussed the Vestgate issue. She illustrated the problem with
drawings.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere pointed out University Avenue, Curfew Street, Court International,
and vhere the LRT station is supposed to be near Court International. The alignment
wvas approved by St. Paul Port Authority, District 12 and so many others. Then the
Port Authority, working with First Banks, found a developer, CSM, who was proposing a
building on the parcel where LRT is to be located. There is a conflict.
Alternatives, including going around the east and west sides of the building were
considered. The best one is the one which would clip the northeast corner of the
building. Subsequently, the developer modified their building proposal and the
building was moved a little. Today they had a survey delivered to our consultant so
that we can see, is there a conflict or not? And if there is a conflict, it’s a
matter of just a few feet now and the developer has agreed to modify the corner of
that building so that there will no longer be a conflict.

One of the things that’s happened is that some of the players have changed. The
personnel at the Port Authority have changed and those involved in the City of St.
Paul have changed or modified their positions. Sometimes it’s necessary to remind
them of their past actions. District 12 Community Council has a meeting tomorrow
night where this is going to be discussed, and the St. Paul Planning Commission has a
hearing on it on Friday. But from our perspective, working directly with the
developer was satisfactory and resolved the conflict.

Chairman Finley commented that it was fortunate that CSM was the developer in this
case, because both the owner of the corporation and Dave Carland, who’s the
president, are people that he knows. When Commissioner Finley finally talked
directly to Dave, he was very willing to cooperate.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere said that before Chairman Finley had called, Mr. Carland had been
asked to modify the building, and he said no. Chairman Finley’s call persuaded him
to do othervise.

Chairman Finley said that the problem is, from the standpoint of that particular
parcel, it was originally anticipated that that was going to be a high density type
parcel where there would be a lot of jobs. This is essentially an office warehouse,
vhich really doesn’t make a lot of sense for that choice piece of property.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere said that density is still an issue for the City of St. Paul, and
it impacts LRT as well. St. Paul is doing a Small Area Plan for this location and
wvhen the Westgate modification was proposed, St. Paul staff supported it with
potential ridership figures that included a certain amount of density. But that
doesn’t mean this particular proposal needs to be opposed, it just means we’ll have
to look at the overall density.




Chairman Finley said that we’re not opposed to it. We want construction out there,
but it’s unfortunate that they’re using one of the choice pieces. That would be an
extremely valuable piece if light rail did go through there.

Kathy DeSpiegelaere thanked Chairman Finley for his help in talking with CSM.

Quarterly Report of Payments for RCRRA April, 1993 through June, 1993

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

VHEREAS, Payments have been made from the Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority budget for the period April 1, 1993, through June 30, 1993, and a record of
these disbursements is attached; Now, Therefore, Be It

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

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

Ratify Partial Payment No. 21 to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $91,744.28 for the
Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering

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

VHEREAS, 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

VHEREAS, BRW, Inc. has satisfactorily completed portions of the work identified
in the referenced agreements, and provided detailed invoice documentation for
services and costs accrued through May 31, 1993; and

VHEREAS, 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; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 68505, Partial Payment No. 21, and attachments
thereto, provide the correct documentation of payments due BRW, Inc. through May 31,
1993; Now, Therefore, Be It




RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $91,744.28 for Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services rendered through May 31, 1993, is
hereby ratified.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6, Nays - 0
Motion adopted.

There being no further matters to come before this Board, Chairman Finley declared
the meeting adjourned.
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CENTRAL CORRIDOR I)MT

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS/
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

EVALUATION SUMMARY

The Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) has evaluated four alternatives for
transit improvements in the Central Corridor: No Build,
Transportation System Management (TSM), Busway, and Light Rail
Transit (LRT). This summary identifies key issues in the decision
about which alternative should be selected for the corridor.
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BACKGROUND

» The Central Corridor has been identified as the region’s priority .
corridor for transit investments since 1980, and in many :

subsequent studies.

The Central Corridor is the spine of the region’s transit system.

It connects the three major transit generators in the region, the

two downtowns and the University of Minnesota, and serves the
State Capitol.

The Central Corridor contains a high concentration of people
who rely on transit. Thirty one (31) percent of the households
in the corridor have an income level below $12,500 per year. It
has good transit ridership now. An investment in better transit
will serve not only Central Corridor residents well, but will also
enhance transit service in the region.




TRANSPORTATION SITUATION IN THE
TWIN CITIES REGION

How Minnesotans commute today won’t work for tomorrow.

The region cannot pay the price to build its way out of
congestion--financially, environmentally, or socially.

Traffic congestion is expected to increase 35 percent in the
Twin Cities between 1990 and 2000.

It is estimated that it will cost almost $50 billion for the next 20
years for road and bridge construction needed in Minnesota.

Transit ridership is at a critical point. Ridership levels have
decreased over the last 10 years. They have not kept pace with
increases in population and employment in the region.

Widening freeways to increase their capacity is a controversial
and costly proposition, destined to be difficult.

Maintaining access to destinations is important to the economic
vitality of the region. The region has determined that transit
improvements can best reduce the adverse land use and
environmental impacts of increased transportation needs.

Transit Ridership, 1971-1991

Millions of Riders
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REGIONAL STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS THE
TRANSPORTATION SITUATION

Manage the operation of the freeway corridors through metering
access ramps, managing incidents, making IVHS improvements,
and in selected cases restricting access.

Provide preferential lanes and/or access on regional facilities.

Implement a fixed guideway transit system to provide an
alternative mode of transportation.

Coordinate transit investments with land use and development.

The highest priority for investment, as recommended by the
Metropolitan Council, is maintaining the two metro centers.




THE BENEFITS OF TRANSIT USAGE HELP US MAINTAIN THE
MINNESOTA QUALITY OF LIFE.

WE NEED AN INFUSION OF ENERGY IN OUR TRANSIT SYSTEM
NOW. THE OLD WAYS OF HANDLING TRAVEL NEEDS NO LONGER
WORK. ALTERNATIVES ARE NEEDED.

More Highways Lead to More Congestion
Increased highway

£ 8

Increased reglonal
congestion decentralization

N

These problems are important to address for the Central Corridor.
Therefore, the goals established for the Central Corridor AA/DEIS

were:
 Improve mobility and access.

Foster positive environmental impacts with transit
improvements.

Support revitalization of the center cities with transit
improvements.

Optimize the public investment in transportation in the Central
Corridor.




REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSIT SERVICE TO
ATTRACT USERS THAT HAVE A CAR AVAILABLE
TO THEM

Frequent

Reliable

Fast

Convenient

Easy to understand
Accessible

Safe

There are transit options available to address these requirements.




BENEFITS OF A MAJOR INVESTMENT IN TRANSIT

Reduces peak period roadway demand

Transit service can attract riders who previously used cars. By
reducing the demand on roadways during the peak periods, the need for
roadway expansion is postponed or eliminated.

Transit dependents are offered a choice

People with special transit needs are offered a choice of service,
provide increased freedom of movement and better access to-metro-
area destinations.

Economic benefits

Major transit investments afford an economic benefit; development can
be concentrated at or near transit stations.

Center cities/core areas remain healthy

Center cities are vital to the region. They are interdependent. The
fabric of the entire metro area is interwoven with healthy core areas.
Good transit is one factor in healthy cities. A major transit investment
would help the core and the entire region.

Positive effect on transit in the entire region

A major transit improvement in the Central Corridor will have a positive
impact on transit throughout the region. The investment in fixed
guideway transit will work only if there are sufficient complementary
transit services, connecting destinations throughout the region.

Reserve capacity

A major transit investment offers reserve capacity by adding vehicles
and lowering headways; not by widening the corridor. The expand-
ability offers benefits now for special events and in the future as
ridership grows and if ridership exceeds projections.

-84 opportunity

A major transit investment is proposed to be located in the median of
I-94 for 3 miles. Making a major transit improvement in |-94 at the same
time that the needed I-94 reconstruction takes places will reduce
duplication of work and cost. :




COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS STUDIES

Steady results

The Central Corridor has been the subject of many previous
studies. When comparing the current, more detailed work with
the previous studies, the critical items of patronage forecasts
and capital costs are consistent.

Low risk

The Central Corridor continues to have a healthy existing transit
ridership. It is in a fully-developed area. Major transit
improvements here are low risk--we know they will succeed.
The downtowns will continue to attract jobs, residents and other
transit users. The University of Minnesota will remain a
statewide magnet for students.

Federal funding

Since previous studies were conducted, there is a new federal
law, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act

(ISTEA). ISTEA calls for equal treatment of highways and
transit. ISTEA provides flexibility in funding of transportation
needs. Transportation investment is to be based on an analysis
of costs and benefits, not preset funding categories. There is a
potential for federal funds for transit.




EVALUATION RESULTS

Patronage forecast per day for Year 2010 for the Corridor
No Build - no comparable number is available
TSM - no comparable number is available

Busway - 34,100 riders* * includes all bus routes that
could use the busway.

_LHT - 33,700 riders

Capital cost estimate (systemwide, with and without major
investments, such as busway and LRT, in the corridor)

No Build - $50 million (funds needed just to maintain the current
level of service)

TSM - $23 million plus $50 million (minor upgrades in transit
service, in addition to the $50 million for No Build)

Busway - $218 million (provides an exclusive right-of-way for
buses; TSM and No Build costs are additional investment
necessary to complement the busway)

LRT - $474 million (provides for light rail transit vehicles on an
exclusive right-of-way; TSM and No-Build costs are additional
investment necessary to complement LRT)

Operating cost estimate for transit service with and without
major investment in corridor (systemwide annual costs)

No Build - $161 million
TSM - $172 million
Busway - $182 million
LRT - $181 million

Travel time (local/express - in minutes)

No Build -/33*

TSM -/33*

Busway 32/27

LRT 29.5/- * Projected travel time for Route 94D




QUANTITATIVE ISSUES THAT IMPACT
TRANSIT INVESTMENT DECISIONS

Social costs and benefits

True costs, including hidden costs, both public and private, of
all alternatives

Environmental costs and benefits

Impact on urban sprawl, land use

Energy sources and the impact of using them in future years




POLICY ISSUES WHICH IMPACT THE
TRANSIT INVESTMENT DECISION

Number of corridors to receive major transit improvements.

Cost of some elements of system may be spread systemwide. Adding
more corridors increases opportunities for users, and increases
ridership. The Commissioner of Transportation has indicated that the |-
35W corridor south of Minneapolis will have light rail transit. That
corridor links to the Central Corridor.

Transit fares

The Metropolitan Transit Commission is considering fare increases for
transit use, which is projected to decrease current transit ridership by
7 percent.

Costs of using a private auto
A 1990 compact car costs an average of $§3,200 per year for gas, oil,
tires, maintenance, taxes, finance charges, insurance, depreciation and

license fees. Will the additional costs of using autos, the hidden costs,
be assessed to users?

Parking policies

Will we continue to build parking facilities and subsidize parking costs
in the downtowns, at the State Capitol, and the University of Minnesota?

Land use controls and incentives which may support transit
investments

Strengthening the core has received attention in recent articles in the
Star Tribune and is discussed at the Legislature. Healthy cities require
different decisions than we made in the past when highways to the
suburbs and cheap land were the rule.

Energy costs
Transportation consumes 39 percent of the state’c energy use.
Environmental regulations

Cars and trucks account for more than 32 percent of Minnesota’'s urban
air pollution.




WHAT OTHER CITIES HAVE DONE

Portland

Opened the 16-mile Banfield LRT line in 1986.

Voters increased their property taxes in 1991 to provide the local
share of the west side LRT line which is now under construction.

A north/south line is currently being planned.

"MAX" LRT service is an important part of community life styles.

San Diego

Initial South Line (16.5 miles) opened in 1981 and the East Line
(22.4 miles) opened in 1986; they carry 47,000 riders per day.

Two shorter corridors totaling 7.5 miles are under construction.
Three corridors (Mid Coast: 11.1 miles, Mission Valley West:
57.7 miles and Mission Valley East (6.1 miles) are in AA/DEIS,
PE/FEIS or Final Design.

LRT is playing an increased role in shaping development; the
City has adopted a Transit Oriented Design Ordinance.

Sacramento

18.3 mile line opened in 1987. Patronage has grown from 12,000
to almost 30,000 riders per day.

Two short extensions are under engineering.

An AA/DEIS is being conducted for the South Corridor
(15 miles).

LRT was implemented to address traffic congestion, air
pollution, regional mobility, accesuibility for disabled, community
values, and shape land use.
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— Resolution

Board of

ailroad

P RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)
purchased abandoned railroad right of way from Burlington
Northern Railroad in December, 1992; and

WHEREAS, In order to establish a baseline if environmental
issues arise, it is necessary to conduct a Phase I environmental
audit to set a baseline condition; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
authorized the issuance of a request for proposals for selection
of a consultant to conduct a Phase I environmental audit of the
Northeast Corridor right of way; and

WHEREAS, Nine proposals, ranging in cost from $3,500 to
$21,500 were received and evaluated by staff; Now, Therefore, Be
It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
approves the contract with Nova Environmental Services, Chaska,
Minnesota, for an amount not to exceed $3,500 and authorizes the
Chairman to execute the contract with Nova Environmental
Services.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




CONTRACT

This agreement is entered into between the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority (hereinafter the "RCRRA") and Nova

Environmental Services, Inc. (hereinafter the "CONTRACTOR") on this

A ¥ day of ~4by , 1993.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the RCRRA wishes to obtain a Phase I Environmental
Audit (the "AUDIT") survey and legal description of abandoned
Burlington Northern Railroad line as identified in Section 1 of this
agreement, and

WHEREAS, the CONTRACTOR represents that it has the expertise
to perform this AUDIT, and |

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF the mutual promises and
covenants of the parties herein, it is agreed between the parties as

follows.

SCOPE OF PROJECT

The CONTRACTOR shall prepare a Phase I Environmental Audit of the
abandoned Burlington Northern Railroad track road bed from
approximately Fourth Street in downtown St. Paul to a point 50
feet north of Beam Avenue in the City of Maplewood, all in the
county of Ramsey. The AUDIT shall conform to the specifications
stated in Sections II and III of the RCRRA's Request for
Proposals which is attached hereto as Appendix A and incorporated
herein by reference.

TIME

The CONTRACTOR shall complete its agreed upon work not later than
45 days from the date this agreement is approved by the RCRRA or
the date upon which the RCRRA notifies the CONTRACTOR, in
writing, to begin work.

PERMITS /AUTHORIZATION
The RCRRA shall secure all necessary permissions for the

CONTRACTOR to enter onto property for the purpose of conducting
this AUDIT.




PAYMENT

The CONTRACTOR shall be paid a lump sum of Three Thousand Five
Hundred Dollars ($3,500.00) for completion of the project in
accordance with Option Two of its proposal dated April 15, 1993.
Option Two excludes a review of adjacent site historical land
use, and to the extent the RCRRA's Request For Proposal (Appendix
A) directly or implicitly requires such review it is amended by
the terms of this section. Payment shall be made within thirty
days of completion of the project and upon receipt of an invoice
from the contractor.

INSURANCE

A. The CONTRACTOR shall obtain the following and attach copies
to the signed agreement:

1) Workers' compensation and employers' liability insurance:

a. Workers' compensation insurance shall be as required
by law and shall include an all-states or universal
endorsement.

Employers' liability insurance shall have minimum
limits of $500,000 per accident, $500,000 per
employee disease, and $500,000 policy limit.

2) General liability insurance (C.G.L.):

a. Minimum limits for bodily injury and property damage
shall be $600,000 per occurrence and $1,000,000
aggregate;

The following coverages must be specifically insured
and certified with no internal sub-limits:

i. Premises and operations
ii. Independent contractors' contingent liability
iii. Products/completed operations liability
iv. Contractual liability
v. Personal injury liability, including coverage
(a) through (e) and claims related to
employment
Broad form property damage liability, or
deletion of the "care, custody and control
exclusion"

The contractual liability is to be either on a
blanket basis for all written or oral contracts or
specifically endorsed to acknowledge the contract
between the insured and RCRRA.




Professional Liability Insurance:

a. Minimum limit shall be $500,000 per claim.

Automobile liability insurance:

a. M%n%mum limit shall be $600,000 combined single

b ééﬂéiége shall include hired, non-owned and owned
automobiles.

5) City or state licenses as required.

All policies shall provide that the insurance company give
the RCRRA thirty (30) days prior written notice of
cancellation, non-renewal or any material changes in the
policy.

The above sub-paragraphs establish minimum insurance
requirements, and it is the sole responsibility of the
CONTRACTOR to purchase and maintain additional insurance that
may be necessary in connection with this contract.

The CONTRACTOR shall not commence work until the CONTRACTOR
has obtained the required insurance and filed an acceptable
certificate of insurance with the RCRRA. All insurance
policies shall be submitted to the Ramsey County Risk Manager
upon request.

Nothing in this contract shall constitute a waiver by Ramsey
County of any statutory limits or exceptions on liability.

Certificates. shall specifically indicate if the policy is
written with an admitted or non-admitted carrier. Best's
rating for the insurer shall be noted on the certificate, and
shall not be less than an B+.

On the certificate, agent shall certify that the agency
carries error and omissions coverage.

All policies shall be written on an occurrence basis unless
otherwise approved by the Ramsey County Risk Manager.
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SUBCONTRACTING and ASSIGNMENTS

The CONTRACTOR shall not enter into subcontracts for performance
of any services required under this agreement without the prior
approval cf the RCRRA.




NONASSIGNABILITY CLAUSE

The CONTRACTOR shall not assign any interest in this agreement
and shall not transfer any interest in the same, whether by
subcontract, assignment or novation, without the prior written
consent of the RCRRA.

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR CLAUSE

For the purpose of this agreement, the CONTRACTOR shall be deemed
to be an independent contractor and not an employee of the RCRRA.
Any and all agents, servants, or employees of the CONTRACTOR or
other persons, while engaged in the performance of any work or
services required to be performed by the RCRRA under this
agreement, shall not be considered employees of the RCRRA, and
any and all claims that may arise on behalf of the RCRRA, its
agents, servants, or employees as a consequence of any act or
omission on the part of the CONTRACTOR, its agents, servants,
employees, or other persons shall in no way be the obligation or
responsibility of the RCRRA. The CONTRACTOR, its agents,
servants, or employees shall be entitled to none of the rights,
privileges, or benefits of RCRRA employees except as otherwise
may be stated herein.

HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE

The CONTRACTOR further agrees to defend and hold the RCRRA
harmless from any claims, demands, actions, or causes of action
arising out of any act or omission on the part of the CONTRACTOR,
or its agents, servants, or employees in the performance of or
with relation to any of the work or services provided to be
performed or furnished by the CONTRACTOR under the terms of this
agreement.

ALTERATION CLAUSE

Any alteration, variation, modification, or waiver of the
provisions of the agreement shall be valid only after it has been
reduced to writing and duly signed by both parties.

NON-CONFORMING SERVICES

The acceptance by the RCRRA of any non-conforming services under
the terms of this agreement or the foregoing by the RCRRA of any
of the rights or remedies arising under the terms of this
agreement shall not constitute a waiver of the RCRRA's right to
conforming services or any rights and/or remedies in respect to
any subsequent breach or default of the terms of this agreement.
The rights and remedies of the RCRRA provided for under the terms
of this agreement are cumulative and not mutually exclusive.
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TERMINATION CLAUSE

The RCRRA reserves the right to suspend or terminate this
agreement at any time. In the event of such termination,
CONTRACTOR shall be paid for all work performed to the date of
termination.

SET-OFF CLAUSE

Notwithstanding any provisions of this agreement to the contrary,
the CONTRACTOR shall not be relieved of liability to the RCRRA
for damages sustained by the RCRRA by virtue of any breach of
this agreement by the CONTRACTOR, and RCRRA may withhold any
payments to the CONTRACTOR for the purposes of set-off until such
time as the exact amount of damages due the RCRRA from the
CONTRACTOR is determined.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

The CONTRACTOR agrees to comply with all federal, state, and
local laws, resolutions, ordinances, rules, regulations, and
executive orders pertaining to unlawful discrimination on account
of race, color, creed, religion, national origin, sex, marital
status, status with regard to public assistance, disability, or
age. When required by law and requested by the RCRRA, the
CONTRACTOR shall furnish a written affirmative action plan.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW

The CONTRACTOR further agrees to comply with all federal, state,
and local laws or ordinances, and all applicable rules,
regulations, and standards established by any agency of such
governmental units which are now or hereafter promulgated insofar
as they relate to the CONTRACTOR's performance of the provisions
of this agreement. It shall be the obligation of the CONTRACTOR
to apply for, pay for, and obtain all permits and/or licenses
required by any governmental agency for the provision of those
services contemplated herein, except as otherwise agreed to
herein.

ACCESS TO RECORDS/AUDIT

A. The RCRRA, its authorized representative, or the state
auditor shall have full access to all records relating to the
performance of this agreement.

The CONTRACTOR agrees to maintain records relating to all
services provided by it under the terms of this agreement and
shall retain all such documentation for six (6) years




following the termination of this agreement. Such records
shall be made available for audit or inspection at any time
upon request of the RCRRA or its authorized representa-
tive(s).

INTERPRETATION ACCORDING TO MINNESOTA LAW

This agreement shall be interpreted and construed according to
the laws of the State of Minnesota. All litigation regarding
this agreement shall be venued in the State of Minnesota and
County of Ramsey.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT CLAUSE

This agreement shall constitute the entire agreement between the
parties and shall supersede oral or written negotiations.

NOVA ENVIRONMENTAL RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL
SERVICES, INC. RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Director of LRT Planning
Its: _de&eo

Funds are Available: .
Account No. &$9109 - 02002

Amount: $ 3 5006.00

Zd bianld”

Budgeting & Aqijynting

INSURANCE APPROVED:

',/,'[& i L= .; 7 ‘:_,L Ll
Risk Management

[ = (-
‘-' P &, = %)

David F. MacMilTan
Assistant Ramsey County Attorney

John T. Finley
Chairman




REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT OF ABANDONED
BURLINGTON NORTHERN RAILROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY
IN RAMSEY COUNTY

Issued by:

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY




You are invited to submit a proposal to Ramsey County Regional Rail

Authority in accordance with this Request for Proposal (RFP).

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

Phase I Environmental Audit of Abandoned
Burlington Northern Railroad Right-of-Way

in Ramsey County.




PROJECT INFORMATION
. A, PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project for which proposals are being solicited is a
Phase I Environmental Audit/Assessment of the abandoned
Burlington Northern Railroad right of way corridor
(hereinafter the Corridor) lying between approximately
Kellogg Boulevard in downtown St. Paul and a point
approximately ninety (90) feet north of Beam Avenue in
Maplewood. The Corridor varies in width and is
approximately 6.5 miles long. A complete survey of the
area involved may be inspected at the office listed below.

[Reserved]
DEPARTMENT CONTACTS
Proposers may direct questions regarding this

solicitation and prior to submission of their proposal
to:

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Suite 360

I 50 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

IT. SCOPE OF SERVICES
A. GENERAL

Preparation of a Phase I Environmental
Audit/Assessment of the Corridor.

PROJECT TASKS
Project tasks shall be as follows:
1. Historical Review

Site plans and surveys

Aerial photos

Nearby surface water and drainage
Consider adjacent property and its use
Review topographic maps, geologic and
hydrologic data for the site vicinity
Note locations of water supply wells
Estimate types of soil, and depth to
groundwater and bedrock




Review published surface and subsurface
information:

1) Geotechnical boring and well logs

2) Stream quality data

3) Utility plans

4) Site zoning

Review site ownership records back to 1940
Determine proximity of Superfund sites, and
any candidates for Superfund within three (3)
miles ' ;

Review public records to determine any
regulatory history, citations, reported
accidents or spills,

Interview appropriate public officials
Interview parties who may be familiar with
site history

Site Reconnaissance

a.
bt

Walk-over

Note and record pertinent site information

1) Location and sizes of structures

2) Evidence of any below-grade tanks

3) Distressed vegetation
Signs of chemical production or storage
Any trash or rubble :
Types of businesses operating in area
Evidence ,0of any illegal disposal tactics
Adjacent site information

III. EVALUATION AND SELECTION

A. TIMETABLE

B. VALID PROPOSAL

L

Proposal Contents.

In order for a proposal to be considered, it must
conform to the following requirements:

a.

b.

Proposals must be in writing with five (5)
copies submitted.

The proposal must be received no later than

4:30 p.m. on April 16, 1993, at the following
address:

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Suite 360

50 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102
Telephone: 612-266-2762

=1




Proposals must be signed by an officer of the
proposer.

Proposal must have a copy of these
requirements attached to it.

Final Submission Date of Proposals.

Withdrawal of Proposal/Changes.

A proposal may be withdrawn on written request of
the proposer prior to the proposal due date.
Negligence of the proposer in preparing this
proposal confers no right to withdraw the proposal
after the proposal due date. Prior to opening,
changes may be made, provided the change is
initialed by the proposer or the proposer's agent.
If the intent of the proposer is not clearly
identifiable, the interpretation most advantageous
to the RCRRA will prevail. Once submitted, a
proposal becomes public property and will not be
returned.

Proposal Submission.

a. The response must include an original and four
(4) copies of the proposal. The first page of
the original must have the original signature
of the officer who will be accountable for all

representations. Unsigned proposals may be
considered invalid.

To facilitate proposal opening, the original
copy (including any bid bond required) only
should be sealed in a separate envelope or
box. The name, address, and RFP number should
be clearly marked on the outside. The

remaining copies may be wrapped or boxed
together.

EVALUATION

RCRRA reserves the right to reject any and all

proposals. RCRRA reserves the right to accept other
than the lowest cost proposal.

CONTRACT AWARD

1. A contract will be executed between the successful
proposer(s) and RCRRA. The contract will include
the terms set forth in Section IV.B of this RFP
and the proposer's proposal.




2. The RCRRA reserves the right to waive minor
irregularities in the proposal request process.

IV. CONDITIONS
A. SPECIAL CONDITIONS

The proposer, by submitting a proposal, agrees to the
following conditions:

l. Costs of Proposal.

RCRRA will not be responsible for any costs
incurred by proposers in preparing proposals.

Independent Price Determination.

Proposers are held legally responsible for their
proposals and proposal budgets. Proposers are not
to collude with other proposers or competitors or
take any other action which will restrict
competition. Evidence of such activity will
result in rejection of the proposal.

3. Reimbursement/Payment.
Contingencies.

If addenda are needed, all recipients of the
original RFP will be notified.

Cancellation.

The RCRRA reserves the right to cancel this
request at any time.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

The following conditions must be included in the
response to the RFP and any resulting contract:

1. Nonassignability.

The Contractor shall not assign any interest in
this agreement and shall not transfer any interest
in the same, whether by subcontract, assignment or
novation, without the prior written consent of the
RCRRA.

Independent Contractor.

In the performance of this agreement, the




Contractor is an independent contractor, and
neither it, its agents, employees, assigns or
other persons, while engaged in the performance of
any work or services required to be performed by
the RCRRA under this agreement, shall be
considered employees of RCRRA. Nothing contained
in this Agreement shall be construed as creating
the relationship of co-partners, joint venturers
Oor an association between RCRRA and Contractor.

Hold Harmless.

The Contractor agrees to defend, indemnify, and
hold RCRRA, its employees and officials harmless
from any claims, demands, actions or causes of
action, including reasonable attorneys' fees,
arising out of any act or omission on the part of
the Contractor, or its subcontractors, partners or
independent contractors or any of their agents or
employees, in the performance of or with relation
to any of the work or services to be performed or
furnished by the Contractor or the subcontractors,
partners, or independent contractors or any of
their agents or employees, under the terms of this
agreement.

Alteration.

Any alteration, variation, modification, or waiver
of the provisions of this Agreement shall be valid
only after it has been reduced to writing and duly
signed by both parties.

Insurance.

(Note: The department has the responsibility for
checking with the Ramsey County Risk Manager
regarding the specific insurance requirements for
the services being requested, prior to submission
of the RFP.)

a. Contractor shall purchase and maintain such
insurance as will protect the Contractor from
claims which may arise out of, or result from,
the Contractor's operations under the
contract, whether such operations be by the
Contractor or by any subcontractor or by
anyone directly employed by them, or by anyone
for whose acts any one of them may be liable.

Contractor shall secure the following
coverages and comply with all provisions
noted. Certificates of Insurance shall be
issued evidencing such coverage to the County.




1) General Liability Insurance
Commercial General Liability Insurance
(ISO CGL)

Minimum Limits:
$600,000 each event limit
$1,000,000 general aggregate
$1,000,000 products/completed
operations total limit
$ 600,000 personal injury &
advertising liability

The policy is to be written on an occurrence
basis or as acceptable to the County's Risk
Manager. Certificate of Insurance must
indicate if the policy is issued on a claims-
made or occurrence basis and if coverage is
provided for X, C, U hazards if applicable.

2) Automobile Liability Insurance

a) Minimum limit: $600,000 combined
single limit

b) Coverage shall include hired, non-
owned and owned automobiles.

Workers' Compensation & Employer's

Liability

a) Workers' Compensation per Minnesota
State statute

b) Employer's Liability shall have
Minimum Limits:

$500,000 per accident; $500,000 per
employee; $500,000 per disease policy
limit

Other States Coverage

Professional Liability Insurance (if
applicable)

Minimum limits:
$ 500,000 per claim
$1,000,000 aggregate

Fidelity bond (covering Contractor's
employees having access to money) in a
total amount of $500 (if applicable).

License as required.




All certificates of insurance shall provide
that the insurance company give the RCRRA
thirty (30) days prior written notice of
cancellation, non-renewal or any material
changes in the policy.

The above sub-paragraphs establish minimum
insurance requirements, and it is the sole
responsibility of the Contractor to purchase
and maintain additional insurance that may be
necessary in connection with this contract.

The Contractor shall not commence work until
the Contractor has obtained the required
insurance and filed an acceptable certificate
of insurance with the Ramsey County Risk
Manager. Copies of insurance policies shall be
submitted to the RCRRA upon request.

Nothing in this contract shall constitute a
waiver by RCRRA of any statutory limits or
exceptions on liability.

Certificates shall specifically indicate if
the policy is written with an admitted or non-
admitted carrier. Best's rating for the
insurer shall be noted on the certificate, and
shall not be less than a B+.

H) On the certificate, agent shall certify that
the agency carries error and omissions
coverage.

Non-Conforming Services.

The acceptance by the RCRRA of any non-conforming
services under the terms of this agreement or the
foregoing by the RCRRA of any of the rights or
remedies arising under the terms of this agreement
shall not constitute a waiver of the RCRRA's right
to conforming services or any rights and/or
remedies in respect to any subsequent breach or
default of the terms of this agreement. The
rights and remedies of the RCRRA provided or
referred to under the terms of this agreement.are
cumulative and not mutually exclusive.

Waste Reduction.

The Contractor shall participate in a recycling
program for at least four broad types of
recyclable materials and shall favor the purchase
of recycled products in its procurement processes.




All reports, publications and documents produced
as a result of this contract shall be printed on
both sides of the paper, where commonly accepted
publishing practices allows, on recycled and
recyclable paper using soy-based inks, and shall
be bound in a manner that does not use glue.

Setoff.

Notwithstanding any provision of this agreement to
the contrary, the Contractor shall not be relieved
of liability to the RCRRA for damages sustained by
the RCRRA by virtue of any breach of this
Agreement by the Contractor. The RCRRA may
withhold any payments to the Contractor for the
purpose of setoff until such time as the exact
amount of damages due the County from the
Contractor is determined.

Equal Employment Opportunity.

The Contractor agrees to comply with all federal,
state and local laws, resolutions, ordinances,
rules, requlations and executive orders pertaining
to unlawful discrimination on account of race,
color, creed, religion, national origin, sex,
marital status, status with regard to public
assistance, sexual preference, disability, or age.
When required by law and requested by the RCRRA,
the Contractor shall furnish a written affirmative
action plan.

Termination.

a. With Cause. The RCRRA reserves the right to
suspend or terminate this Agreement if the
Contractor violates any of the terms or
conditions of this Agreement or does not
fulfill in a timely and proper manner its
obligations under this Agreement as determined
by the RCRRA. 1In the event that the RCRRA
exercises its right of suspension or
termination under this Paragraph, it shall
submit written notice to the Contractor
specifying the extent of such suspension or
termination under this Paragraph, the reasons
therefore, and the date upon which such
suspension or termination becomes effective.
Upon receipt of such notice, the Contractor
shall take all actions necessary to
discontinue further commitments of funds to
the extent that they relate to the suspended
or terminated portions of this Agreement.




Without Cause. The RCRRA may terminate this
Agreement without cause and for any reason
whatsoever upon giving at least thirty(30)
days written notice thereof to the other
party. 1In such event, the Contractor shall be
entitled to receive compensation for the
services provided in a satisfactory manner up
to and including the effective date .of
termination. :

Compliance with Applicable Law.

The Contractor agrees to comply with all federal,
state and local laws or ordinances, and all
applicable rules, regulations, and standards
established by any agency of such governmental
units, which are now or hereafter promulgated
insofar as they relate to the Contractor's
performance of the provisions of this agreement.
It shall be the obligation of the Contractor to
apply for, pay for and obtain all permits and/or
licenses required by any governmental agency for
the provision of those services contemplated
herein.

Access to Documents.

a. The RCRRA, its authorized representative, or
the State Auditor shall have full access to
all records relating to the performance of
this Agreement.

The Contractor agrees to maintain records
relative to all services provided by it under
the terms of this Agreement and shall retain
all such documentation for three (3) years
following the termination of this Agreement.
Such records shall be made available for audit
or inspection at any time upon request of the
RCRRA or its authorized representative.

Data Practices.

All data collected, created, received, maintained
or disseminated for any purpose in the course of
Contractor's performance of this agreement is
governed by the Minnesota Government Data
Practices Act, Minn. Stat. Ch. 13, other
applicable state statutes, any state rules adopted
to implement the Act or other statutes, and any
federal statutes and requlations on data privacy.
The Contractor agrees to comply strictly with
these statutes, rules and requlations.




14. Conflict of Interest.

The Contractor affirms that, to the best of .
Contractor's knowledge, Contractor's involvement
in this contract does not result in a conflict of
interest with any party or entity which may be
affected by the terms of this contract. The
Contractor agrees that, should any conflict or
potential conflict of interest become known to
Contractor, Contractor will immediately notify the
RCRRA of the conflict or potential conflict,
specifying the part of this contract giving rise
to the conflict or potential conflict, and will
ddvise the RCRRA whether Contractor will or will
not xesign from the other engagement or
representation.

Interpretation of Agreement; Venue.

This agreement shall be interpreted and construed
according to the laws of the State of Minnesota.
All litigation regarding this agreement shall be
venued in the District Court of the County of
Ramsey, Second Judicial District, State of
Minnesota.

Term.

This Agreement shall be in force and effect from
the date approved by RCRRA through
or until earlier terminated by the parties hereto
pursuant to this Agreement.

Entire Agreement.

This agreement shall constitute the entire
agreement between the parties and shall supersede
all prior oral or written negotiations.




AGORD. CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE oy

07/28/93
PRODUCER THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND
CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS CERTIFICATE
DOES NOT AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE
NORWEST COMMERCIAL INS SVCS POLICIES BELOW.

401 METRO BLVD SUITE 600
AFFORDIN VERAGE
O BOX 39830 COMPANIES O G CO

MINNEAPOLIS MN 55439-0830 company A
LETTER

TRAVELERS INS CO

COMPANY B
INSURED 1SR TRAVELERS INS CO

NOVA ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES COMPANY
LETTER

1107 HAZELTINE BLVD SUITE 420 " TRAVELERS INS CO
HAZELTINE GATES OFFICE BLDG COMPANY
LETTER
E

CHASKA MN 55318 USF &G

COMPANY
LETTER

PLANET INS CO

COVERAGES

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS,
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

Eron TYPE OF INSURANCE POLICY NUMBER DAT!Y(:%HY} D‘J{m" ummrs

7\ GENERAL LIABILITY 539K7445COF93 06/04/93 06/04/94 GenemaLAcGREGATE  $2, 000,000
X COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY PRODUCTS-COMP/IOP AGG. 82, 000, 000
CLAIMS MADE X  OCCUR. PERSONAL & ADV. INJURY  §1 ,000,000
OWNER'S & CONTRACTOR'S PROT. EACH OCCURRENGE $1,000,000
FIRE DAMAGE (Any one fire)  § 50,000
MED, EXPENSE (Any one person) § 5,000
E  AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY 539K7445C0OF93 06/04/93 06/04/94 COMBINED SINGLE s

ANY AUTO LB 1,000,000
ALL OWNED AUTOS BODILY INJURY

SCHEDULED AUTOS o Damend

-

HIRED AUTOS BODILY INJURY
NON-OWNED AUTOS (Per accident)

GARAGE LIABILITY
PROPERTY DAMAGE H

C  Excess LaswITY CUP539K743393 06/04/93 06/04/94 EACH OCCURRENCE $5,000,000
X UMBRELLA FORM AGGREGATE s5,000,000
OTHER THAN UMBRELLA FORM
RS CoR AT 1224816935 06/04/93 06/04/94 X STATUTORY LIMITS
e EACH ACCIDENT $1,000,000
DISEASE-POLICY LIMIT s1,000,000
DISEASE-EACH EMPLOYEE 8] , 000, 000
E  omeR NTF2015956001 03/10/93 03/10/94 LI 1,000,000/2,000,000
*SEE BELOW BI /
PD i

EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS/LOCATIONS/VEHICLES/SPECIAL [TEMS
*CONSULTANTS ENVIRONMENTAL LIABILITY: $150,000 SIR/CLAIMS-MADE
A: PROFESSIONAL LIAB. - RETRO DATE: 3/10/89
B: POLLUTION LIAB. - RETRO DATE: 3/10/92

CERTIFICATE HOLDER CANCELLATION

SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFORE THE

EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, THE ISSUING COMPANY WILL ENDEAVOR TO

RAMSEY CTY REG. RAILROAD AUTH. MAIL 30 DAYS WRITTEN NOTICE TO THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER NAMED TO THE
TTN: GEORGE SCHULTE LEFT, BUT FAILURE TO MAIL SUCH NOTICE SHALL IMPOSE NO OBLIGATION OR

0 W KELLOGG BLVD,360 GOVT CTR LIABILITY OF ANY KIND UPON THE COMPANY, ITS AGENTS OR REPRESENTATIVES.
ST. PAUL MN 55102

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

GWEN MCFADDEN ' DD A 20
ACORD 25-S (7/90) ©ACORD CORPORATION 1990




~ RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION 17L

REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
Originating Department

: Board Action Requested

Approve agreement with MCI Communications

' Corporation for easement on Northeast Corridor
;- 2’5[7/?3 right of way for fiber optic cable installation
Authorized Si Data at a cost of $500 and authorize the Chair of

RCRRA to execute the agreement.

ACTION IS REQUESTED

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution
2) Agreement with MCI

Budgeting and Accounting

Date / Time

County Attorneyd A, LY
Risk Manager @“‘( w0 ¢ So~

e Received By
<[12/6.3

r

Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date

August 24, 1993
Board Date

Signature

jfﬁi ature i
A= R FZ et
i

Signature

[




— Resolution

: Board of
ailroad
i RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, MCI Telecommunications Corporation is constructing
a fiber optic cable route from Chicago, Illinois to west of
Minneapolis, Minnesota; and

WHEREAS, MCI is requesting permission from Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) for an easement to cross
right of way which RCRRA owns near the intersection of Chicago
NorthWestern right of way in St. Paul; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
approves the agreement with MCI for a 20 year easement at a cost
to MCI of $500 and authorizes its Chair to execute the agreement.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




EASEMENT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT made this day of s 19 , by and
between Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, a political subdivision and local
government unit, of the County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, hereinafter referred to
as "RCRRA," and MCI Telecommunications Corporation, whose address is 400
International Parkway, Richardson, Texas, 75081, hereinafter referred to as "MCI."

VITNESSET BH:

WVHEREAS, RCRRA is or will become the owner of certain right of way (by fee,
easement, license, joint use agreement, governmental grant or other interest) within
certain real property (hereinafter defined as the Rail Corridor) which has been or
will be acquired pursuant to Minnesota Statute Chapter 398A for transportation use;
and

WVHEREAS, MCI wishes to acquire from RCRRA an easement, as hereinafter described,
defined and limited, in, on, upon, over, under, across, along and through the Rail
Corridor to permit MCI to construct, install, operate, maintain, repair, reinstall,
replace and remove the Communication System (as hereinafter defined); and

WHEREAS, MCI and RCRRA desire to enter into a long-term relationship, realizing
that close cooperation and good faith in the implementation of this Agreement are
critical to its success and the success of their respective operations, and will work
diligently to effectuate the intents and purposes of this Agreement,

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and in consideration of the
mutual covenants and agreements herein, the parties hereby expressly agree as
follows:

1 i DEFINITIONS:
1.1 "Easement" shall mean the easement(s) granted to*MCI by RCRRA pursuant
to this agreement.

1.2 "Communication System" shall mean fiber-optic cables and all property
installed by MCI in and on the Rail Corridor, including conduit, carrier pipe, poles,
cables, fibers, repeaters, power sources and all other attachments and appurtenances
thereto. Any and all such property constructed and/or installed and subsequently
operated or maintained by MCI or at the direction of MCI, shall be and remain at all
times the personal property of MCI, and shall at no time be deemed to be the personal
property of RCRRA, regardless of the manner or method of attachment to or
installation in, on, upon, over, under, across, along and through the Rail Corridor.

1.3 "Fouling of Tracks" shall mean existence, movement or placement of
equipment and/or personnel on any of RCRRA’s track.

1.4 "Rail Corridor" shall mean RCRRA’s right of way as shown on Exhibit A
attached hereto and made a part hereof.




PURCHASE PRICE, GRANT, TERM AND RENEWAL:

2.1 The purchase price for the grant set forth herein shall be Five
Hundred Dollars ($500.00) to be paid at closing.

2.1.1 The closing of this transaction shall occur immediately after the
execution of this Agreement by the parties. At closing, MCI shall pay to RCRRA the
above-described purchase prite to acquire, and RCRRA grants to MCI, subject to
receipt of the purchase price, an Easement consisting of the right of use and
occupancy of a portion of the Rail Corridor, which portion shall be of sufficient
width to: (i) construct, install, operate, maintain, repair, reinstall, replace and
remove the Communication System. At closing RCRRA agrees to deliver to MCI a fully
executed Memorandum of Easement in form acceptable for recordation granting the
Easement. The Memorandum of Easement shall be in the form of Exhibit A attached
hereto and made a part hereof. Upon receipt of "as built" drawings, RCRRA shall
deliver to MCI a corrected Memorandum of Easement, in recordable form, reflecting the
actual location of the Communication System.

2.2 The Easement granted to MCI by this Agreement shall have an initial
term of twenty (20) years.

2.2.1 MCI, in its sole discretion, shall have the option to renew this
Agreement for two (2) additional renewal terms of twenty (20) years each, by payment,
prior to the termination of the initial term or the then-current renewal term, as the
case may be, of an amount determined in accordance with subsection 2.3 below. If MCI
fails to renew this Agreement for a particular renewal term, this Agreement shall
expire, and MCI may not thereafter renew this Agreement for a subsequent renewal

term.
.

2.3 Should MCI desire to exercise its option to renew this Agreement in
accordance with subsection 2.2.1 above, the amount due RCRRA shall be equal to the
purchase price set forth in subsection 2.1 above, increased by the same’percentage as
the percentage increase in Consumers’ Price Index for all Urban Consumers, All Items,
United State, Base 1990 = 100, issued by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the United
States Department of Labor ("CPI-U"), for the immediately preceding twenty (20) year
period. If the CPI-U ceases to be published or ceases to be generally recognized as
an index of inflation, the parties hereto shall select and substitute an index which
is mutually acceptable, published by a governmental or other disinterested body with
the appropriate reconciliation of the base of the substitute index with the base of
the CPI-U. In no case shall the purchase price for any renewal period be less than
$500.00.

3. NON-EXCLUSIVITY:

3.1 The Easement shall be non-exclusive, and RCRRA may make any other use
of the Easement premises and shall have the right to agree to other occupations of
the same premises by one or more other person(s) or firm(s); provided, however, that
any such subsequent occupancies or agreements for such occupancies shall be
subordinate to the Easement and shall not interfere with MCI’s use except as
specified in this Agreement.




ROUTE DESIGNATION, INSPECTION, ACCESS, CONSTRUCTION:

4.1 MCI shall arrange as appropriate for the joint inspection and survey
of the Rail Corridor by MCI and the licensees, lessees, and easement holders of RCRRA
for the right of way for the purpose of identifying problem areas and defining the
final cable route or alternatives. Individuals arranged to accompany MCI on
inspection shall have the knowledge and authority to genemally guide the detailed
routing in a manner to minimize interference with the operations and facilities of
RCRRA, its licensees, lessees and easement holders and affected public utilities.

All expenses or reimbursements for time necessary to accomplish such inspection and
survey shall be borne solely by MCI, not RCRRA.

4.2 Thereafter, MCI shall have the right to enter upon the Rail Corridor
for the purpose of surveying and inspecting the same, and to perform preliminary
engineering tests.

4.3 Within sixty (60) days after MCI submits a detailed route and
construction plan for a portion of the Rail Corridor, RCRRA shall assent to or
disapprove of the same in whole or in part. If RCRRA disapproves, it shall give
notice to MCI, stating the cause(s) for such disapproval. In such an event, MCI may
either proceed under subsection 18.4 or submit a revised detailed route and
construction plan to RCRRA; RCRRA shall assent to or disapprove such revised plan, in
whole or in part, within ten (10) working days after its submission; if RCRRA
disapproves such plan, it shall give notice to MCI stating the cause(s) for such
disapproval. The procedure set forth in the preceding sentence shall apply to any
additional revisions to the detailed route and construction plan. Failure of RCRRA
to notify MCI of its disapproval of the initial or revised route and construction
plan within the time periods set forth above shall be considered assent. The
Communication System shall not be constructed, installed, maintained, repaired,
reinstalled, replaced, or removed except in strict conformity with plans whlch have
been assented to pursuant to this subsection.

4.4 Assent to plans pursuant to subsection 4.3 shall not relieve MCI of
its liability and responsibilities pursuant to section 28 and as otherwise set forth
in this Agreement.

4.5 Upon the assent of RCRRA to MCI’s (i) detailed route and construction
plan(s) and (ii) delivery by MCI to RCRRA a written statement from each of the
affected public utilities, licensees, lessees, and easement holders that each has
reviewed and agreed that MCI’s construction schedule and methods will minimally
interfere with their operations and facilities, and that MCI has made satisfactory
arrangements to minimize the impact, MCI may enter upon the Rail Corridor for the
purpose of commencing installation of the Communication System. Prior to such entry,
MCI shall notify RCRRA, its licensees, lessees, and easement holders of its proposed
construction schedule, including actual dates and locations where construction is to
begin. RCRRA hereby grants MCI the use of any access roads owned, controlled, or
otherwise used in the maintenance of the Rail Corridor and agrees to coordinate with
and assist MCI in obtaining access to the Rail Corridor as necessary and convenient.




4.6 MCI, at MCI’'s sole cost, risk and expense, will furnish all materials,
parts, components, equipment and structures necessary to construct, install, operate,
maintain, repair, reinstall, replace, and remove the Communication System, or any
part thereof. Any and all such work by MCI shall be done in a good and workmanlike
manner, in conformity with all applicable statutes, laws, ordinances, regulations,
rules, codes, orders or specifications of any public body or authority having
jurisdiction thereof (all of which shall control if inconsistent with or
contradictory to the routes and plans assented to pursuant to subsection 4.4), and so
as not to interfere with the operations and facilities of RCRRA, its licensees,
lessees, and easement holders.

4.7 All installations must meet or exceed applicable specifications of the
public authority of the state of Minnesota, the United States of America, and the
National Electric Code in effect at that time, and shall further be in compliance
with all existing federal, state or local laws, ordinances and regulations; and MCI
shall further, at its expense, obtain all permits and approvals required to implement
this Agreement. In no case shall any part of the Communication System be located in
a manner that will interfere with any facilities or operations of RCRRA, its
licensees, lessees, or easement holders, including, but not limited to, street
crossing protection facilities, communication facilities, electrical power, or signal
facilities or signal circuits.

4.8 MCI may attach the Communication System to RCRRA’s bridges, subject to
RCRRA consent.

_ 4.9 Cables crossing under public roadways shall be at a location and depth
as determined by state or local conditions, laws, regulations or orders of public
authorities.

4.10 Cables crossing over or under other existing public utilities shall
be located and installed in accordance with local conditions, laws, orders of public
authorities, and such requirements as may be stipulated by the public utility. If in
the conduct of such work, any changes or alterations in pipelines, severs, drains,
conduits, fences, power, signal or communication lines or other utilities are
necessary (either temporary or permanent) such changes shall be made at MCI’s sole
cost and expense.

4.11 Upon completion of the installation (or any replacement, repair or
relocation) of the Communication System, MCI shall promptly return the soil to a
minimum soil compaction equivalent to its previous native conditions and othervise
return the Rail Corridor to a condition specified by RCRRA.

4,12 Within ninety (90) days after completion of the installation of any
segment of the Communication System, MCI shall prepare and submit to RCRRA detailed
"as built" engineering drawings and supporting coordinate survey information,
compatible with Ramsey County Geographic Information system database, showing the
location of the Communication System within the Rail Corridor.

4.13 In an effort to minimize interference with the operation of RCRRA

during initial construction and installation of the Communication System, RCRRA shall
give MCI’s construction schedule first priority over any subsequent third party who
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obtains right of way to install a similar communication system. To ensure the

integrity of the Communication System, RCRRA grants MCI the right of exclusive access .
over other telecommunications companies during such initial construction and

installation.

4.14 RCRRA and MCI shall cooperate with each other and coordinate their
activities in an effort to ensure that construction, installation, operation,
maintenance, repair, reinstallation, replacement, and removal activities do not
conflict with, and are not inconsistent with, the duties and obligations of RCRRA.

4.15 The parties will cooperate in good faith to expeditiously resolve any
unanticipated problems that occur in the construction and installation of the
Communication System.

S PERMITS:

5.1 MCI, at its sole cost and expense, shall secure and maintain in effect
all federal, state and local permits and licenses required for the construction,
installation, operation, maintenance, repair, reinstallation, replacement, and/or
removal of the Communication System, including, without limitation, zoning, building,
health, environmental or communication permits or licenses, and shall defend and
indemnify RCRRA against payment of the costs therefor and against any fines or
penalties that may be levied for failure to procure or to comply with such permits or
licenses as well as any remedial costs to cure violations thereof. RCRRA agrees to
cooperate with MCI in securing any such permits or licenses by providing information
and data upon request.

5.2 Environmental impact statements, if required, shall be prepared by MCI .
at MCI’'s sole risk, cost and expense.

6. ENTRY NOTICE FORMS:

6.1 Except for emergency situations, whenever MCI desires to enter upon
the Rail Corridor to construct, build or use construction vehicles or to dig within
or otherwise alter or disturb the Rail Corridor, it shall give RCRRA and affected
public utilities, and licensees, lessees, and easement holders of RCRRA written
notice in advance of entry. All such work shall be subject to the consent of RCRRA
and the affected public utilities, licensees, and easement holders.

6.2 In the event of any emergency affecting the Communication System, MCI
shall, if possible, telephonically or verbally give RCRRA, any affected public
utilities, licensees, lessees and easement holders advance notice prior to entry upon
the Rail Corridor. MCI shall not be deemed in breach of the Agreement if it takes
reasonable steps to provide such notice.

6.3 In no instance shall MC. ever engage in Fouling of Tracks without
prior written.consent of RCRRA.




7. TRACK USE:

7.1 No use of RCRRA’s tracks shall be permitted without prior consent by
RCRRA.

8. STORAGE OF MATERIALS:

8.1 Subject to prior consent by RCRRA, MCI may erect temporary structures
and fences to protect its equipment or fuel; provided, however, that no temporary
structures shall be located, or materials stored, within fifteen (15) feet of the
center line of the track. MCI agrees to restore the land as specified by the RCRRA
when construction is complete. :

9. FLAGGING, WATCHMEN:

9.1 During the work of construction or repair or maintenance of the
Communication System, within twenty-five (25) feet of RCRRA’s tracks, MCI shall place
flagmen or watchmen or take other measures desirable or necessary to protect
operations or property or employees of RCRRA, or other persons on or near the
Railroad Corridor, at the sole risk, cost and expense of MCI.

10. RAILROAD COST, REIMBURSEMENT:

10.1 MCI shall reimburse RCRRA for all work performed by or on behalf of
RCRRA pursuant to the terms herein or for any cost or expense incurred by RCRRA in
connection therewith, including in-house engineering expense, labor (at RCRRA’s
then-prevailing rates), material and other related costs (including RCRRA’s normal
overheads and additives) incurred by RCRRA as a result of this Agreement. RCRRA
agrees to confirm with MCI the need for any expenses prior to incurring same. Upon
receipt of an itemized statement, MCI agrees to promptly reimburse RCRRA for actual
expenses and costs incurred by RCRRA with thirty (30) days after RCRRA shall submit
to MCI a verifiable invoice for such costs and expenses; provided, however, that if
expenses and costs are not billed within six (6) months from the date they are
incurred, MCI shall have ninety (90) days in which to verify and pay the invoice for
such costs and expenses.

11. FACILITY LOCATION SIGNS:

11.1 MCI, at its sole cost and expense, shall furnish, erect and
thereafter maintain signs -- in accordance with the standards of the
telecommunications industry. Such signs shall be placed near RCRRA’s outermost right
of way line, with the consent of RCRRA.

12. MAINTENANCE OF THE COMMUNICATION SYSTEM:

12.1 MCI shall maintain the Communication System to protect the operations
and safety of RCRRA and its employees, officers, agents, licensees, lessees,
invitees, and easement holders. Should any facilities of MCI need repair or reneval,
wvhich need affects the safety and operations of RCRRA, RCRRA shall give notice to




MCI. MCI shall, as soon as possible, make such repair or renewal at its own expense.
In the event MCI fails to make such repair or renewal within thirty (30) days of
notice by RCRRA, RCRRA shall then have the right to make such repairs or renevals at
MCI’'s cost as RCRRA deems necessary to protect the safety and operations of RCRRA.

In case of emergency affecting the operation or safety of RCRRA, RCRRA shall have the
right to make such repair or renewal at MCI’s cost without such notice by RCRRA or
upon less than thirty (30) days’ notice; provided, however, that RCRRA shall follow
the procedure set forth in subsection 26.3 prior to making such repair or renewval.

13. RAILROAD OPERATIONS:

13.1 RCRRA and MCI shall cooperate to avoid, to the extent practicable,
actions which could endanger the Communication System or the operations of RCRRA.
MCI shall use all precautions to not interfere with the operations and facilities of
RCRRA, its licensees, lessees, and easement holders in the Rail Corridor. RCRRA may,
at its option, require that employees, agents and contractors of MCI vho are or will
be involved in the construction, installation, operation, maintenance, repair,
reinstallation, replacement, and removal of the Communication System be trained in
railroad safety matters via courses or materials to be offered or provided by RCRRA.

13.2 MCI acknovledges that in the event of a train derailment, bridge
collapse or failure, or other situation RCRRA deems an emergency, RCRRA may take
whatever actions it deems necessary to return service to RCRRA or to replace or
rebuild any structure or to clean or restore its right of way. 1In such an event,
RCRRA shall follow the procedure set forth in subsection 26.3.

14. RELOCATION: ALTERATIONS:

14.1 If RCRRA determines that any portion of the Communication System or
the location thereof must be changed or altered including, but not limited to,
relocation to a concrete encased duct bank as specified by RCRRA, due to RCRRA's
operations or planned operations, or RCRRA desires to renew, replace, repair, or
alter any of its-tracks, bridges, culverts, structures, properties, facilities, or
appurtenances or to construct new ones, or to change the operation of its tracks,
bridges, culverts, structures, facilities or appurtenances, RCRRA shall notify MCI of
such plans. MCI shall, at its expense, protect or move the affected MCI facilities
in a manner satisfactory to RCRRA as soon as practicable. In the event MCI fails to
so relocate its facilities within one hundred twenty (120) days after notice, RCRRA
may remove or relocate such facilities at MCI’s expense.

14.2 In the event of a RCRRA relocation as set forth in subsection 14.1,
RCRRA agrees that MCI shall be allowed to move its facilities to other available
RCRRA right of way or land within (or immediately adjacent to) the affected portion
of the Rail Corridor, as determined by RCRRA, without additional compensation to
RCRRA.

15. INSURANCE:

15.1 For and during all phases of this Agreement, MCI, at its sole cost,
shall procure and maintain comprehensive general liability insurance, with the
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. railroad exclu-aion delet@a, covering bodily injury and property damse with mnimhm
limits of $1,000,000 pex ovcurrence and $1,000,000 aggregate. : MCI shall furfish: '~ o0
RCRRA, upon request, a certificate of insurance.aad—a—eopv—o£—:ha—policy~ ‘The polic g
shall name RCRRA @s an additional insured and shall contain a contractual 1iability. L ERY
endorsement covering MCI's obligations under this Agreement. The poliey shall also - ' -
be endorsed to prov*de for thirty (30) days’ notice to RSRRA prior to termination or
material modifiaation ‘of the’ policy.. e R gt T

15 2 Por and during all phases of this Agreument, HCI. at 1ts sdle ccst,
shall procure and ‘maintain, and shall furnish to RCKRA, upon tequest, a certificate -
of insurance for, automobile liability insurance with limits of 1iability of
$1,000,000 per occurrerce and $1,000,000 aggragate for bodily injury and property
damage. _ o 5 b cl

15 3 Fo: and dur:ng all phases of this agreement HCI, at its sole ccst,
shall procure and maintain Workers’ Compensation & Employer’s Liability: 4) Vorkers’
Compensation per Minnesota State statute; and b) Employer’s Liability shall have the
HMinimum Limits: SSOO 000 per aenident $500,000 pex employee; $500,000 per disease
policy 1im1t.

15 4 Fu:nishing of insurance by HCI hereunder shall not 1imit HCI s
liability under this Agreement but shall be additional security therefor.

16, ans m mcuusmcss- = fi'._f '

16.1 "Liens or Bncumbrances® means any mottgage, piedge, security
interest, lien, or encumbrance on (or affecting) any portion of the Rail Cotridor,
including {without limitation) tax liens or encumbrances and liens or- encunbrances
with respect to work performed or equipment furnished in conrnection with the
construction, imstallation, repair, maintenance or operation of the Communicution :. =
System. KCI will not ‘permit any Liens or Encumbrances té be’ establistied or remain -
against the Rail Cotridor or any portion thereof; provided, however, that the
existence of Liens or Encumbrances shall not comstitute a viglation of this sentente
if payment with reapeet ‘thereto is not yet due and payabla; ‘and! provide&_iurther that.
MCI shall not be required to pay, discharge, or remove any Lidn &t 'Bheumbrance 0
against the Rail Corridor or any portion thereof, so long as*MCI shall, afteér ‘written
rotice to RCRRA, contest the same (or the validity thereof) in good faith by :
appropriate proceedings which shall operate to prevent the collection of the Lien o
Encumbrance so contested and the transfer of MCI’'s or RCRRA’s interESt -4n the Rail:
Corridor (or any portion thereof) to satisfy the same.

16. d ﬁothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to. giv% RCREA, and RCRRA
hereby waives, any’ claim or ownership in or to any part or Yhe’ ﬂﬁqle of ‘the- ..
Comnunization System, and to the fullest extent permitted by lav,’RCRRA hgreby
waives all rights graated by or under any present or future ‘Tabs to levy or
distraint, for any sums due hereunder by MCI, upon the Communication Sydtem ox any .
part or parts thereof, vhether by reason of any breach by MCI of its obligat1ons
hereundur or othervise




17. TERMINATION AND EXPIRATION:

17.1 This Agreement shall terminate upon the happening of either of the
following events:

A. Complete removal or abandonment by MCI of the Communication System.
B. Subsequent written mutual agreement of the parties hereto.

17.2 In the event of termination or expiration of this Agreement, MCI
shall, at MCI’'s sole risk, cost and expense, remove the Communication System and any
other MCI property or facilities from the Rail Corridor and restore the Rail Corridor
to a condition (and in a manner) satisfactory to RCRRA. With RCRRA’s consent, MCI
may abandon any buried portion of the Communication System in place; such consent
shall not be reasonably withheld.

17.3 In the event of termination or expiration of this Agreement, MCI
shall deliver to RCRRA a quit claim deed, in form for recordation, whereby MCI
relinquishes all right, title, and interest to the Easement.

18. LIAISON, COORDINATION AND DISPUTES RESOLUTION:

18.1 It is the intent of MCI and RCRRA that any disputes which may arise
between them, or between employees of each, be resolved as quickly as possible, both
for the prompt design, construction, installation, operation, maintenance, repair,
reinstallation, replacement, and (upon the expiration or termination of. this
Agreement) removal of the Communication System and for the safe and uninterrupted
operation of the rail system of RCRRA.

18.2 RCRRA shall designate an authorized representative of RCRRA to act as
the primary contact with MCI, said representative to be designated by notice to MCI
within thirty (30) days of the date MCI submits construction plans of the
Communication System pursuant to subsection 4.4.

18.3 MCI shall designate an authorized representative to act as the
primary contact with RCRRA, said representative to be designated by notice to RCRRA
within thirty (30) days of the date MCI submits construction plans of the
Communication System pursuant to subsection 4.4.

18.4 All disputes relating to the design, construction, and installation
of the Communication System (including, without limitation, disputes regarding RCRRA
property, RCRRA operations, track safety, and access to the Rail Corridor) shall be
referred directly to RCRRA, whose decision shall be made within fifteen (15) working
days except as otherwise provided herein, and except that in the event of emergency
the decision will be made as soon as possible. RCRRA shall use all reasonable
efforts to render such decision within said fifteen (15) working days, provided,
however, that in the event RCRRA is unable to render a decision within said fifteen
(15) working days, RCRRA shall notify MCI within said fifteen (15) working days
describing the estimated time required to resolve the question and, where possible,
recommending an alternative course of action that would avert further delay.




19. COVENANTS AND WARRANTIES:

19.1 By execution of this Agreement, and upon execution of each Memorandum
of Easement, the parties represent, as to their respective companies, upon their
knowledge and belief, the following:

19.1.1 That, except as limited by subsection 23.1 below, they have full
right and authority to enter into and perform this Agreement and the Memoranda of
Easement in accordance with the terms hereof and thereof, and that by entering into
or performing this Agreement, the parties are not in violation of their charter or
by-laws or any law, regulation or agreement by which they are bound or to which they
are subject.

19.1.2 That the execution, delivery and performance of this Agreement by
each party has been duly authorized by all requisite corporate action, that the
signatories for each party hereto are authorized to sign this Agreement, and that the
joinder or consent of any other party, except as otherwise provided herein, including
a court or trustee or referee, is not necessary to make valid and effective the
execution, delivery and performance of this Agreement.

20. NON-DISTURBANCE -- THIRD PARTY SUBSEQUENT USERS:

20.1 Except as otherwise permitted in the Agreement, RCRRA shall not, nor
shall it license, permit, or authorize its agents, employees, or contractors to,
disturb or interfere with the Communication System or the use and operation of the
Communication System or MCI’s right hereunder, nor shall RCRRA deny MCI access to the
Communication System. It is expressly understood, however, that RCRRA has no control
over unauthorized third party users, who are, or may be, occupying portions of the
Rail Corridor. Under no circumstance shall RCRRA be liable to MCI for unauthorized
occupations. RCRRA will cooperate with MCI, at the latter’s expense, in any actions,
suits, or proceedings undertaken by MCI to effect removal of such occupations from
the Rail Corridor. All such activities by MCI shall be governed by and subject to
MCI’s indemnification of RCRRA pursuant to section 28 and provision of insurance
pursuant to section 15.

20.2 Subsequent third party use of the Easement premises shall be subjeét
to easements or record, including any Memoranda of Easement recorded pursuant to this
Agreement.

21. RECORDINGS, TAXES AND OTHER CHARGES:

21.1 MCI shall pay all transfer taxes, documentary stamps, recording costs
or fees, or any similar expense in connection with the recording or filing of the
Memoranda of Easement. MCI further agrees that if it is determined by any state or
local governmental authority that the sale, acquisition, license, grant, transfer, or
disposition of any part or portion of the property or rights herein described
requires the payment of any tax or fee (including sales of use tax) under any
statute, regulation, or rule, MCI shall pay the same, plus any penalty or interest
thereon, directly to said taxing authority and shall defend and hold RCRRA harmless
therefrom. MCI shall pay all annual or periodic taxes levied or assessed upon the




Communication System, or on account of its existence or use, and shall indemnify and
defend RCRRA against the payment thereof.

21.2 MCI agrees to pay prior to the due date the full amount of any
assessments, taxes, or charges of any kind vhich may be levied, charged, assessed, or
imposed against the Communication System or on account of its existence or use on the
Rail Corridor; provided, however, that MCI has the right to protest any such
assessments, taxes, or charges of any kind vhich may be levied, charged, assessed, or
imposed against MCI by reason of the construction, maintenance, use, or existence of
the Communication System. MCI, at its own cost and expense, shall have the right to
contest the amount or validity, in whole or in part, of any such assessment, tax or
charge by appropriate proceeding diligently conducted in good faith. In the event
MCI elects to contest the amount or validity of such tax, assessment or charge, MCI
shall notify RCRRA; and MCI may postpone or defer payment of such tax, assessment or
charge to the taxing authority if, in the reasonable judgment of RCRRA, neither
RCRRA’s property nor any part thereof would be reason of such postponement or
deferment be in danger of being forfeited or lost. MCI agrees to indemnify, defend,
and save harmless RCRRA from and against any legal action or any cost resulting from
such legal action brought against it as a result of MCI’s actions in connection with
the exercise of its rights under this section 21.

22. MCI STATUS:

22.1 RCRRA reserves no control over the employment, discharge,
compensation of or services rendered by MCI’'s employees or contractors, and it is the
intention of the parties that MCI shall be and remain an independent party, and
nothing herein shall be construed as inconsistent with that status or as creating or
implying any partnership or joint venture between MCI and RCRRA; and employees of MCI
or employees of any contractor shall not be considered as RCRRA’s employees.

23. QUITCLAIM; ACCESS TO CERTAIN RCRRA FILES:

23.1 It is expressly understood RCRRA does not warrant title to the Rail
Corridor, and MCI accepts the grants of privileges contained herein subject to all
lawful outstanding existing liens, mortgages, and superior rights in and to the Rail
Corridor, and all leases, licenses, easements, and other interests in the Rail
Corridor previously granted to others. MCI agrees it shall not have or make any
claim against RCRRA for damage on account of any deficiency in title to the Rail
Corridor in the event of failure or insufficiency of RCRRA’s title.

23.2 RCRRA will permit MCI reasonable access to RCRRA’s deed filed
relating to the Rail Corridor. This Agreement is not in any manner contingent or
conditioned upon the results of MCI’s examination of such files. Any costs incurred
by RCRRA relative to such access or examination, including RCRRA’s internal labor
costs, shall be reimbursed by MCI within thirty (30) days after RCRRA shall submit to
MCI a verifiable invoice therefor.

24. CONFIDENTIALITY:

: 94.1 RCRRA and MCI understand and agree that this Agreement, and all
materials, maps, documents and other information that have been or will be exchanged
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between the parties in negotiating and implementing this Agreement are public
government data which is subject to release in accordance with the provisions of the
Minnesota Government Data Practices Act (Minnesota Stat. Chapter 13) as amended.

25. SUCCESSION: NON-ASSIGNABILITY:

25.1 (a) This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of
the parties hereto and their respective successors and permitted assignees referred
to in clause (b) below.

25.1 (b) MCI shall not assign or otherwise convey any of its rights,
titles, or interests under this Agreement without the prior written consent of RCRRA
(which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed); provided, however,
that without any such consent, MCI (and its successors and permitted assignees) may
assign all of its rights, titles, and interests hereunder to any of the following
assignees: (i) any corporation, partnership, limited partnership or other entity
owned or controlled by MCI, or by which MCI is owned or controlled, or any company
formed by a merger of MCI and one or several of its affiliated communication
companies; and (ii) any person, corporation, bank, trust company, association, or
other business in connection with obtaining or arranging financing from same. Any
assignment pursuant to this clause (b) shall be permitted only where the assignee
assumes full responsibility for MCI’s past, present, and future obligations under
this Agreement; and such assignment shall not, in any event, release MCI from any of
its past, present, or future obligations under this Agreement. There is no
restriction or limitation on RCRRA’s right to assign its rights, titles, or interests
under this Agreement; however, any such assignment shall be subject to MCI's rights
under this agreement.

25.2 Upon the request of RCRRA, MCI shall acknowledge in writing any
permitted assignment described in clause (b) of subsection 25.1 and the right of any
permitted assignee to enforce this Agreement.

25.3 Any purported assignment made in violation of this section 25 shall
be void and of no force and effect.

26. NOTICES:

26.1 Unless otherwise provided herein, all notices and communications
concerning this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be addressed to:

MCI at: MCI Telecommunications Corporation
400 International Parkway
Richardson, Texas 75081
ATTN: Site Route Management, Dept. 1103

MCI Telecommunications Corporation
Office of the General Counsel

1133 - 19th Street NW

Vashington, D.C. 20036

e i
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and, RCRRA at: Ramsey County Regional Rajlroad Authority
oy [ : - 15 Vest Kellogg Boulevard, 665 RCGC West = . .5
“Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102 LR
ATTN: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere
- .. Talephone: (612) 266-2760
- Telefax:. (612) 266-2761

or at such other address or Telefax number as may be designdted in
to time to.either party by the other. . b % i Sl
26.2 Unless othervise provided herein, notices shall be went by registersd” -

or certifiad U.S. Mail and shall be deemed given, served, or delivered 1o addressee;
or its office, upon the date of return receipt acknovledgment or, if poetal claim -
notice is give, on the date of its return marked "unclaimed.® ‘Notices may-also ber -
sent by Telefax, in which case they shall be decmed glven; served, or delivercd vhen
received at the specified Telefax number(s). 5 e e %

26.3 In case of disaster (train derailment, bridge collapse or failure; " "
failure of the Communication System, or the like) or other emergency demanding
immediate examination or repairs to existing facilities, the party vhe intends to
conduct such examination or repairs shall, if feasible and ‘reasonable under the:
circumstances, give advance oral or telephonic notice to the other party. Neither
party shall be deemed in breach of this Agreement {f 1t takes reasonable steps to -

27, SEVERABILITY:

27.1 This Agreesent is executed by the parties under current _
interpretations of applicable federal, state or local statute, ordinance, ‘law, ot:
ragulations. %

27.2 Each and every separate division (paragraph, clause, ivem, tefm, = -
condition, covenant, or agreement) herein ¢ontained shall have independent aud
severable status from each other separate division or combination thereof, for the
determination of legality, so that if any separate division herein is determined to
be uneonstitutional, illegal, violative of trade or commerce; i contravention ofi
public policy, void, voidable, invalid, or unenforceable for any reason; that :
separate division shall have no effect upon the validity or anforceability of each
and every other separate division herein contained, or any other combination thereof.

28. LIABILITY, INDEMNITY: £
28.1 MCI shall indemnify, defend, and hold RCRRA hatmiess £rod and against

any elaim, liabiliry, or judgment arising from, growing out of, or in any manner or
degree caused by, contributed to, or the result of: (i) any action or omission in




connection with the exercise of any of the rights granted to MCI by this Agreement;
(ii) the design, construction, installation, existence, operation, maintenance,
repair, reinstallation, replacement, or removal of the Communication System (or any
appurtenance thereto); or (iii) any activity conducted by or on behalf of MCI in the
vicinity of the Rail Corridor. Without in any manner limiting the scope of the
preceding sentence, that sentence is specifically intended to include claims,
liabilities, and judgments pertaining to: (a) injury to, or death of, any person
vhomsoever; (b) damage to, or destruction of, any property vhatsoever; (c)
consequential damages to MCI’s clients, customers, or patrons; (d) interference with
or disruption of communications or data transmission over the Communication System;
(e) the violation by MCI (or its contractors or subcontractors) of any federal,
state, or local law, statute, rule, regulation, or ordinances. MCI's obligations
under the first sentence of this subsection are specifically intended to include, but
are not limited to, costs of defense (including reasonable attorney and paralegal
fees). Notwithstanding the preceding sentences of this subsection, MCI has no
obligation to indemnify, defend, or hold RCRRA harmless with respect to claims,
liabilities, and judgments for consequential damages sustained by RCRRA’s shippers,
clients, customers, and patrons.

28.2 MCI acknowledges that the installation of the Communication System
within RCRRA’s right of way involves risk as a result of the operations and
facilities of RCRRA, its licensees, lessees, and easement holders which risk will not
be assumed by RCRRA. RCRRA shall not be liable for any damage to the Communication
System (including loss of same, or interference with or disruption of service or use
thereof) even if such damage, interference, or disruption is caused or contributed to
by the negligence of RCRRA, its licensees, lessees, and easement holders.

98.3 Subsection 28.1 notwithstanding, neither party shall be liable to the
other party for any consequential damages sustained by such other party, where such
damages are in any manner related to: (i) the Communication System or (ii) the
exercise or performance, by either of the parties, of their respective rights and
obligations under this Agreement. As used in the preceding sentence, consequential
damages include, but is not limited to, loss of revenues or profits, loss of business
opportunities, loss of telecommunications services, and interruption in
telecommunications or rail transportation services.

28.4 MCI shall have a right to defend RCRRA regarding any claims
indemnified against. RCRRA shall give MCI reasonably prompt notice of any claims or
actions against RCRRA for which MCI may be required to indemnify RCRRA under this
Agreement. The parties shall cooperate fully in the defense of any such claim or
action and neither shall settle any such claim or action without the prior written
consent of the other.

29. BREACH, REMEDIES:

29.1 In the event of a breach of this Agreement by either party, MCI and
RCRRA each agree that neither shall proceed against the other by litigation unless
the non-breaching party gives the breaching party notice of and thirty (30) days to
cure the breach, which notice shall specify in detail the alleged breach; provided,
hovever, that if the breach by its nature cannot be cured within such thirty (30) day




period, the thirty (30) day period shall be extended if the breaching party commences
to cure the breach within ten (10) days after receiving such notice and continues
diligently thereafter to prosecute such cure; but further provided that neither party
shall be required to give the other time to cure in any case vhere delay will result
in irreparable harm to the non-breaching party.

29.2 For purposes of this section 29, any substantial noncompliance or
repeated noncompliance vhich of itself might be considered minor or singular; shall
constitute a breach by either party. Failure by either party to give required
notices shall constitute a breach. Provided, however, such breaches as described in
this subsection shall not be grounds or justification for the cessation or
termination of this Agreement, and the aggrieved party’s remedies shall be for
damages or injunctive relief only.

29.3 Remedies available to each party shall include: (i) specific
performance in equity; (ii) litigation or damages and costs (excluding consequential
damages except as provided herein); and (iii) limited self-help as provided in this
Agreement.

29.4 Any waiver by any party at any time of any of its rights as to
anything herein contained shall not be deemed to be a waiver of any breach of
covenant or other matter subsequently occurring.

30. MISCELLANEOQUS:

30.1 RCRRA and MCI represent and warrant to each other that neither has
dealt with any broker or agent in connection with the transaction contemplated by
this Agreement.

30.2 Assents and consents of RCRRA as provided for herein shall be based
upon the maximum utilization of the Rail Corridor for present or future use by RCRRA,
protection of the property of RCRRA, maintenance and operations of RCRRA, the safety
of RCRRA's operations, and the safety of RCRRA and its commissioners, directors,
officers, employees and agents.

30.3 This Agreement shall survive delivery and/or recordation of the
Memorandum of Easement and shall run with the land.

30.4 Each party shall be responsible for its own costs, including legal
fees, incurred in negotiating this Agreement.

30.5 In the event that any portion of the Rail Corridor which includes the
Communication System becomes the subject of a condemnation proceeding, it is agreed
that MCI’'s interest (both in improvements or facilities and in occupation of the Rail
Corridor) shall be severed from RCRRA’s interest in such proceeding, and the parties
agree to have any condemnation award specifically allocated between tae parties’
respective interests.




31. ENTIRE AGREEMENT: AMENDMENTS:

31.1 This Agreement, and the schedules and exhibits attached hereto, shall
constitute the entire agreement between the parties.

31.2 No warranties, representations or promises pertaining to this
Agreement, or any property or rights affected hereby, have been made by, nor shall be
binding upon, any party hereto, except as expressly stated in this Agreement.

31.3 This Agreement may be amended by mutual consent, in writing, signed
by the parties hereto, and such amendments shall become part hereof.

32. FORCE MAJEURE:

32.1 Except as may be elsevhere specifically provided in this Agreement,
any failure or delay in the performance by either party of its obligations hereunder
shall not be a breach of this Agreement if such failure or delay results from causes
beyond the party’s control, including but not limited to, acts of God, governmental
action (whether in its sovereign or contractual capacity), fire, flood, or other
catastrophes, national emergencies, insurrections, riots and wars.

33. LEGAL FORUM:

33.1 This Agreement shall be interpreted and construed in accordance with
the laws of the State of Minnesota, without giving effect to the principles governing
conflicts of law.
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IN YI‘I’N’BSS msmot-', the parties hereto have cx-ﬂcutcé this Mréemeht 1n" o AR
counterpart as the day and 'year first above written.
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Date :
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EXHIBIT A

MEMORANDUM OF EASEMENT

THIS MEMORANDUM made this day of k9 , by and
between MCI Telecommunications Corporation, a corporation whose address is 400
International Parkway, Richardson, Texas, 75081, ("MCI"), and Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority, a political subdivision, whose address is 15 West Kellogg
Boulevard, 665 RCGC West, Saint Paul, Minnesota, 55102 ("RCRRA").

WITNESSETBH:

THAT, RCRRA is the owner of a right of way (by fee, easement, license, joint use
agreement, governmental grant, or other interest) within certain real property
(hereinafter defined as the Rail Corridor) which has been acquired pursuant to
Minnesota Statute Chapter 398A for transportation use; and

THAT, MCI and RCRRA have entered into an Easement Agreement dated the
day of 5 19 ; and

THAT, the Easement Agreement provides for the acquisition by MCI from RCRRA of
the Easement (as hereinafter described, defined and limited) in, on, upon, over,
under, across, along, and through the Rail Corridor (as hereinafter defined) to
permit MCI to construct, install, operated, maintain, repair, reinstall, replace, and
remove the Communication System (as hereinafter defined); and

THAT, in consideration of the premises, and in consideration of the mutual
covenants and agreements therein, the Easement Agreement grants certain rights and
describes certain obligations of the parties, including, but not limited to, the
following.

1. DEFINITIONS:

1.1 "Easement" shall mean the easement(s) granted to MCI by RCRRA pursuant
to the Easement Agreement and memorialized by this Memorandum.

1.2 "Communication System" shall mean fiber-optic cables and all property
installed by MCI in and on the Rail Corridor, including conduit, carrier pipe, poles,
cables, fibers, repeaters, power sources, and all other attachments and appurtenances
thereto. Any and all such property constructed and/or installed and subsequently
operated or maintained by MCI, or at the direction of MCI, shall be and remain at all
times the personal property of MCI, and shall at no time be deemed to be the personal
property of RCRRA, regardless of the manner or method of attachment to or
installation in, on, upon, over, under, across, along, and through the Rail Corridor.

1.3 "Rail Corridor" shall mean RCRRA’s right of way as shown on Exhibit A
attached hereto and made a part hereof.




GRANT, TERM AND RENEWAL:

2.1 RCRRA does hereby memorialize its grant to MCI of an Easement
consisting of the right of use and occupancy of a portion of the Rail Corridor.

2.2 The Easement shall have an initial term of twenty (20) years.

2.3 MCI, in its sole discretion, shall have the option to renew the
Easement for two (2) additional renewal terms of twenty (20) years each, by payment,
prior to the termination of the initial term of the then-current renewal term, as the
case may be, of an amount determined in accordance with the Easement Agreement. If
MCI fails to renew the Easement for a particular renewal term, the Easement shall
expire, and MCI may not thereafter renev the Easement for a subsequent renewal term.

3. NON-EXCLUSIVITY:

3.1 The Easement shall be non-exclusive, and RCRRA may make other use of
the Easement premises and shall have the right to agree to other occupations of the
same premises by one or more other person(s) or firm(s); provided, however, that any
such subsequent occupancies or agreements for such occupancies shall be subordinate
to the Easement and shall not interfere with MCI’s use except as specified in the
Easement Agreement.

4. TERMINATION:

4.1 The Easement shall terminate upon the happening of either of the
following events:

A. Complete removal or abandonment by MCI of the Communication System.
B. Subsequent written mutual agreement of the parties hereto.

4.2 In the event of termination or expiration of the Easement, MCI shall,
at MCI’s sole risk, cost, and expense, remove the Communication System and any other
MCI property or facilities from the Rail Corridor and restore the Rail Corridor to a
condition (and in a manner) satisfactory to RCRRA. With RCRRA’s consent, MCI may
abandon any buried portion of the Communication System in place; such consent shall
not be unreasonably withheld.

4.3 In the event of termination or expiration of the Easement, MCI shall
deliver to'RCRRA a quit claim deed in form for recordation, whereby MCI relinquishes
all right, title, and interest to the Easement.

S TITLE:
5.1 RCRRA does not warrant title to the Rail Corridor.

OWNERSHIP OF COMMUNICATION SYSTEM:

6.1 Nothing in this Memorandum or in the Easement Agreement shall be
deemed to give RCRRA, and RCRRA hereby waives, any claim of ownership in or to any

L




part or the whole of the Communication System, and to the fullest extent permitted by
lav, RCRRA hereby waives all rights granted by or under any present or future laws to
levy or distraint, for any sums due hereunder by parts thereof, whether by reason of
any breach by MCI of its obligations under this Memorandum or the Easement Agreement

or otherwise.

7. LIABILITY, INDEMNITY:

7.1 MCI shall indemnify, defend, and hold RCRRA harmless from and against
any claim, liability, or judgment arising from, growing out of, or in any manner or
degree caused by, contributed to, or the result of: (i) any action or omission in
connection with the exercise of any of the rights granted to MCI by this Agreement;
(ii) the design, construction, installation, existence, operation, maintenance,
repair, reinstallation, replacement, or removal of the Communication System (or any
appurtenance thereto); or (iii) any activity conducted by or on behalf of MCI in the
vicinity of the Rail Corridor. Without in any manner limiting the scope of the
preceding sentence, that sentence is specifically intended to include claims,
liabilities, and judgments pertaining to: (a) injury to, or death of, any person
wvhomsoever; (b) damage to, or destruction of, any property vhatsoever; (c)
consequential damages to MCI's clients, customers, or patrons; (d) interference with
or disruption of communications or data transmission over the Communication System;’
(e) the violation by MCI (or its contractors or subcontractors) of any federal,
state, or local law, statute, rule, regulation, or ordinance; and (f) claims by
RCRRA’s employees that the design, construction, installation, existence, operation,
maintenance, repair, reinstallation, replacement, or removal of the Communication
System violates or is inconsistent with any of RCRRA’s labor agreements. MCI's
obligations under the first sentence of this subsection are specifically intended to
include, but are not limited to, costs of defense (including reasonable attorney and
paralegal fees). The first sentence of this subsection is specifically intended to
require MCI to indemnify, defend, and hold RCRRA harmless from and against the
consequences of RCRRA’s own negligence; hovever, MCI is not required to indemnify,
defend, and hold RCRRA harmless in the event a claim, liability or judgment results
from the sole and exclusive negligence of RCRRA. Notwithstanding the preceding
sentences of this subsection, MCI has no obligation to indemnify, defend, or hold
RCRRA harmless with respect to claims, liabilities, and judgments for consequential
damages sustained by RCRRA’s shippers, clients, customers, and patrons.

7.2 MCI acknowledges that the installation of the Communication System
within RCRRA’s right of vay involves risk as a result of the operations and
facilities of RCRRA, its licensees, lessees, and easement holders wvhich risk will not
be assumed by RCRRA. RCRRA shall not be liable for any damage to the Communication
System (including loss of same, or interference with or disruption of service or use
thereof) even if such damage, interference, or disruption is caused or contributed to
by the negligence of RCRRA, its licensees, lessees, and easement holders.

7.3 Subsection 7.1 notwithstanding, neither party shall be liable to the
other party for any consequential damages sustained by such other party, where such
damages are in any manner related to: (i) the Communication System or (ii) the
exercise or performance, by either of the parties, of their respective rights and
obligations under this Agreement. As used in the preceding sentence, consequential

-9 -




damages include, but is not limited to, loss of revenues or profits, loss of business .
opportunities, loss of telecommunications services, and interruption in
telecommunications or rail transportation services.

7.4 MCI shall have a right to defend RCRRA regarding any claims
indemnified against. RCRRA shall give MCI reasonably prompt notice of any claims or
actions against RCRRA for which MCI may be required to indemnify RCRRA under this
Agreement. The parties shall cooperate fully in the defense of any such claim or
action and neither shall settle any such claim or action without the prior written
consent of the other.

8. EFFECT:

8.1 This Memorandum shall not modify or alter any provision of.the
Easement Agreement. If there is any conflict between the provisions of this
Memorandum and the Easement Agreement, the Easement Agreement shall control in all
respects.

8.2 The terms and conditions of the Easement Agreement, as the same may be
amended or supplemented from time to time, are incorporated herein by reference.
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IN VITNESS VHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed Lliis Agreement in
counterpart as the day and year first above written.

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY,

Upon proper execution, this By
agreement vwill be legally
valid and binding.

Assistant County Attorney

Date

vau:i A g = glr7las
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22 ¢/17/73

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION,

Its SUSAN C. FRAR" Vi President
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ASSISTANT SECHETARY
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STATE OF TEZX

COUNTY OF [Fi L/
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instrument was executed in behalf of said corporation by authority of its Board o£
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instrument to be the free act and deed of said corporation.

Notary PublAc

My Commission Expires fj /ﬁ") —'ﬁ
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CON RTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS

JOHNSON & HIGGINS OF WASHINGTON, DC DOES NOT AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE
1401 EYE STREET, NW POLICIES BELOW.

“'TE NG COMPANIES AFFORDING COVERAGE

SHINGTON, DC 20005-2204

COMPANY A
LETTER CONTINENTAL INSURANCE COMPANY

COMPANY B
INSURED LETTER

MCI COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION,ETAL CoMPANY &

1801 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW LETTER ALLENDALE INSURANCE COMPANY
WASHINGTON, DC 20006

MCI00-MCI  ALPRO  CROZK

COMPANY D
LETTER

COMPANY E
LETTER

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED, NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS,
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

POLICY EFFECTIVE | POLICY EXPIRATION

TYPE OF INSURANCE POLICY NUMBER DATE (MM/DO/YY) | DATE (MM/DD/YY) |

GENERAL LIABILITY GENERAL AGGREGATE 2,000,000

X | COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY | SRL3345113 04/30/93 04/01/94 PRODUCTS-COMP/OP AGG. 2,000,000
CLAIMS MADE OCCUR. PERSONAL & ADV. INJURY 1,000,000
OWNER'S & CONTRACTOR'S PROT. EACH OCCURRENCE 1,000,000
FIRE DAMAGE (Any one fire) 500,000
MED. EXPENSE (Anyoneperson) 25,000

AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY
ANY AUTO

COMBINED SINGLE
LIMIT .

.——— v BODILY INJURY
| SCHEDULED AUTOS (Per person)
—

e saliog BODILY INJURY
| NON-OWNED AUTOS (Per accident)

GARAGE LABILITY
I | PROPERTY DAMAGE

EXCESS LIABIUITY g EACH OCCURRENCE
~
| UMBRELLA FORM AGGREGATE
OTHER THAN UMBRELLA FORM

SRW9537018 - A/O 04/30/93 04/01/94 | | sTATUTORY UMITS .

SRW9537019 - DED. 04/30/93 04/01/94 EACH ACCIDENT |'s 1,000,000
| DISEASE-POLICY LMIT $ 1,000,000
DISEASE-EACH EMPLOYEE | § 1,000,000

WORKER'S COMPENSATION
AND
EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY

OTHER . 10/01/92 | 10/01/97
C | PROPERTY "ALL RISK"
[ REPLACEMENT COST

= . aad

S
DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS/LOCATIONS/VEHICLES/SPECIAL ITEMS NIRIGES

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY IS NAMED AS ADDITIONAL INSURED EXCEPT ON WORKERS COMPENSATION AS RESPECTS INSTALLATION
OF FIBER OPTIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM ACROSS RAILROAD RIGHT OF WAY. CONTRACTUAL LIABILITY INCLUDED.
CROZIER, KAY #0634/001 .
CERTIFICATE HOLDER s . CANCELLATION e ;
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD ” SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFOFIE THE
AUTHORITY & EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, THE ISSUING COMPANY WILL ENDEAVOR TO
IRECTOR OF LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PLANNING MAIL 30 DAYS WRITTEN NOTICE TO THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER NAMED TO THE
' RAMSEY COUNTRY GOVERNMENT CENTER-W. . LEFT, BUT FAILURE TO MAIL SUCH NOTICE SHALL IMPOSE NO OBLIGATION OR
WEST KELLOGG BLVD.FLOOD CONTROL © LIABILITY OF ANY KIND UPON THE COMPANY, ITS AGENTS OR REPRESENTATIVES.

| AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE
ST. PAUL, MN 55102 i
ATTN: KATHRYN DESPIEGELAERE

ACORD 25-S (7/90) : e mE S G e  © ACORD CORPORATION 1990
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Kathy DeSpiegelaere
Ramsey County Regional

Railroad Authority
Documentation

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Ruby Hunt, Treasurer
—r District 5

Hal Norgard
District 7

220 Courthouse, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  $12/266-8350 / FAX 266-8370

Brenda C. Thomas
District 2

Dick Wedell

District 1

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

SPECIAL MEETING

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1993

10:30 AM - 220 Courthouse

1. » Approve the 1994 Proposed Maximum Net Tax Levy for the Truth
in Taxation Notice of $504,520, which, in accordance with
the Truth in Taxation Law, must be certified to the Property
Records and Revenue Department by September 15, 1993.

Action is requested.




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION

| Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RARLEOAD OHIBORTEY |Approve the 1994 proposed net tax levy for the
Originating Department : ITruth in Taxation Notice of $504,520 which, in
jaccordance with the Truth in Taxation Law, must
Ibe certified to the County Property Records and

:Revenue Department by September 15, 1993.

{ ACTION IS REQUESTED

Authorized Signature

Request Justification

See attached: 1) Proposed resolution
2) Memorandum from K. DeSpiegelaere
3) Legal opinion from David MacMillan
4) Budget information

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

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date Date

Committee / Meeting Date i " Date
September 14, 1993 9?9/ 3
Board Date : 67"“ Date




p— Resolution
: Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Truth in Taxation Law requires the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority to certify a proposed net tax
levy each year to the Property Records and Revenue Department
(County Auditor); and

WHEREAS, The Minnesota Department of Revenue has notified
the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority that the proposed
net tax levy to finance the 1994 budget must be certified by
September 15, 1993; and

WHEREAS, A provision of the Truth in Taxation Law is that
the approved net tax levy after HACA for the 1994 budget cannot
be more than the proposed tax levy certified by the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority by September 15, 1993; and

WHEREAS, In order to continue to improve the quality of life
and access to services in the region, to remain a partner in
transit activities in the region with other agencies, including
the Minnesota Department of Transportation, Hennepin County
Regional Railroad Authority, Metropolitan Council, Regional
Transit Board, and Metropolitan Transit Commission; and

WHEREAS, The 1994 maximum allowable levy for Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority is $7,818,586; and

WHEREAS, In order to minimize the tax burden on Ramsey
County Taxpayers, the Regional Railroad Authority will use only
$504,520 (6.8%) of the maximum levy of $7,818,586; and

RESOLVED, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
hereby establishes the proposed net tax levy for the Truth in
Taxation Law to finance the 1994 budget in the amount of $504,520.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Ramsey County Reg_ioncl Railroad Authority

360 Ramsey County Government Center-West, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  (612) 266-2760 / FAX (612) 266-2761

HEMORANDUM

TO: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Commissioners
Terry Schutten, County Manager

FROH: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning
SUBJECT: 1994 Budget - Proposed Net Tax Levy for Truth in Taxation Notice
DATE: August 12, 1993

The Truth in Taxation Law requires the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority to
certify a proposed net tax levy each year to the Property Records and Revenue (County
Auditor). The HMinnesota Department of Revenue has notified the Authority that the
proposed net tax levy to finance the 1994 budget must be certified by September 15,
1993.

An important provision of the Truth in Taxation Law is that the approved net tax levy
for the 1994 budget cannot be more than the proposed net tax levy certified by the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority by September 15, 1993.

The maximum 1994 levy for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is $7,818,586. It
is my recommendation that the proposed net tax levy after HACA for the Truth in
Taxation Notice to finance the 1994 budget be set at $504,520, 6.8% of the potential
maximum levy. This is a 10% increase over the 1993 levy. The increase is necessary
to fund the continuing maintenance of the northeast corridor right of way, purchased
in December, 1992. The maintenance of 6.5 miles of right of way has necessitated
contracting with Ramsey County Parks and Recreation and Public Works Departments for
cleanup services and hiring of a temporary staff person to assist in right of way
1ssues.

The other change in operations of RCRRA is that we are continuing engineering work on
the Central Corridor. Previous planning and engineering work was funded 50% by state
grants, including RCRRA project staffing cost. Current work is funded by 80% federal
dollars, and requires that all staff costs of RCRRA and other participating agencies
be used as the 20% match.

This amount will provide sufficient funding for all anticipated programs and projects.
Ve are submitting this figure to allow the Authority the flexibility to review this
decision during this year’s budget process.

The proposed budget, which will be presented to the Rail Authority later in 1993, may
be less than the net tax levy proposed for certification.

The certified net tax levy for RCRRA must be included in Ramsey County’s Truth in
Taxation notice and discussed at the County’s public hearing.

KD:tgb
Printed on Recycled Paper

o




OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY
RAMSEY COUNTY
SUITE 400

ST. PETER STREET
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathy DeSpiegelaere
Director of LRT Planning

FROM: David MacMillan EFQ"“—*’
Assistant Ramsey "County Attorney
DATE : July 29, 1993

SUBJECT: Truth in Taxation
BACKGROUND

You have requested an opinion by this office as to the
effect of certain amendments to Chapter 275 of Minnesota Statues
by the 1993 Legislature. Specifically, your question is whether
or not the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority's levy must
be included in Ramsey County's levy and be subject to the
hearings thereon.

ANALYST

This opinion will address only the amendments to Minn.
Stat. § 275.065, subd. 3, enacted by the 1993 legislation.

The most significant change to this statute is contained
in Chapter 375, Article 7, Section 9 of the Laws of 1993. This
act amends Minn. Stat. § 275.065, subdivision 3 which has been
amended as follows:

Minn. Stat. § 275.065, subd. 3 is amended to read:
Subd. 3. NOTICE OF PROPOSED PROPERTY TAXES.

(a) The County Auditor shall prepare and the County
Treasurer shall deliver after November 10 and on or
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before November 24 each year, by first class mail to
each taxpayer... or notice of proposed property taxes...

(c) The notice...must clearly state that each taxing
authority including...the metropolitan taxing districts
as defined in paragraph (i), but excluding all other

special taxing districts and towns, will hold a public
meeting to receive public testimony on the proposed
budget and proposed or final property tax levy. ...For
1993 the notice must clearly state that each taxing
authority holding a public meeting will describe the
increases or decreases of the total budget, including
employee and independent contractor compensation in the
prior year, current year, and proposed budget year.

(i) For purposes of this subdivision, subdivisions 5a
and 5a and "metropolitan special taxing districts"
means the following taxing districts in the seven-county
metropolitan area that levy a property tax for any of
the specified purposes listed below:

(1) metropolitan council under section 473.132,
473.167, 473.249, 473.325, 473.521, 473.547, or 473.834:

(2) metropolitan airports commission under section
473.667, 473.671, or 473.672;

(3) regional transit board under section 473.446: and

(4) metropolitan mosquito control commission under
section 473.711.

For purposes of this section, any levies made by the
regional rail authorities in the county of Anoka,
Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, or Washington
under chapter 398A shall be included with the
appropriate county's levy and shall be discussed at that
county's public hearing.

This amendment, particularly the last sentence of section
(i), clearly states that the County must include the RRA's levy
in its levy and discuss this at the County's Public Hearing.

What these amendments do NOT do is affect the RRA's own
budget/levy procedures. It is to be presumed, however, that the
RRA's will have to have completed their budget and levy process
before the county does so that the RRA levy can be included in
the County's levy. '
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In effect, the legislature in 1993 did not modify the
budget or levy authority, procedures or notice requirements of
the RRA's, and the above changes primarily are to the County's
procedures.

CONCLUSION

In summary, it is my opinion that the changes to Minn.
Stat. Section 275 do not directly affect the budget and levy
procedures of the RCRRA. To the extent that the levy of the RRA
must now be included in the County's levy and heard at the
County's budget hearing, the RRA will have to adopt its levy and
budget before the county does.

DM /dm
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ACTIVITY: 59000 - REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

DEPARTMENT HEAD: Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

LOCATION: 665 RCGC WVest PHONE: 266-2762
MISSION

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is dedicated to a long-range vision of
transit services to meet changing needs for today and for succeeding generations.

The Authority strives to shape the future of Ramsey County and the region by preserving
options for rail transit corridors and by providing rail transit services.

.’I‘he Authority shall respond to the changing transit needs of the County’s citizens in a
manner that is sensitive to the financial impact to County taxpayers.

The Authority is committed to planning of integrated transportation services in
cooperation with other agencies.

The Authority will encourage continuing community participation in its deliberations
and decision-making process.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was organized by Resolution 87-230, April
20, 1987, Board of Ramsey County Commissioners, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, 1986,
Chapter 398A, as a political subdivision and local government unit of Minnesota, to
exercise thereunder part of the sovereign power of the state.

The registered office of this Authority shall be situated in St. Paul, County of
Ramsey, Minnesota.

Neither the State of Minnesota, the County of Ramsey, nor any other political
subdivision is liable for obligations of the Authority.

There will be an appropriate citizen participation component, including municipalities,
in the rail authority process.

The corporate existence was created and filed with the Secretary of State, Minnesota,
.on June 9, 1987.

ORGANIZATION

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority consists of the seven Ramsey County
Commissioners. Printed on Recycled Paper .

ames
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EXPENDITURE/APPROPRIATION SUMMARY BY COST CENTER RC REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Title Actual Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved
Regional Railroad Administration 239,936 515,607 763,333 599,547
Northeast Corridor Maintenance 70,000 162,100
Central Corridor Preliminary Engr 121,150

Total Expenditure/Appropriation 239,936 515,607 833,333 882,797

REVENUE/ESTIMATED REVENUE SUMMARY BY COST CENTER RC REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

1991 1992 * . 1983 1994 1994 1994
Title Actual Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved
Regional Railroad Administration
Northeast Corridor Maintenance
Central Corridor PE

Total Revenue/Estimated Revenue 438,275 400,502

Tax Levy 1,875,930 1,047,496 833,333 882,797
Allowance for Uncollectible Tax—29,

Total Tax Levy 1,913,449 1,068,446
Less HACA (343,145) (374,726) (391,345) (395,933)
Net Tax Levy 1,570,304 693,720 458,655 504,520

Inc/(Dec) From Previous Year 45,865
% Inc/(Dec) From Previous Year 10.00%




EXPENDITURE AND REVENUE DETAIL RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
59101 —-ADMINISTRATION

1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Code Title Actual Actual Approved Requested

020000 OTHER SERVICES AND CHARGES

020102 Consulting Services 145,306

020122 State Auditor 3,000

020154 Legislative Representative 10,000 25,000

020174 County Attorney Services 10,746 35,000

020176 County Manager Services 54,151 60,588

020179 Budgeting & Accounting Services 8,248 18,859

020185 Data Processing Services—MTCE 4,085 6,032

020193 County Project Management Services 107,185 100,036

020194 Public Information Services 3,290 20,000

020202 Postage 2313 3,876

020207 Telephone Long Dist Charges 187 383

020208 Telephone-Local Service 1,572 1,746

020209 Telephone—Equipment Rental 31 90

020301 Transportation Allowance 647 700

020305 Messenger Service 1,109 894

020401 Printing Minutes & Notices 5,000

020501 Printing & Stationery 9,145 14,663 20,800

020611 Liability & Property Damage—Ins 250 585 500

020803 Egquipment & Machinery Repairs 45 644

020903 Equipment & Machinery—Rental 90 500

020906 Building & Office Space 6,346 12,883

020909 Parking Space , 2,160 2,077 1,440

021101 Books, Periodicals, Subscriptions 93 260 250

021134 Tuition 750

021172 Moving Expense 3,488

021192 Interest Expense 139

021226 Committee Compensation 1,000 3,000 3,000
021401 Membership & Dues 200 500 500
021403 Conference & Seminar Expenses 5,584 6,000 6,000
021407 Other Travel : 12,527 20,000 20,000
021408 Volunteer/Committee Meeting Expense 752 3,000 3,000
021408 Meeting Expense Account , 3,188 5,500 5,500
022213 Transit Joint Powers 34,000

Total 02s




EXPENDITURE AND REVENUE DETAIL RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
59101—-ADMINISTRATION

1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Code Title Actual Approved Requested Proposed

030000 SUPPLIES
030101 Office Supplies

1994 1994
Code Title Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved

040000 OPERATING CAPITAL OUTLAY
-040300 Equipment

1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Code Title Actual Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved

060000 CONTINGENT ACCOUNT
061001 Contingent Appropriations

1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Code Title Actual Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved

090000 INTER—GOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS
090306 Other Governmental Units

Total




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
59109—NORTHEAST CORRIDOR MAINTENANCE

1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Code Title Actual Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved
020000 OTHER SERVICES AND CHARGES
020193 County Project Management
020618 Public Liability Insurance : 100
020804 Grounds—Repairs : 36,000
021131 Special Assessments

Total 02s

1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Code Title Actual Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved

030000 SUPPLIES
030507 Signs and Repairs 30,000 30,000

Total 70,000 162,100

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
59111—-CENTRAL CORRIDOR PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING

. 1991 1992 1993 1994 1994 1994
Code Title Actual Actual Approved Requested Proposed Approved

020000 OTHER SERVICES AND CHARGES

020102 Consulting Services

020193 County Project Management Services 95,000
020194 Public Information Services : 10,000
020305 Messenger Service 150
021407 Travel

Total

Total RCRRA




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM
Page No. 1
BUDGET YEAR 1994

020102 - Consulting Services
1992 1993
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 153,500 98,317 98,317

EXPLANATION:

This account will fund services of independent consultants who perform rail
authority work. Anticipated work during 1994 may include specialized
engineering, analysis of federal funding options, publicity, light rail
patronage forecasts, and other specialized services not provided for in
project or operations accounts.

020122 - State Auditor
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 1,809 3,100 2,900 2,900

EXPLANATION:

Accounting records for the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority are
subject to audit by the State of Minnesota. Estimated fees for 1994 are
$2,900.

020154 - Legislative Representative
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 5,000 25,000 25,000 25,000

EXPLANATION:

Legislation impacts Regional Railroad Authority taxing ability and
responsibilities. This account will provide funding to monitor legislation
and provide information to Legislators.




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM
Page No. 2
BUDGET YEAR 1994
59101 Rams unty Regional Railroad Authori

020174 - County Attorney Services
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 17,064 36,348 26,586 26,586

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed for payment of legal services rendered by the County
Attorney’s Office. The attorney will attend Regional Railroad Authority
meetings, provide legal opinions on relevant topics and review contracts and
agenda items.

NOTE: Costs for County staff include salaries, fringe benefits and the
indirect cost rate established by David M. Griffith and Company for
Ramsey County.

County Attorney services are also included in other cost centers which
are supported by grant sources.

020176 - County Manager - Services
1992 1993 1994
Expended  Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 40,588 68,000 70,000 70,000

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to reimburse for time expended by County Manager’s staff for
assistance with Regional Railroad Authority projects. This includes property
negotiations, clerical, media/information services and preparation of minutes
and agendas for the Railroad Authority meetings.

Director of Property Management $ 1,190
Clerical 35,330
Director of Information Services 9,270
Administrative Support Services 26,210

$70,000

Costs for County staff include salaries, fringe benefits and the
indirect cost rate established by David M. Griffith and Company for
Ramsey County.

Executive Director services are also included in other cost centers
wvhich are supported by grant sources.




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM
Page No. 3
BUDGET YEAR 1994
y Reg Authority

020179 - Budgeting and Accounting Services
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 8,859 20,000 20,000 20,000

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to reimburse for time expended by the Budgeting and
Accounting staff for basic accounting services, accounts payable, receivable,
invoice processing/payments, reports, etc. Grant monitoring and accounting
will also be undertaken.

NOTE: Costs for County staff include salaries, fringe benefits and the
indirect cost rate established by David M. Griffith and Company for
Ramsey County. :

Budgeting and Accounting services are also included in other cost
centers which are supported by grant sources.

020185 - Data Processing Maintenance and Equipment
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 4,211

EXPLANATION:
This account provides funds for office automation. Four accounts for RCRRA

staff are anticipated plus one account for general RRA support. Maintenance
costs are anticipated to be $4,211.




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM
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BUDGET YEAR 1994

59101 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

020193 - County Project Management Services
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 112,700 124,200 150,200 150,200

EXPLANATION:

Ramsey County provides staff to assist the Regional Railroad Authority to
develop plans, manage consultant services, coordinate with other agencies and
citizen groups, provide information services, and engineering and
transportation planning services. Persons providing these services are in
County Public Vorks, Personnel Departments, Property Taxation, Parks and
Recreation, and County Manager’s Office. This account provides a specific
identifier to reimburse Ramsey County for these services.

Project Management services are also included in other cost centers which are
supported by grant sources.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM

Estimated
Cost

Existing Staff

Dir. of LRT Planning (a) $ 57,100
Community Participation Coordinator (b) 38,500
Administrative Secretary (b) 34,600
Right of Way Specialist (b) 20,000

Total $150,200

(a) Costs include salaries, fringe benefits and the indirect cost rate
as established by David M. Griffith and Company for Ramsey County and
the Ramsey County Public Works Department cost allocation rate for
planning and engineering services.

(b) Costs are based upon the Ramsey County Indirect Cost Plan.
020194 - Public Information Services

1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 30,000 30,000 30,000

EXPLANATION:

This account will fund creation and dissemination of general LRT information
to the public through a variety of communication formats including
nevsletters, special mailings, informational brochures, newspaper articles,
public notices, hearings and information meetings, special presentations, etc.




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM
Page No. 5
BUDGET YEAR 1994

59101 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

020202 - Postage
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 5,800

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for mailings, meeting notices, agendas, reports, etc.
Newsletters are mailed at intervals throughout the course of projects
undertaken by the Railroad Authority. Correspondence from the Chairman and
staff require postage.

020207 - Telephone - Long Distance Charges
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 12 380 380 380

EXPLANATION:

This account provides funding for long distance telephone calls for the
Regional Railroad Authority.

020208 - Telephone - Local Service
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing

Operation: 1 2,040

EXPLANATION:

This account provides funding for local telephone service at 665 RCGC-West for
the Regional Railroad Authority.

020209 - Telephone - Equipment Rental
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 90 100 100 100

EXPLANATION:

This account provides funds for rental of a pager for the Director.




BUDGET EXPLANATION FORM
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BUDGET YEAR 1994
y Regional Railroad Authority

020301 - Transportation Allowance
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 700 700 700

EXPLANATION:

This account provides for reimbursement to the Community Participation
Coordinator for auto expenses incurred through use of a personal vehicle for
work-related functions.

020305 - Messenger Service
1992 1993 1994
Expended  Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 694 800 800 800

EXPLANATION:

Current studies and interactions with numerous groups and agencies require
timely distribution of or retrieval of critical documents to specific
locations, such as the Capitol, in the Twin Cities area. It is anticipated
that delivery services which cannot be met by postal service will be required.

020401 - Publishing Minutes and Notices
1992 1993 1994
Expended  Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing

Operation: 8,560

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for printing legal notices in newspapers. Abbreviated
minutes of Regional Railroad Authority meetings may be published.

020501 - Printing and Stationery
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing

Operation: 4,663 20,800 20,800 20,800

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for duplicating services, printing of the agenda and
minutes of committee meetings and of Regional Railroad Authority meetings.
Reports and newsletters will be prepared.
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11 Railroad Authority

020611 - Liability and Property Damage
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 585 500 700 700

EXPLANATION:

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) is a separate legal
entity and is not covered by self insurance provisions of Ramsey County. The
RCRRA also lacks the financial resources to fulfill self insurance
requirements. Accordingly, a package insurance policy is being purchased at
an annual cost of $700.

020803 - Equipment/Machine Repairs
1992 1993 1994
Expended  Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing

Operation: 2,000

EXPLANATION:

This account covers repair costs for copying and data processing equipment.

020906 - Office Rental
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 6,346 12,883 12,883 12,883

EXPLANATION:

This account covers rent for Regional Rail staff offices at‘Ramsey County
Government Center - West.

020909 - Parking Space
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 440

EXPLANATION:

Monthly parking spaces at Ramsey County Government Center-West for the
Director of LRT Planning and the Community Participation Coordinator.

2 x 12 x 60 $1,440
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59101 Ram 0 Regional Railroad Authori

021101 - Books, Periodicals, Subscriptions
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 260 250 280 280

EXPLANATION:

This account will fund technical manuals, research papers and subscriptions to
technical journals on topics related to Railroad Authority projects.

021134 - Tuition Reimbursement
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 750 75 750

EXPLANATION:

The account will provide tuition reimbursement for work-related courses taken
by RCRRA staff.

021226 - Committee Compensation
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 3,000

EXPLANATION:

Committee members may be reimbursed for expenses associated with meeting
attendance. Task force and citizens advisory committee members have been
eligible for this reimbursement in previous years. Additional meetings will
be held in 1994.

021401 - Membership and Dues
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 500 500 500

EXPLANATION:

Membership fees will be funded for professional transit associations.
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BUDGET YEAR 1994
59101 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authori

021403 - Conference and Seminar Expenses
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 6,000

EXPLANATION:

American Public Transit Association

Minnesota Public Transit Association
Transportation Research Board - LRT Conference
University of Minnesota - Technical Seminars

021407 - Travel
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 25521 20,000 20,000 20,000

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for trips for staff and commissioners as may be
required, to cities that have established rail transit systems (Buffalo, Los
Angeles, San Diego, Calgary, Edmonton, etc.) or are constructing them (St.
Louis) to study and observe operations and to meet with transit operating
officials. Negotiations with Railroad company officials may require travel to
their administrative headquarters. Discussions of federal funding
possibilities may necessitate travel to regional offices in Chicago or
headquarters in Washington, D.C.

021408 - Volunteer/Committee Meeting Expense
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 252 3,000

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for expenses relating to meetings by Task Forces and
citizen forums on light rail corridors that are being studied.
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59101 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

021409 - Meeting Expense
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 2,188 5,500 5,500 5,500

EXPLANATION:

Funds are used to pay for expenses of meetings with Legislators and other
elected officials.

022213 - Transit Joint Powers
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 33,660 34,000 34,000 34,000

EXPLANATION:

This account will fund RCRRA’s share of the administrative services of the
Metro LRT Joint Powers Board formed pursuant to state legislation.

030101 - Office Supplies
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing

Operation: 2,700

EXPLANATION:

This account provides office supplies for the Railroad Authority staff.

040300 - Equipment
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 324 400 400 400

EXPLANATION:

An overhead projector is needed to support staff operations and presentations.
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59101 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

61001 - Contingent Appropriations
1992 1993 1994
Expended  Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 168,322 -0 - -0 -

EXPLANATION:

Funds are needed to pay for expenses not known at this time. Transfers from
contingent to line accounts will be made as necessary by the Regional Railroad
Authority.

090306 - Other Governmental Units
1992 1993 1994
Expended  Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 40,000

EXPLANATION:
The transit Education Program is funded by metropolitan and state agencies and

regional railroad authorities. RCRRA’s expected contribution for 1994 is
$40,000, payable to the Regional Transit Board.
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020193 - County Project Management
1992 1993
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 79,000

EXPLANATION:

County Project Management
Dir. of LRT Planning 20,000
Community Participation Coordinator 10,000
Administrative Secretary 9,000
Right of Way Specialist 40,000

TOTAL $ 79,000

Ramsey County provides staff to assist the Regional Railroad Authority in
managing the Northeast Corridor right of way. This account provides a
specific identifier to reimburse Ramsey County for these services.

020618 - Public liability insurance
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation:

EXPLANATION:

Insurance has been purchased to cover claims against RCRRA originating from
ownership of the Burlington Northern right of way.

020804 - Grounds - repair
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - 36,000 36,000 36,000

EXPLANATION:

Maintenance of the Burlington Northern right of way, including mowing once or
twice yearly, removal of diseased trees and removal of illegally placed
refuse, such as tires, will be covered by this account.
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Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authori

021131 - Special Assessments :
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing

Operation: -0 - -0 - 17,000 17,000

EXPLANATION:

Special assessments levied against the right of way owned by RCRRA are an
obligation of the Authority.

030507 - Signs and repairs
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing

Operation: -0 - 30,000 30,000 30,000

EXPLANATION:

This account will fund preparation and placement of signs along Burlington
Northern right of way purchased by RCRRA. The signs will indicate that RCRRA
owns the right of way and that its ultimate use may be for light rail transit.
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Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

020102 - Consulting Services
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 12,000

EXPLANATION:

Consulting services for work specific to the Central Corridor may be needed.
Examples of work may be financial analysis, patronage peer review, or systems
standards advice.

020193 - County Project Management Services !
1992 1993 1994
Expended  Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - -0 - 95,000 95,000

EXPLANATION:

County Project Management

Director of LRT Planning 40,000
Community Participation Coordinator 30,000
Administrative Secretary 25,000

Total $95,000

Ramsey County provides staff to assist the Regional Railroad Authority in
managing the Central Corridor preliminary engineering. This account provides
a specific identifier to reimburse Ramsey County for these services.

020194 - Public Information Services
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 10,000

EXPLANATION:

Dissemination of information to the public about the Central Corridor project
may include fliers, ads in community newspapers, or displays.
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Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

020305 - Messenger
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: -0 - -0 - 150 150

EXPLANATION:

Deliveries of agendas, letters, or presentation materials about the Central
Corridor may require the use of a messenger service.

021407 - Travel
1992 1993 1994
Expended Approved Requested Levy Goal Proposed Approved

Existing
Operation: 4,000

EXPLANATION:

Travel to Washington, D.C. to meet with representatives of the Federal Transit
Administration or Congress about the Central Corridor project may be required.




CONFERENCE AND EDUCATIONAL SEMINAR EXPENSE (021403)
BUDGET REQUEST FORM
Page No. 16
BUDGET YEAR 1994

Conference/Seminar Name and Location: >American Public Transit
Association, Location is- unknown.

Justification for Attendance: >Improve knowledge of transit
systems, developments and operations. If this is not funded,
current information will not be obtained on national topics.

Number of Employees Attending: >1 Total Estimated Cost: >$1,800

Conference/Seminar Name and Location: >Minnesota Public Transit
Association, Location is Unknown.

Justification for Attendance: >Information on state and national
transit issues will be acquired. If this is not funded,
information on this topic will not be obtained.

Number of Employees Attending: >2 Total Estimated Cost: >$ 400

Conference/Seminar Name and Location: >Transportation Research
Board - Washington, D.C.

Justification for Attendance: >This conference will occur in
Vashington, D.C. will include technical sessions on LRT systems.
If this is not funded, knowledge of LRT systems will be lacking.

Number of Employees Attending: >2 Total Estimated Cost: >$3,050

Conference/Seminar Name and Location: >University of Minnesota -
Technical Seminars, Twin Cities

Justification for Attendance: >Training on topics relevant to
rail authority work, such as community participation and media
relations will be attended. If this is not funded, the current
information on these topics will not be obtained.

Number of Employees Attending: >1 Total Estimated Cost: >$

Total Requested (021403) $4,750
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AGENDA
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 1993

AFTER 10:30 AM BUDGET MEETING - LARGE CONFERENCE ROOM - ROOM 220 COURT HOUSE

Minutes of Ramsey County Regional Authority of the meetings of August
24, 1993.

Update on Central Corridor.

Ratify Partial Payment No. 22 to BRW, Inc., in the amount of
$197,358.98 for the Midway Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering.

Action is requested.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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MINUTES
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

August 24, 1993

The regular meeting of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority was held on
Tuesday, August 24, 1993, in the Large Conference Room of 220 Courthouse. Vice Chair
Ahrens called the meeting to order at 10:50 AM.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioner Diane Ahrens
Commissioner Ruby Hunt
Commissioner Hal Norgard
Commissioner Warren Schaber
Commissioner Brenda Thomas
Commissioner Dick Wedell

Chairman John T. Finley arrived after the meeting had begun.

Also Present: Frances Glendenning, Karen Tero, Ed Glaubitz, Terry Schutten,
Jill Goski, Terry Lindeke, Jim Van Houdt, David MacMillan,
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere

Minutes - of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meeting of July
13 and August 10, 1993, were moved and seconded:

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authorioty approves the minutes of the
regular meetings of the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority Board Meetings
of July 13 and August 10, 1993, as written.

Roll Call: Ayes - 6; Nays - O
Motion adopted.

2. Update on Central Corridor

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere addressed the Board. She indicated that Ken Stevens, Director
of Light Rail Transit For Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority, had been
transferred to another position in Hennepin County. His replacement is Warren
Porter, previously employed in the County’s Public Works Department.

Questions were asked about the significance of this and Commissioners indicated they
would talk to Hennepin County Commissioners because of the transfer at a critical
point in the process.

Ms. DeSpiegelaere reviewed the Central Corridor Alternatives Analsysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement summary evaluation material with the members.
Commissioner Schaber expressed reservations about the numerical comparisons. For
example, how many years will the no-build "improvements" last and how many years will
the LRT improvements last. There is no life-cycle comparison of costs.
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The LRT capital costs include items which will benefit other corridors. Forty six
percent of the costs are for elements which will benefit other corridors, such as the
maintenance facility, the downtown distribution systems, and vehicles.

There is a mix of areawide and corridor elements in patronage, capital and operating
costs. It will confuse those who seek information to present the picture in the
fashion illustrated. There should be an accurate reflection of whatalternatives
cost.

The federal process requires calculations to be done in a certain manner. Local
decisions may require a more complete picture.

Vhat is the current bus usage and future bus usage for the corridor and the region?

Ms. DeSpiegelaere indicated other policy makers had expressed similar concerns, and
the matter is complex. Additional material will be presented at the next Regional
Railroad Authority meeting.

3. Approve contract with Nova Environmental Services for a Phase I Environmental
Audit of the BN Northeast Corridor for an amount not to exceed $3,500 and
authorize the Chairman of RCRRA to execute the contract with Nova

The following recommendation was moved and seconded.

VHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) purchased abandoned
railroad right of way from Burlington Northern Railroad in December, 1992; and

WVHEREAS, In order to establish a baseline if environmental issues arise, it is
necessary to conduct a Phase I environmental audit to set a baseline condition; and

VHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority authorized the issuance of a
request for proposals for selection of a consultant to conduct a Phase I
environmental audit of the Northeast Corridor right of way; and

VHEREAS, Nine proposals, ranging in cost from $3,500 to $21,500 were received
and evaluated by staff; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the contract
with Nova Environmental Services, Chaska, Minnesota, for an amount not to exceed
$3,500 and authorizes the Chairman to execute the contract with Nova Environmental
Services.

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

Approve agreement with MCI for installation of fiber optic cable on Northeast
Corridor right of way for a fee of $500 and authorize the Chairman of RCRRA to
execute the agreement with MCI

The motion to approve the following recommendation was made and seconded.

VHEREAS, MCI Telecommunications Corporation is constructing a fiber optic cable
route from Chicago, Illinois to west of Minneapolis, Minnesota; and
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VHEREAS, MCI is requesting permission from Ramsey County Regional Railroad
. Authority (RCRRA) for an easement to cross right of way which RCRRA owns near the
intersection of Chicago NorthWestern right of way in St. Paul; Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority approves the agreement
with MCI for a 20 year easement at a cost to MCI of $500 and authorizes its Chair to
execute the agreement.

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

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




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION Minutes Will
Follow

| Board Action Re
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY |

Originating Department

Update on Central Corridor

Authorized Signature

|
|
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| DISCUSSION ONLY
|
|
|

Request Justification

See attached information which will be discussed at the Rail Authority meeting.
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THE ISSUE: Should a Major Transit Investment
be Made in the Central Corridor?




THE PROCESS: ¢ Systems Analysis

- Metropolitan Council
Development and Investment
Framework

Metropolitan Council Transit
Facilities Plan

Mn/DOT 35W Decision

Previous Studies

Decision to Pursue Federal
Funds

e Alternatives Analysis/DEIS




THE RESULTS: e« Validation of Previous Studies

- Patronage
- Capital Cost

- Operating and Maintenance
Cost

e Introduction of New Comparative
Information on Study Alternatives

No-Build

TSM (Transportation System
Management)

Busway

LRT




THE OPPORTUNITIES: Improve mobility and access
in the Central Corridor

Foster positive
environmental impacts with
transit improvements

Support revitalization of the
central cities with transit
improvements

Optimize the public
investment in transportation
in the Central Corridor




BACKGROUND:

The focus of all transportation
improvements must change from
vehicle capacity to the capacity to
move people and goods.

Funding for transportation

improvements cannot keep pace
with the combination of increased
numbers of trips and deteriorating
roadways.

It is increasingly difficult if not
impossible to obtain additional
right-of-way to expand (widen)
existing roadways to increase

capacity.

Transit/transportation
improvements must be viewed in
their system (current and future)
context.

The Central Corridor has the
highest concentration of transit
dependent residents in the metro
area.




COMPARISON OF
ALTERNATIVES:

This is a complex evaluation.

The alternatives are not equivalent
solutions. Each has strengths and
weaknesses.

The level of service (transit
service) is different for each
alternative.

The number and type of stations,
method of boarding vehicles and
relative accessibility is different
between alternatives. Bus
boarding for disabled patrons
requires use of an on-board lift
system. The LRT system provides
for more convenient, faster, level
boarding.

Capacity varies significantly
between alternatives. No-Build and
TSM alternatives will require
additional space to satisfy future
requirements and there will still be
congestion.




CENTRAL CORRIDOR
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS/
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
EVALUATION SUMMARY

The Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) has evaluated four alternatives for
transit improvements in the Central Corridor: No Build,
Transportation System Management (TSM), Busway, and Light Rail
Transit (LRT). This summary identifies key issues in the decision
about which alternative should be selected for the corridor.
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BACKGROUND

The Central Corridor has been identified as the region’s priority
corridor for transit investments since 1980, and in many
subsequent studies.

The Central Corridor is the spine of the region’s transit system.

It connects the three major transit generators in the region, the

two downtowns and the University of Minnesota, and serves the
State Capitol.

The Central Corridor contains a high concentration of people
who rely on transit. Thirty one percent of the households in the

corridor have an income level below $12,500 per year. It has
good transit ridership now. An investment in better transit will
serve not only Central Corridor residents well, but will also
enhance transit service in the region.




TRANSPORTATION SITUATION IN THE
TWIN CITIES REGION

How Minnesotans commute today won’t work for tomorrow.

The region cannot pay the price to build its way out of
congestion--financially, environmentally, or socially.

Traffic congestion is expected to increase 35 percent in the
Twin Cities between 1990 and 2000.

It is estimated that it will cost almost $50 billion for the next 20
years for road and bridge construction needed in Minnesota.

Transit ridership has decreased over the last 10 years. It has
not kept pace with increases in population and employment in
the region.

Widening freeways to increase their capacity is a controversial
and costly proposition, destined to be difficult.

Maintaining access to destinations is important to the economic
vitality of the region. The region has determined that transit
improvements can best reduce the adverse land use and
environmental impacts of increased transportation needs.




REGIONAL STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS THE
TRANSPORTATION SITUATION

Manage the operation of the freeway corridors through metering
access ramps, managing incidents, making IVHS improvements,
and in selected cases restricting access.

Provide preferential lanes and/or access on regional facilities.

Implement a fixed guideway transit system to provide an
alternative mode of transportation.

Coordinate transit investments with land use and development.

The highest priority for investment, as recommended by the
Metropolitan Council, is maintaining the two metro centers.




THE BENEFITS OF TRANSIT USAGE HELP US MAINTAIN THE
MINNESOTA QUALITY OF LIFE.

WE NEED AN INFUSION OF ENERGY IN OUR TRANSIT SYSTEM
NOW. THE OLD WAYS OF HANDLING TRAVEL NEEDS NO LONGER
WORK. ALTERNATIVES ARE NEEDED.

More Highways Lead to More Congestion
Increased highway

&

Increased regional
congestion decentralization

S

These problems are important to address for the Central Corridor.
Therefore, the goals established for the Central Corridor AA/DEIS
were:

¢ Improve mobility and access.

Foster positive environmental impacts with transit
improvements.

Support revitalization of the center cities with transit
improvements.

Optimize the public investment in transportation in the Central
Corridor.




REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSIT SERVICE TO
ATTRACT USERS THAT HAVE A CAR AVAILABLE
TO THEM

Frequent

Reliable

Fast

Convenient

Easy to understand
Accessible

Safe

There are transit options available to address these requirements.




BENEFITS OF A MAJOR INVESTMENT IN TRANSIT

Reduces peak period roadway demand

Transit service can attract riders who previously used cars. By
reducing the vehicular demand on roadways during the peak periods,
the need for roadway expansion is postponed or eliminated.

Transit dependents are offered a better choice

People with special transit needs are offered a better choice of service,
provided increased freedom of movement and better access to metro-
area destinations.

Economic benefits

Major transit investments afford an economic benefit; development can
be concentrated at or near transit stations and existing development is
reinforced.

Center cities/core areas remain healthy

Center cities are vital to the region. The metro area is interdependent.
The fabric of the entire metro area is interwoven with healthy core
areas. Good transit is one factor in healthy cities. A major transit
investment would help the core and the entire region.

Positive effect on transit in the entire region

A major transit improvement in the Central Corridor will have a positive
impact on transit throughout the region. When LRT is coordinated with
local bus routes and schedules, the overall transit system is
significantly improved.

Reserve capacity

A major transit investment offers reserve capacity by adding vehicles
and lowering headways; not by widening the corridor. The expand-
ability offers benefits now for special events and in the future as
ridership grows and if ridership exceeds projections.

I1-94 opportunity

A major transit investment is proposed to be located in the median of
I-94 for 3 miles. Making a major transit improvement in 1-94 at the same
time that the needed I-94 reconstruction takes places will reduce
duplication of work and cost.




COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS STUDIES

Steady results

The Central Corridor has been the subject of many previous
studies. When comparing the current, more detailed work with
the previous studies, the critical items of patronage forecasts
and capital costs are consistent.

Low risk

The Central Corridor continues to have a healthy existing transit
ridership. It is in a fully-developed area. Major transit
improvements here are low risk--we know they will succeed.
The downtowns will continue to attract jobs, residents and other
transit users. The University of Minnesota will remain a
statewide magnet for students.

Federal funding

Since previous studies were conducted, there is a new federal
law, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA). ISTEA calls for equal treatment of highways and
transit. ISTEA provides flexibility in funding of transportation
needs. Transportation investment is to be based on an analysis
of costs and benefits, not preset funding categories. There is a
potential for federal funds for transit.




QUALITATIVE ISSUES THAT IMPACT
TRANSIT INVESTMENT DECISIONS

Social costs and benefits

True costs, including hidden costs, both public and private, of
all alternatives

Environmental costs and benefits

Impact on urban sprawl, land use

Energy sources and the impact of using them in future years




POLICY ISSUES WHICH IMPACT THE
TRANSIT INVESTMENT DECISION

Number of corridors to receive major transit improvements.

Cost of some elements of system may be spread systemwide. Adding
more corridors increases opportunities for users, and increases
ridership. The Commissioner of Transportation has selected an
alternative that includes LRT in the I-35W corridor south of Minneapolis.
That corridor links to the Central Corridor.

Transit fares

The Metropolitan Transit Commission has recently increased fares for
transit use, which is projected to decrease current transit ridership by
7 percent.

Costs of using a private auto

A 1990 compact car costs an average of $3,200 per year for gas, oil,
tires, maintenance, taxes, finance charges, insurance, depreciation and
license fees. Will the additional costs of using autos, the hidden costs,
be assessed to users?

Parking policies

Will we continue to build parking facilities and subsidize parking costs
in the downtowns, at the State Capitol, and the University of Minnesota?

Land use controls and incentives which may support transit
investments

Strengthening the core has received attention in recent articles in the
Star Tribune and is discussed at the Legislature. Healthy cities require
different decisions than we made in the past when highways to the
suburbs and cheap land were the rule.

Energy costs

Transportation consumes 39 percent of the state’s energy use.

Environmental regulations

Cars and trucks account for more than 32 percent of Minnesota’s urban
air pollution.




WHAT OTHER CITIES HAVE DONE

e Portland

Opened the 16-mile Banfield LRT line in 1986.

Voters increased their property taxes in 1991 to provide the local
share of the west side LRT line which is now under construction.

A north/south line is currently being planned.
"MAX" LRT service is an important part of community life styles.

Portland reports that downtown Portland land values have
doubled since the implementation of LRT.

« San Diego

Initial South Line (16.5 miles) opened in 1981 and the East Line
(22.4 miles) opened in 1986; they carry 47,000 riders per day.

Two shorter corridors totaling 7.5 miles are under construction.
Three corridors (Mid Coast: 11.1 miles, Mission Valley West:
57.7 miles and Mission Valley East (6.1 miles) are in AA/DEIS,
PE/FEIS or Final Design.

LRT is playing an increased role in shaping development; the
City has adopted a Transit Oriented Design Ordinance.

e Sacramento

18.3 mile line opened in 1987. Patronage has grown from 12,000
to almost 30,000 riders per day.

Two short extensions are under engineering.
An AA/DEIS is being conducted for the South Corridor (15 miles).

LRT was implemented to address traffic congestion, air pollution,
regional mobility, accessibility for disabled, community values,
and shape land use.




e Pittsburgh

South PatWay

Four (4) mile busway opened in 1977.

Service is oriented primarily to buses operating in express
fashion, after collection in the local neighborhoods, mainly to
downtown Pittsburgh.

During the morning peak-hour, approximately 51 buses operate
in the peak-direction of travel, carrying some 2,100 passengers.

East PatWay

Approximately seven (7) mile busway opened in 1983.
Connects eastern suburbs with downtown Pittsburgh.

Some routes operate only on the busway, similar to a rail transit
system, while others provide local service and then access the
busway.

Facility includes six (6) stations designed to allow buses to pass
vehicles stopping for passengers.

During the morning peak-hour, approximately 103 buses operate
on the facility in the peak-direction of travel, carrying some 5,900
passengers.

e Ottawa, Ontario

Approximately 15 miles of the Transitway were opened between
1982 and 19889.

This is a part of a 19-mile, 26-station Phase 1 system. A second
phase, including an additional 19 miles, is planned for the future.

Some routes operate exclusively on the transitway, similar to a
rail transit system, while others provide local service and then
access the Transitway.

Coordination between transit and land use planning has
enhanced the development of areas adjacent to stations.

During the morning peak-hour, approximately 180 buses operate
on the Transitway in the peak-direction, carrying some 11,000
passengers.




CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Related Costs for Features
Cost for Highway from Other Composite
Alternative' Costs? Alternatives Project Cost’

No-Build $ 49,990,000* $21,100,000 $ 71,090,000

TSM

72,724,000 21,100,000 93,824,000

Busway . 217,682,000 66,114,000 $71,414,000° 355,210,000

LRT

474,076,000 66,114,000 63,769,000° 603,959,000

1)
2)

Capital Cost Estimate (Mid 1993 dollars) for individual altemative.

Highway (1-94) related costs for each altemative. No-Build and TSM include
$21,100,000 of rehabilitation costs as estimated by Mn/DOT. Busway and LRT include
$66,114,000 of highway reconstruction costs including proposed geometric
improvements made possible by the Build Alternatives.

Composite Project Cost Estimate for each individual alternative, presented as the
maximum total cost of the transit and highway improvement, including features of other
altematives that could be included.

Includes the cost of 89 new buses and associated increment of new maintenance
facilities to provide additional service to existing bus routes which are forecast to exceed
their capacity in the year 2010.

No-Build and TSM Capital Costs which could be included in this alternative less three
HOV Bypass ramps at Snelling and Lexington Avenues.

No-Build and TSM Capital Costs which could be included in this altemative less three
HOV Bypass ramps at Snelling and Lexington Avenues, less 25 buses included in TSM
not required for LRT altemative.




CENTRAL CORRIDOR LRT SYSTEMWIDE* ELEMENTS

Downtown Minneapolis $ 43,547,000
Downtown St. Paul 35,712,000
Maintenance Shop 36,725,000
Vehicles 59,789,000

Subtotal Construction Cost $175,773,000

Agency, Engineering, Construction,
Management, Insurance and other (20%) $ 35,155,000

Startup 8,112,000

Total Systemwide Cost $219,040,000

Total LRT Alternative $474,076,000
(of which 219,040,000 (46.2%) are systemwide costs)

*

Systemwide costs are identified as those requirements that would be necessary for any
corridor which might be built and would be shared costs if more than just the Central
Corridor were built at once. These are costs which are proportionally allocatable to other
corridors which would link with the Central Corridor in the future (i.e., 35W South).




COMPONENT COSTS BY ALTERNATIVE

Capital Cost
Component (1993 $)

Central Corridor Transit Alternative

No-Build

TSM

Busway

LRT

Busway Guideway,
Stations and Vehicles

LRT Guideway,
Systems, Stations and

ROW.

Start-Up -

$

2,400,000

130,000

$201,107,000

15,600,000

975,000

446,764,000

19,200,000

8,112,000

Subtotal

2,530,000

217,682,000

474,764,000

[-94 Paving & Bridge
Repair

I-94 Reconstruction of
Roadway and
Bridges/Upgrading of
Design Standards

Transit Center(s)

[-94 Ramp Bypasses

Bus Garage and
Vehicles

- In Corridor

- Qutside Corridor

21,100,000

1,432,000

1,747,000

25,102,000
21,709,000

21,100,000

1,909,000

3,494,000

39,267,000
25,524,000

66,114,000

1,909,000

2,184,000

39,267,000
25,524,000

66,114,000

1,909,0000

2,184,000

34,631,000
22,515,000

Total

$71,090,000

$93,824,000

$355,210,000

$603,959,000




CAPITAL COST COMPARISON

Alternative (1993 §) Anticipated

Component Life

Annualization

System Component

No-Build

TSM

Busway

LRT

(years)

Factor

Guideway (Civil)

Utilities

Stations

Maintenance Shop
Trackwork

Signals

Traction Electrification
Communications

Fare Collection

Vehicles

Right-of-Way
Start-Up Costs

$1,747,000"

1,432,000
16,110,000°

30,701,000”

$3,494,000"

1,909,000"
22,265,000

42,526,000"

2,400,000
130,000

$111,664,000%

24,807,000
23,774,000%
11,221,000%

21,512,000”

15,600,000
975,000

$130,813,000

48,774,000
65,968,000
36,737,000
38,409,000
16,762,000
25,514,000

8,700,000

3,340,000
71,747,000

19,200,000
8,112,000

20 Bus
30 LRT

50
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

094
.081

072
081
081
081
081
081
081
081

126
.086

.070
072

Total Project Costs

Additional 1-94 Highway

Costs

Costs for Features from

No-Build and TSM

$49,990,000
$21,100,000%

$72,724,000
$21,100,000%

$217,682,000
$66,114,000”

71,414,000

$474,076,000
$66,114,000?

63,769,000

20
30/20

LRT/Busway

TOTAL

E‘.

$71,090,000

$93,824,000

$355,210,000

$603,959,000




ANNUALIZED CAPITAL COST COMPARISON

System Component

Alternative (1993 $)

No-Build

TSM

Busway

LRT

Guideway (Civil)
Utilities

Stations
Maintenance Shop
Trackwork

Signals

Traction Electrification
Communications
Fare Collection
Vehicles
Right-of-Way
Start-Up Costs

$164,000"

116,000”
1,305,000%

3,868,000”

$328,000"
155,000"
1,803,000°

5,358,000"
168,000
10,000

$10,496,000?
1,786,000

1,926,000”

909,000

121,000

537,000

2,711,000"

1,092,000
70,000

$10,596,000
3,512,000
5,343,000
2,976,000
3,111,000
1,358,000
2,067,000
705,000
271,000
6,170,000
1,344,000
584,000

Total Project Costs

Additional |1-94 Highway Costs

$5,453,000
$1,983,000%

$7,822,000
$1,983,000%

$19,648,000
$5,620,000”

$38,037,000
$5,620,000”

TOTAL

$7,436,000

$9,805,000

$25,268,000

$43,657,000




CAPITAL COST FOOTNOTES

Includes $0 for roadway improvements/replacement, etc. This is HOV bypass
ramps only.

Includes $0 for roadway (guideway) improvements/replacement, etc. east of
Western in St. Paul and west of Cedar in Minneapolis.

Includes new Midway Transit Center only. No other stations considered.

Includes new Midway and Highland Village Transit Centers only. No other
-stations considered.

Includes stations in the fixed guideway only. $0 included for stations/stops east
of Western in St. Paul and west of Cedar in Minneapolis.

Apportioned cost for new (added) bus maintenance facilities for new bus
requirements ($ based on information from MTC).

Assumes diesel-powered conventional buses, ADA lift-equipped.

Estimated costs (from Mn/DQOT) for repaving and some bridge deck repairs on
I-94 between Western and Fairview on the existing roadway alignment and

profile. .

Estimated costs for reconstructing 1-94, including all new bridges between
Western and Fairview. The reconstruction includes revised alignment and profile
to attain a 70 mph design speed at current sight-line standards (up to 10 feet
change from current), widened inside shoulders, greater bridge clearance (15 to
16'-4") and four through lanes below the Snelling Avenue Bridge. All work in the
LRT guideway cross-section, included structures, is in the LRT guideway
estimate. Required retaining walls along I-94 are apportioned between the LRT
and highway costs.
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OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Systemwide" Corridor®
Alternative O&M Costs O&M Costs

No-Build $132,249,000 $45,485,000
TSM 143,627,000 57,284,000
Busway 153,652,000 67,084,000
LRT . 152,947,000 68,010,000

1) Includes all O&M costs to operate the regional MTC transit system service - Non-
MTC services O&M costs are excluded.

Includes O&M costs for MTC bus and LRT service in the corridor only - all other
transit services are excluded.




PATRONAGE FORECASTS SUMMARY

Daily Systemwide" Daily Corridor®
Alternative Ridership Ridership

 No-Build 239,600 Not Available
TSM 244,000 Not Available
- Busway 246,500 34,100
LRT 247,600 33,700

1) Includes all ridership for the entire Metropolitan area transit system - MTC, Opt-
out Services, Metro-Mobility, etc.

2) Includes riders on the new fixed guideway facility only. -




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION i 3

Board Action Requested
REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

Originating Department

f
{ Ratify Partial Payment No. 22 to BRW, Inc.
! | in the amount of $197,358.98 for the Midway
g PN T e A = Corridor Phase II Preliminary Engineering.
|
|
|

Authorized Signature
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-
vice and terms of payment. Payment in the total amount of $197,358.98 for the period
ending June 30, 1993, has been issued in accordance with contract provisions and Rail
Authority Resolution No. R92- . Payment documentation is being submitted for
ratification in compliance with the latter.

Attachments are: 1) Proposed resolution
2) Accounts Payable form and Partial Payment 22
3) BRW, Inc. Invoice No.68599 and attachments

Date / Time
Received By

Risk Manager.
Data Processing

Previous Action taken on Request

Comments / Recommendation

Documentation certified complete for:

Committee / Meeting Date

Committee / Meeting Date
September 14, 1993

Board Date




Resolution

Board of
RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
contracted for the professional services of BRW, Inc. for the
purpose of conducting 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 June 30, 1993; 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; and

WHEREAS, BRW, Inc. Invoice No. 68599, Partial Payment No.
22, and attachments thereto, provide the correct documentation of
payments due BRW, Inc. through June 30, 1993; Now, Therefore, Be
It

RESOLVED, Payment to BRW, Inc. in the amount of $197,358.98
for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority’s share of services
rendered through June 30, 1993, is hereby ratified.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




Catalog # BAO10 RFBA9999

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

.l CHARGE TO: Department Regional Rail Authority Date: 8/23/93

APPROPRIATION ITEM: Consulting Services Warrant No.
Cla.im”No.. i RFC | Fund Dept Object Amount
197,358.98

(ASSIGNED BY B&A ONLY)

PA270 . 591 59105 020102

$
$
$
$
$

3241

197,358.98
02207 s 197,
PAY TO: @ : TOTAL

First Name & Initial (NO PUNCTUATION)
BRW

Last Name or Company Name

(Name-Continued)

A

' 8§  Address 9.32
Soc Sec NOo — — —
or

City State 3354 ZipCode 559 FedTaxID — —~

ON CHECK STUB PUT: Inv. No. 68599; Partial Pymt #22; Midway Phase II PE
0 9-60

Agreement PA270; Acct. 59105-020102; June 30, 1993

A

UseOnly ¢ ¢ cEmmr N

. ForRisk Managcmcnc -

E] SEND TO: Address
Use only if Payee and/or
Address differs from
Item 4

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 Kurysh

[ declare that the above materials and/or services have been received, are foy Ramsey County, allowed by
law, and approved for payment. : 4

.’ Authorized Signature
TE:

The vendors Social Security Number will be used to report taxable4ncomé 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 (8/92) mac




RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

PARTIAL PAYMENT NO.22 PREPARED BY:

MIDWAY CORRIDOR PHASE II PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING
CONTRACT AGREEMENT NUMBER RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001

PROJECT: ENTERED BY:

PROJECT COST CENTER: 59105 AGREEMENT HNO: PA270

DATE: AUG 18 93

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL CONTRACTOR:
RAILROAD AUTHORITY

SUITE 665 RCGC WEST

ST.PAUL, MN 55102

BRW, INC.
THRESHER SQUARE

700 THIRD STREET SOUTH
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55415

74.6%
$2,192,481.56
$107,598.66

ACCOUNT NUMBER 59105-020102 PERCENT COMPLETED
TQTAL VALUE OF WORK CERTIFIED -
LESS RETAINAGE

AMOUNT DUE $2,084,883.30
LESS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PAYMENTS: $1,867,954.64

ALLOWABLE PAYMENT FOR THIS PARTIAL: $216,928.66

30 JUNE 93

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. -

A3 %ﬂgé

DATE DIREGTC , )XAL RAILROAD PLANNING

zﬁ/z//% Wl £

} DATE ’

LONSULTANT

PREVIOUS PARTIALS: RCRRA SHARE HCRRA SHARE

PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL

PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT

NO.
NO.
NO. 9
NO.10

$6,574.77
$79,502.55
$55,446.25
$104,832.96
$157,659.91
$116,868.07
$119,916.64
$131,336.17
$119,722.35
$112,625.52

$837.38
$9,652.13
$7,034.53
$12,889.89
$19,533.38
$14,573.17
$15,519.39
$15,238.93
$15,202.83
$14,178.51

$7,412.15
$89,154.68
$62,480.78
$117,722.85
$177,193.29
$131,441.24
$135,436.03
$146,575.10
$134,925.18
$126,804.03

NO.1l1
NO.12
NO.13
NO.14
NO.15
NO.16

PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT
PAYMENT NO.17
PAYMENT NO.18
PAYMENT NO.19
PAYMENT NO.20
PAYMENT NO.21 $91,744.28
PARTIAL PAYMENT NO.22 $197,358.98 $19,569.68 $216,928.66
PARTIAL PAYMENT TOTAL:S51,878,148.44 5206,734.86 $2,084,883.30

$69,017.52
$78,659.05
$83,624.13
$51,747.68
$47,288.79
$32,266.97
$52,740.91
$45,539.18 .
$62,130.55
$114,292.43
$9,757.82  §101,502.10

PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL
PARTIAL

$60,970.33
$69,121.38
$73,702.93
$46,917.85
$40,383.28
$25,047.42
$43,845.84
$64,823.03
$56,199.29
$103,548.64

$8,047.19
$9,537.67
$9,921.20
$4,829.83
$6,905.51
§7,219.55
$8,895.07

($19,283.85)
$5,931.26
$10,743.79

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT

$2,940,000.00
(INCLUDING THIS PAYMENT)S$2,084,883.30

ORIGINAL AGREEMENT AMOUNT:
LESS TOTAL PARTIAL PAYMENTS

$855,116.70

SEEEESEZmEEN

AMOUNT REMAINING ON AGREEMENT




Planning Thresher Square Minnecapuolis
Transportation 700 Third Street So. Demver
Engineering Minneapolis. Phoenix
Urban Design MN 55415 San Diego
612/370-0700 Seattle r
Fax 612/370-1378 Portland INVOICE

Orlando

Milwaukee 68599

Ms. Kathryn DeSpiegelaere Mr. Ken Stevens ' DATE:  June 30, 1993
Ramsey County RRA Hennegin County RRA
360 Ramsey Co. Govt. Cntr-W A-2307 Government Center JOB NO: 1362

50 West Kellogg Boulevard Minneapolis, MN 55487-0237
St. Paul, MN 55102

INVOICE PERIOD: June 1993

FEDERAL TAX ID NUMBER: 41-1625272

For Erofessiona1 services provided to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and
the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority in preparation of Phase II Preliminary
Engineerinﬂcfor light rail transit in the Midway Corridor, in accord with Agreement

No. RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001.

BILLED THIS TOTAL BILLING TO

&mce CALCULATIONS INVOICE PREVIOUSLY BILLED DATE

RCRRA $ 207,746.34 $ 1,767,333.19 $1,975,079.53
LESS RETAINAGE $ _10,387.36 $ 86,543.73 $ _96,931.09
RCRRA DUE THIS BILLING $ 197,358.98 $ 1,680,789.46 $1,878,148.44

HCRRA $ 20,599.64 196,802.79 $ 217,402.43

LESS RETAINAGE $ _1,029.96 9,637.61 $ 10,667.57
HCRRA DUE THIS BILLING $.19,569.68 187,165.18 $ 206,734.86

¥TY of total less $2,025.16 ZGF retainage paid (3$1,822.64 RCRRA; $202.52 HCRRA)

I hereby certify that the above statement is just and correct and
payment has ngf been received.
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ATTACHMENT, BER 1 TO AGREEMENT RCRRA/HCRRA 91-001

COST DETER
INVIOCE PERIOD : JUNE 1993
FILENAME: 89003_1

last update :

ION BY WORK TASK FOR RCRRA AND HCRRA

WORK TASK

DIRECT
EXPENSES **

TOTAL

RCRRA
ALLOCATION
AMOUNT

HCRRA
ALLOCATION
AMOUNT

1.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT
2.0 OPERATIONS PLAN
3.0 SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DESIGN
4.0 CIVIL ENGINEERING DESIGN
NEW DISTRIBUTION
ADD'L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY)
5.0 FACILITY DESIGN
6.0 VALUE ENGINEERING
7.0 SYSTEM COST ESTIMATES

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGN
ADD'L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY)

9.0 IMPLEMENTATION METHOD

10.0 AGENCY COORDINATION

11.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

ADD'L SERVICES (RCRRA CONTINGENCY)

RCRRA COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
HCRRA COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

$4,250.45
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$90,927.25
$0.00
$29,485.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$1,216.25
$397.50

$62.64
$12,617.54
$6,735.74
$0.00
$77,252.97
$0.00
$4,433.00
$0.00
$926.60

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$37.80

$0.00
$0.00

$3.25
$0.00

$4,313.09
$12,617.54
$6,735.74
$0.00
$168,180.22
$0.00
$33,918.00
$0.00
$926.60

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$37.80
$0.00
$0.00

$1,219.50
$397.50

$3,666.13
$10,724.91
$6,062.17
$0.00
$154,725.80
$0.00
$30,526.20
$0.00
$787.61

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$34.02
$0.00
$0.00

$1,219.50
$0.00

$646.96
$1,892.63
$673.57

© $0.00
$13,454.42
- $0.00
$3,391.80
$0.00
$138.99

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$3.77
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$397.50

$126,276.45

$102,069.54

$228,345.99

$207,746.34

$20,599.64




BRW, INC.
700 THIRD ST SOUTH
MPLS, MN 55415

<JUNE 30, 1993 > .
INVOICE NO. <DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

MIDWAY PE SURVEYS/MAFPNG PROJECT NO. 1362A.41

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
STAFF LEVEL V
HOLKER, THOMAS . 55.00

STAFF LEVEL III
JOHNSRUD, LARRY . 1,218.75

TOTALS i h 1,273.75

TOTAL LABCR 1.28¢3.78

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

MIDWAY PE GUIDEWAY+TRACK PROJECT NO. 1362A.42

L]

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY . 1,957.80

STAFF LEVEL III
BUCKLEY, SUSAN . .50
JOHNSRUD, LARRY 2. - 50
WHEELER, CHRISTOPHER . A
SUBTOTALS . . 759

STAFF LEVEL I
SMITH, KRIS

TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

MIDWAY PE UTILITIES ; PROJECT NO. 1362A.43

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY . 145.00 217.5850

. ' TOTAL LABOR




BRW, INC.
INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>

PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

TOTAL THIS PROJECT S

MIDWAY PE GUIDEWAY STRUC PROJECT NO. 1362A.45

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY | ; 72.50

SR. CONSULTANT .
MAVES, MARK y 6,277.50

STAFF LEVEL IV
COWDEN, LAREN 1,912.50

TOTALS

TOTAL LABCR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

MIDWAY PE STREET/SIGNAL PROJECT NO. 1362A.47

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993




PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

SR. CONSULTANT
RUSCO, BRENT

CONSULTANT I
GREEN, ROBERT

STAFF LEVEL III
SHARBONO, JOSEPH

TOTALS

MIDWAY PE MNDOT/FHNA MTG

BRW,

INC.
INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01
RATE AMOUNT

67.50 3,037.50
3,823.75

3,675.00
10,536.25

TOTAL LABOR 10,536.25

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

PROJECT NO. 1362A.48

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE FERICD ENDING JUNE 30, 18S3

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY

SR. CONSULTANT
RUSCO, BRENT

STAFF LEVEL V
SANDERS, TOM

TOTALS

AMOUNT

145.00 507.50

67.50 1,998. 00

55.00 2,310.00
4,815.50

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

MIDWAY PE PLAN ASSEMBLY PROJECT NO. 1362A.49

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
PRINCIPAL
ERICKSON, GARY . : 4,830.00

SR. CONSULTANT
RUSCO, BRENT . i 6, 287. 25
SUTHERLAND, JOSEFH » . 20,3217.50

SUBTOTALS 26,574. 75.

STAFF LEVEL IV
GEORGESON, TIM & @ 7,267.50
PATRICK, CHRISTOPHER . 247.50
SUBTOTALS . : Ty o000

STAFF LEVEL III
BEYER, GINA . : 33.
BUCKLEY, SUSAN
JOHNSRUD, LARRY
MAIJALA, LARRY

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL II
HAMRICK, CLAUDIA
HAWKINSON, TOM
PEPLOE, MICHAEL

SUBTOTALS

STAFF LEVEL I
SMITH, KRIS

TOTALS
TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

11.0 RCRRA COMM/PARTICPA PROJECT NO. 1362B.07

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT

BUCKLEY, SUSAN . 26.25
PROBST, DENNIS 665.00
RUSCO, BRENT . 337.580

TOTALS . 1,028.75

TOTAL LABOR 1,028.75

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

11.0 HCRRA COMM/PARTICIP PROJECT NO. 1362B.08

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1893

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
PROBST, DENNIS . g5.00 Z285. 00

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




OQUTSTANDING INVOICES
NO. 68077 DATE 02/28/93
NO. 68074 DATE 03/31/93

MIDWAY PE PROJECT MGMT

BRW, INC.
INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>

PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

899.54
256. 50
1,156.04 1,156.04

TOTAL NOW DUE $ 1,441.04

PROJECT NO. 1362B.10

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1983

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

VICE PRESIDENT
PROBST, DENNIS

CONSULTANT II
COLBURN, ELIZABETH

CONSULTANT I
THATCHER, JENNIE

STAFF LEVEL III
HENDERSON, JANE

STAFF LEVEL II
HAMRICK, CLAUDIA
HAWKINSON, TOM

STAFF LEVEL I
SCHAFFER, KIM

TOTALS

2,755.00

33,75

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

\?




INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

11.0 HCRRA COMM/PARTICIP PROJECT NO. 1362C.08

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1933

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT

WICKLUND, DAVID . 37.50 112.50
TOTAL LABOR 112.50

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

OUTSTANDING INVOICES

. NO. 68074 DATE 03/31/83 17.81
NO. 68312 DATE 04/30/93 605.62
NO. 68487 DATE ©05/31/93 783.75

TOTAL NOW DUE

MIEWAY PE STATN SITE FD PROJECT NO. 1362C.52

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERICD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
SR. ASSOCIATE
PAKALNS, ARIJS 4,230.00

SR. CONSULTANT
MALLOY, STEPHEN 10,766.25




INVOICE NO.<DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

[ ]
MIDWAY PE STATN STRUCTRS PROJECT NO. 1362B.53

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT

SR. ASSOCIATE
SMOLUCHOWSKI, PETER 90.00 4,€80.00

TOTAL LABOR 4,680.00

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

11.0 RCRRA COMM/PARTICIP PROJECT NO. 1362C.07

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

FROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
WICKLUND, DAVID ; 37. 80 187.50

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT




INVOICE NO. <DRAFT>
PROJECT NO. 1362B.01

CONSULTANT I
BEHRINGER, CHRIS 8,241.25

STAFF LEVEL III
BEYER, GINA
WICKLUND, DAVID

SUBTOTALS
TOTALS

TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS PROJECT

MIDWAY PE GDWY ENHANCMNT FROJECT NO. 1362C.56

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE FERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 1993

PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
AMOUNT
SR. ASSOCIATE
PAKALNS, ARIJS i 20.00 630.00

TOTAL LABCR

¢

TOTAL THIS FROJECT

INVOICE SUMMARY
_ TOTAL LABOR

TOTAL THIS INVOICE 126,276. 45
. TOTAL OUTSTANDING INVOICES

TOTAL NOW DUE




ATTACHMENT B — DIRECT COST AND SUBCONTRACTORS
AGREEMENT NO RCRRA/HCRRA-91001

INVOICE PERIOD : JUNE 1993

FILENAME: MIDWAYII_B

OTHER DIRECT NQN—SAI;AHY COSTS

BRW GRAPHIC REPRODUCTION
TRAVEL/AUTO/MILEAGE
FREIGHT/DELIVERY

OUTSIDE REPRODUCTION/PHOTO
TEMP. HELP

TOTAL $362.92

SUBCONTRACTORS

BRW ARCHITECTS, INC. $4,422.50
BECHTEL $56,637.48
LTK ENGINEERING $19,353.28
TKDA $21,293.36

AM. ENGINEERING TESTING $0.00

' TOTAL $101,706.62

| TOTAL EXPENSES $102,069.54‘

J






