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Please take a moment to share your comments on the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit project in the space
provided below. Your comments will be transcribed in the public hearing record and responded to in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit
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Kathryn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue Notth

St. Paul, MN 55104

The final date to receive comments is August 25, 2008
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David Rasmusscn
409 Roy Street North

. Saint Paul, MN 55104
August 24, 2008. ,

Ms. Kathryn L. O'Brien, AICP _
Project Manager, f:entral Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. North, Suite 200S,
Saint Paul, MN 55104

Dear M's. O'Brien,

Attached are 1000 signatures in support of the following statement:

We support a 1000 slot park and r!de at the bus barn,site and. under Midway Center
(Snelling Avenue and Saint Anthol1Y B1vd.lSnelling Avenue and University Avenue) to
serve State Fair goers, the 194 bus route, the 84 bus route, the 2!/53 blis route, the
16/50 bus route, the 144 bus route, the future. Cel\tral Corridor rail,·a future Snelliug
Avenue rail line, and small businesses and local residents who lose pal'king with
construction of the rail. This park a'nd ride should serve· parkers and those
transferring between buses with safe pedestrian and bicycle access under the very
-busy streets of Snelling Avel.lne and University Avenue, as Snelling Avenue in this

. neighborhood has the highest traffic accident rate in the state. Ideally, thc park and
ridc will exit under Sneiling Avenue, directly to 1-94 ramps to avoid furthcr tJ'affic
congestion on,Snelling Avcnue. The park and ride does not preclude development of
the bus barn site and the,neighboring lot, because the park aud ride can be relocated
belo~v gro,und,

In IlJY neighborhood, adjl\cent to the proposed station at Snelling and University, 100%
of the twenty people I spoke with today support the resolution, and signed the
peti~~" .

, .
Th,lIlk you 'for accepting this petition into the SDEIS for the Central Corridor project.

~~
David Rasmussen

David Rasmussen
409 Roy Street North

, Saint Paul, MN 55104
August 24, 2008. ,

Ms. Kathryn L. O'Brien, AICP
Project Manager, Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. North, Suite 200S, .
Saint Paul, MN 55104

, ,

Dear Ms. O'Brien,

Attached are 1000 signatures in support of the following statement:

We support a 1000 slot park and r~de at the bus barn,site and, under Midway Center
(Snelling Avenue and Saint AnthorIY Blvd.lSnelling Avenue and University Avenue) to
serve State Fair goers, the 194 bus route, the 84 bus route, the 2 ~/53 bliS route, tbe
16/50 bus route, the 144 bus route, the future. Cen,tral Corridor rail,a future Snelling
Avenue rail line, and small businesses and local residents who lose parking with
construction orthe rail. This park and ride should serve' parkers and those
transferring between buses with safe pedestrian and bicycle access under the very
-busy streets of Snellin,g Avenue and University Avenue, as Snelling Avenue in this
nejghborhood has the highest traffic accident rate in the state. Ideally, the park and
ride will exit under Sneiling Avenue, directly to 1-94 ramps'to avoid further traffic
congestion on, Snelling Avenue. The park and ride does not preclude development of
the bus barn site and theneighboring lot, because the park and ride can be .'elocated
below ground.

In IJJ.Y neighborhood, adja,cent to the propose-d station at Snelling and University, 100%
of the twenty people I spoke with today support the resolution, and signed the
.." ,

petition-.

Thank you for accepting this petition into the SOEIS 'for the C'entral Corridor project.

David Rasmussen
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David Rasmussen
409 Roy Street North

. Saint Paul, MN 55104
August 24, 2008

, ,

Ms. Kathryn L. O'Brien, AICP
Project Manager, Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. North, Suite 200S, .
Saint Paul, MN 55104

. ,

Dear Ms. O'Brien,

Attached are 1000 signatures in support of the following statement:

We support a 1000 slot park and r~de at the bus barn,site and. under Midway Center
(Snelling Avenue and Saint AnthorIY Blvd./Snelling Avenue and University Avenue) to
serve State Fair goers, the 194 bus route, the 84 bus route, the 2 ~/53 bliS foute, the
16/50 bus route, the 144 bus route, the future. Cen,tral Corridor rail,a future Snelling
Avenue rail line, and small businesses and local residents who lose parking with
construction orthe rail. This park and ride should serve parkers and those
transferring between buses with safe pedestrian and bicycle access under the very
-busy streets of Snellin.g Avenue and University Avenue, as Snelling Avenue in this
nejghborhood has the highest traffic accident rate in the stafe. Ideally, the park and
ride will exit under Snelling Avenue, directly to 1-94 ramps·to avoid further traffic
congestion on, Snelling Avenue. The park and ride does not preclude development of
the bus barn site and the neighboring lot, because the park and ride can be relocated
below ground.

In I1J.Y neighborhood, adja,cent to the propose"d station at Sn~lling and University, 100%
of the twenty people I spoke with today support the resolution, and signed the
.." \

petition".

Thank you for accepting this petition into the SOEIS 'for the C'entral Corridor project.

David Rasmussen



 
 
See Appendix 2 for the following Comment Attachments:  Signatures on petition for 
a park and ride at Midway Center bus depot 
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Please take a moment to share your comments on the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit project in the space
provided below. Your comments will be transcribed in the public hearing record and responded to in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit
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Kathryn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North

St. Paul, MN 55104

The final date to receive comments is August 25, 2008
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Please take a moment to share your comments on the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit project in the space
provided below. Your comments will be transcribed in the public hearing record and responded to in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit
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To send your comments via U.S. mail, please print this document and mail to:
Kathryn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North
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The final date to receive comments is August 25, 2008
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CCPO/Met Council
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To send your comments via U.S. mail, please print this document and mail to:
Kathryn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North
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Name: Scott Daby

entralorridor
lightRaiiTransit

Supptementa~

DEiS Cornrnent Sheet

EmaH: scott,_daby@Jyahoo.com

Address: 3146 Pierce Street NE Minneapolis, MN 55418

Please take a moment to share your comments on the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit project in the space
provided below Your COl1lments will be transcribed in the public hearing record and responded to in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit
project

It is short-sighted to run the proposed line at grade through Washington Avenue. Although a tunnel would cost more, it should
be considered an investment in Minnesota's transportation infrastructure. Traffic congestion is heavy on this street and
rerouting cars off ofWashington Avenue will be next to impossible. If the University of Minnesota is to remain accessible to
students and thClw \NhCl wmk thQ~Q, <'. tunnel '0';1tl'0\\ IS d0i'\d~ '" b0.tt{~t (~';1tkw..

Received
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ccpa/Met Council .I

To send your comments electronically, please click Send.
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To send your comments via U.S. mail, plea,se print this document and mail to:
Kathlyn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North

St Paul, MN 55104

The final date to receive comments is August 25,2008
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Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit
project

It is short-sighted to run the proposed line at grade through Washington Avenue. Although a tunnel would cost more, it should
be considered an investment in Minnesota's transportation infrastructure. Traffic congestion is heavy on this street and
rerouting cars off ofWashington Avenue will be next to impossible. If the University of Minnesota is to remain accessible to
students and thClw \NhCl wmk thQ~Q, <'. tunnel '0';1tl'0\\ IS d0i'\d~ '" b0.tt{~t (~';1tkm.

Received

AUG 222008

ccpa/Met Council J

To send your comments electronically, please click Send.

To send your comments via U.S. mail, plea,se print this document and mail to:
Kathlyn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North

St Paul, MN 55104

The final date to receive comments is August 25,2008
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Name: Scott Daby

entralorridor
Light Rail Transit

Supptementa~

DEiS Cornrnent Sheet

Email: scott...daby0Jyahoo.com

Address: 3146 Pierce Street NE Minneapolis, MN 55418

Please take a moment to share your comments on the Cent.ral Corridor Light Rail Transit project in the space
provided below. Your COl1lments will be transcribed in the public hearing record and responded to in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit
project.

It is short-sighted to run the proposed line at grade through Washington Avenue. Although a tunnel would cost more, it should
be considered an investment in Minnesota's transportat.ion infrastructure. Traffic congestion is heavy on this street and
rerouting cars off ofWashington Avenue will be next. to impossible. If the University of Minnesota is to remain accessible to
students and thCl9i!. \NhCl wmk thQ~Q, <'. tunnel '0';1tl'0\\ IS (.\0i'\d~ '" b0.tt{~t (~';1tkm.

Received

AUG 222008

CCPO/Met council

To send your comments electronically, please click Send.

To send your comments via U.S. mail, plea,se print this document and mail to:
Kathlyn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North

St. Paul, MN 55104

The final date to receive comments is August 25,2008



Leslie Davis 
Earth Protector, Inc. 

P.O. Box 11688 
Minneapolis, MN 55411 

612/522-9433 
 
 
August 25, 2008  SENT BY E-MAIL, HARD COPY WILL BE MAILED 
 
Metropolitan Council 
c/o Kathryn O’Brien 
Central Corridor LRT Project Office 
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200 
St. Paul, MN 55104 
 
Re: Comments on proposed Central Corridor light rail line and the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) 
 
Dear Kathryn O’Brien, 
 
These are the comments of Leslie Davis and the Earth Protector environmental group for a 
proposed light rail line from downtown St. Paul to downtown Minneapolis, with specific 
attention to a recently published incomplete Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS) for a specifically selected corridor generally along University Avenue in St. 
Paul, to connect to the current Hiawatha rail line in Minneapolis, thus sharing certain tracks. 
 
Several years ago we commented on a central corridor rail line and suggested that the area near 
and along the Pierce Butler Road, where rail lines and a rail corridor already exit and 
development would be virtually unlimited, would be a more appropriate place for such 
transportation…if such transportation is even needed. By reference to those comments we 
incorporate these comments. 
 
We considered making more extensive comments after carefully reviewing the misleading 
SDEIS documents for the Central Corridor project, but we feel that this project is so ill-
conceived that it will likely not get the wished for federal funding, and we can better spend our 
time elsewhere. 
 
Buses (94, 50, and 16) run beautifully along the proposed corridor mentioned for change in the 
SDEIS. The placement of light rail transit (LRT) is simply for the personal financial interest of 
various politicians, government appointees, government employees, private contractors, 
consultants, and their various operatives. There is no reason to put LRT in a Central Corridor 
along University Avenue unless it is to line the pockets of those mentioned above. 
 
We would like to tier off the comments I heard at one Central Corridor meeting at which a 
person testified that it would take much more than 50% longer to go from one end of the 
proposed Central Corridor line to the other end than the project proposers are claiming. 
 
We are concerned about several items at this time that are not addressed in the environmental 
review of the proposed project. They are: 

1. The security factor. Having a million people in the Twin Cities area linked to rail lines 
that can be taken out of commission by sabotage has not been addressed and must be.  
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2. With more electricity being used in people’s lives, and soon to include electric cars, it is 
important to analyze and report on the effects that the stray and stationary electricity 
voltage will have on people who ride and work in and around the LRT system. 

 
Furthermore, the combined debt of various Minnesota entities, city, county, township, exceeds 
$30 billion and a likely multi-billion dollar shortage for operations of the state in the next 
biennium. Adding more debt with a rail line as proposed is irresponsible. Whether the money for 
the proposed Central Corridor LRT project comes from the state or the federal government, it is 
money created from debt and THAT MUST STOP. Creating more money as debt, according to 
the U.S. Constitution, could be considered by many to be treasonous. 
 
With the United States government trillions of dollars in debt, we would like an explanation of 
where the Federal Transit Administration will obtain hundreds of millions of dollars to send to 
Minnesota to pay for this project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Leslie Davis 
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Greetings;  I have made an extensive review of the SDEIS and I have 
many major concerns that I did not have time to properly address.  I am 
very concerned about the outdated statistics and projections that were 
made in the SDEIS and the DEIS..  I thank you very much for carefully 
reviewing the information and making the appropriate decisions bases 
upon the facts and in the best interests of all taxpayers and transit 
users.   
 
Scott Halstead 
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                                                                                                                  � Ù    
 A u g u s t   2 4 ,   2 0 0 8  
  
 M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l  
 C / O   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T   P r o j e c t   O f f i c e  
 5 4 0   F a i r v i e w   A v e n u e   N . ,   S t e .   2 0 0  
 S t .   P a u l ,   M N     5 5 1 4 0  
 A t t n . :   K a t h r y n   O ' B r i e n  
  
 D e a r   M s .   O ' b r i a n ;  
  
 T h e   f o l l o w i n g   l e t t e r   a n d   a t t a c h m e n t   a r e   m y   c o m m e n t s   a 
b o u t   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   S u p p l e m e n t a r y   D r a f t   E n v i r o n 
m e n t a l   I m p a c t   S t a t e m e n t .     P l e a s e   f o r w a r d   t h e s e   c o m m e n 
t s   t o   t h e   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l .  
  
 I   h a v e   m a d e   e x t e n s i v e   r e s e a r c h   a n d   a n a l y s i s   o f   e m p l o y 
m e n t ,   d e m o g r a p h i c s ,   g r o w t h   a n d   h o u s i n g   i n   t h e   c e n t r a l   
c i t i e s ,   d e v e l o p e d   s u b u r b s ,   a n d   d e v e l o p i n g   s u b u r b s .     I   r e 
v i e w e d   b u s   p e r f o r m a n c e   a n d   t r a n s i t   p r o j e c t i o n s ,   c o m p i l 
e d   a n d   c a l c u l a t e d   t h e   b u s   p e r f o r m a n c e   t i m e s   f o r   t h e   b u s   
s c h e d u l e s   u t i l i z e d   o n   t h e   D E I S   a n d   t h e   c u r r e n t   s c h e d u l e 
s .     I   h a v e   r e v i e w e d   c a p i t a l   c o s t s ,   o p e r a t i n g   a n d   m a i n t e n 
a n c e   c o s t s   a n d   s a f e t y   r e c o r d s   f o r   v a r i o u s   t y p e s   L R T   s y s 
t e m s .     I   h a v e   t a l k e d   t o   s t a f f   m e m b e r s   a t   t h e   M i n n e s o t a   
D e p t .   o f   L a n d   A d m e n . ,   L a n d   M a n a g e m e n t   I n f o r m a t i o n   C 
e n t e r ,   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   r e s e a r c h   s t a f f ,   M e t r o p o l i t a 
n   T r a n s i t   p l a n n e r s   a n d   o t h e r   G o v e r n m e n t   O f f i c i a l s .      
  
 T h e   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l / C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T   s u p p l e 
m e n t a l   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m p a c t   s t a t e m e n t   ( S D E I S )   c o n t a i n 
s   m a n y   p r o j e c t i o n s   a n d   e s t i m a t e s   t h a t   a r e   n o t   b a s e d   u p o 
n   p r o p e r   d a t a .     M a n y   o f   t h e   p r o j e c t i o n s   a r e   b a s e d   u p o n   
d a t a   t h a t   i s   5   -   8   y e a r s   o l d .       T h e   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   
h a s   i s s u e d   s e v e r a l   r e c e n t   r e p o r t s   o n   m e t r o   a r e a   e m p l o y 
m e n t   a n d   t h e   c o m m u n i t i e s   p o p u l a t i o n s ,   b u t   t h a t   i n f o r m a 
t i o n   w a s   n o t   u t i l i z e d   t o   p r e p a r e   t h e   p r o j e c t i o n s .     W h y ?     
T h e   p o p u l a t i o n ,   n e w   h o u s i n g   a n d   e m p l o y m e n t   p r o j e c t i o n 
s   a r e   p a r t i c u l a r l y   c o n c e r n i n g .  
  
 T h e   S D E I S   p r o j e c t i o n s   d o n ' t   r e f l e c t   t h e   l a r g e   n u m b e r   U 
. S . ,   M i n n e s o t a   a n d   l o c a l   p r o b l e m s ' s .     M i n n e s o t a ' s   u n e m 
p l o y m e n t   i s   a t   i t s   h i g h e s t   i n   2 5   y e a r s   a n d   w o r s e   t h a n   t h 
e   n a t i o n a l   a v e r a g e .     F a m i l y   s i z e s   a r e   d e c l i n i n g   a n d   t h e   
p o p u l a t i o n   i s   g e t t i n g   m u c h   o l d e r .     T h e   r a t e s   o f   c r i m e   i n   
S t .   P a u l   a n d   M i n n e a p o l i s   a r e   u n a c c e p t a b l y   h i g h .     H o m e   
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f o r e c l o s u r e s   h a v e   i n c r e a s e d   r a p i d l y ,   h o m e   v a l u e s   h a v e   
d e c l i n e d ,   2 2 %   o f   h o m e s   o n   t h e   m a r k e t   a r e   l e n d e r   m e d i a t 
e d   ( s t r e s s e d   h o m e   o w n e r s   a r e   s e l l i n g   t o   p r e v e n t   f o r e c l o 
s u r e )   a n d   m o r t g a g e   q u a l i f i c a t i o n s   h a v e   b e e n   r a i s e d .     M a 
n y   h i g h   p a y i n g   j o b s   h a v e   b e e n   r e l o c a t e d   t o   l o w e r   l a b o r   
c o s t   l o c a t i o n s .     C o m p a n i e s ,   g o v e r n m e n t s   a n d   n o n - p r o f i t   
o r g a n i z a t i o n s   a r e   r e d u c i n g   s t a f f s ,   c o m p a n i e s   a r e   c l o s i n 
g   p l a n t s ,   o f f i c e s ,   s e r v i c e   a n d   r e t a i l   f a c i l i t i e s   a n d   m a n y   
a r e   g o i n g   o u t   o f   b u s i n e s s   e n t i r e l y .     T h e   U . S .   i n f l a t i o n   r 
a t e   i s   t h e   h i g h e s t   i n   1 7   y e a r s ,   t h e   r a t e   o f   e a r n i n g s   d e c l i 
n e d   n a t i o n a l l y   b y   m o r e   t h a n   3 %   t h i s   p a s t   y e a r ,   d i s c r e t i 
o n a r y   s p e n d i n g   i s   s e v e r e l y   l i m i t e d   a n d   e n e r g y   c o s t s   a r e   
r i s i n g   r a p i d l y .     T h e   v a c a n t   a n d   f o r e c l o s e d   h o m e s   w i l l   r 
e s u l t   i n   r e d u c e d   p r o p e r t y   t a x   r e c e i p t s .   A s   e a r n i n g s   d e c l 
i n e ,   u n e m p l o y m e n t   i n c r e a s e s ,   t h e   s t o c k   m a r k e t   d e c l i n e s   
a n d   i n c o m e   t a x   r e c e i p t s   w i l l   d e c l i n e .     A s   v e h i c l e   p u r c h 
a s e s   d e c l i n e ,   m o t o r   v e h i c l e   t a x   r e c e i p t s   w i l l   d e c l i n e   w h 
i c h   d i r e c t l y   r e d u c e s   t h e   t a x   s u b s i d y   f o r   t r a n s i t .     S a l e s   t 
a x   r e c e i p t s   w i l l   d e c l i n e   d r a m a t i c a l l y .     T h e   r a t e   o f   b a n k 
r u p t c i e s   h a s   i n c r e a s e d   d r a m a t i c a l l y .     M i n n e s o t a ' s   e c o n o 
m y   i s   i n   d e c l i n e .     T h e   p r o j e c t e d   g r o w t h   i n   p o p u l a t i o n ,   e 
m p l o y m e n t ,   a n d   h o u s i n g   f o r   2 0 1 0   w o n ' t   b e   m e t   a n d   t h e   
d i f f e r e n c e s   a r e   l a r g e   a n d   t h a t   w i l l   c a r r y   f o r w a r d   t o   f u t 
u r e   p r o j e c t i o n s   u t i l i z e d   i n   t h e   S D E I S .      
  
 I n   a n a l y z i n g   t h e   b u s   p e r f o r m a n c e   t i m e s   o n   t h e   2 0 0 1 / 2 0 
0 2   b u s   s c h e d u l e s   u t i l i z e d   i n   t h e   d r a f t   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m 
p a c t   s t a t e m e n t ,   ( d e i s )   I   f o u n d   o u t   t h a t   p e r f o r m a n c e   t i m 
e s   s t a t e d   w e r e   h i g h e r   t h a n   t h e   a p p l i c a b l e   s c h e d u l e s   t h a t   
w e r e   i n   e f f e c t   w h e n   t h e   d r a f t   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m p a c t   s t a t 
e m e n t   w a s   p r e p a r e d   a n d   a r e   h i g h e r   t h a n   t h e y   a r e   o n   t h e   
c u r r e n t   b u s   s c h e d u l e s .     T h e   a c t u a l   b u s   t r a n s i t   t i m e s   w e r 
e   i n c o r r e c t   o n   d r a f t   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m p a c t   s t a t e m e n t   w h i 
c h   t r a n s l a t e s   i n t o   a n   i n a c c u r a t e   c o s t   e f f e c t i v e n e s s   i n d e 
x   c a l c u l a t i o n .     T h e   F e d e r a l   T r a n s i t   A d m i n i s t r a t i o n   m a y   
n e v e r   h a v e   f u n d e d   t h i s   p r o j e c t   i f   t h e   c o r r e c t   t i m e s   w e r e   
u t i l i z e d .  
  
 T h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T   i s   g o i n g   t o   b u r d e n   e a c h   o f   M 
i n n e s o t a ' s   c u r r e n t   2 . 3   m i l l i o n   a p p r o x i m a t e l y   $ 4 0 . 0 0   a n n 
u a l l y   f o r   o p e r a t i n g   a n d   m a i n t e n a n c e   c o s t   o f   t h e   C e n t r a l   
C o r r i d o r   L R T   i n   2 0 3 0 .       T h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   i s   a   v i t a l   
l o c a t i o n   f o r   m a s s   t r a n s i t .     T h e   r o u t e ,   d e s i g n ,   l a c k   o f   c o 
n g e s t i o n   r e l i e f   o n   I - 9 4 ,   c a p i t a l   c o s t ,   o p e r a t i n g   a n d   m a i 
n t e n a n c e   c o s t ,   i n s i g n i f i c a n t   a d d i t i o n a l   p a s s e n g e r   r e v e n 
u e   a n d   l a r g e   t a x p a y e r   s u b s i d i e s   a r e   t h e   p r o b l e m s .     I t   i s   
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v e r y   a p p a r e n t   t h a t   t h e   m e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   d i d   n o t   c o n 
d u c t   a n y   r e a l i s t i c   t o t a l   c o s t   a n d   r e v e n u e   a n a l y s i s   f o r   t h 
i s   p r o j e c t .     I t   f a i l s   t o   a d d r e s s   t h e   l o s t   t i m e   b y   p a s s e n g e 
r s ,   c o m m u t e r s ,   f u e l   w a s t e d ,   s a f e t y ,   c o n g e s t i o n   r e l i e f ,   a 
n d   f u t u r e   e x t e n s i o n   a n d   e x p a n s i o n .     T h e   M e t r o   a r e a   l a c 
k s   a   l o n g   t e r m   t r a n s i t   s t r a t e g y ,   p r o p e r   g o v e r n a n c e ,   b i g   
p i c t u r e   l e a d e r s h i p   a n d   a d e q u a t e   f u n d i n g .     T h e   E n v i r o n m 
e n t a l   I m p a c t   S t a t e m e n t s   r e f l e c t   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   a n 
d   P r o j e c t / C o m m u n i t y   L e a d e r s   d e s i r e s   r a t h e r   t h a n   g o o d   s 
o u n d   u s e   o f   s t a t i s t i c s   a n d   b u s i n e s s   p r a c t i c e s   t o   b u i l d   a   
c o s t   e f f e c t i v e   t r a n s i t   s y s t e m .    
  
 I f   y o u   h a v e   a n y   q u e s t i o n s   o r   w i s h   t o   d i s c u s s   t h e   i n f o r m 
a t i o n   f u r t h e r .   p l e a s e   c a l l   m e   a t   6 5 1 / 4 8 6 - 9 8 6 1   o r   c o n t a c t   
m e   v i a   e - m a i l   a t   �   H Y P E R L I N K   " m a i l t o : s n h a l s t e a d @ g m 
a i l . c o m " � � s n h a l s t e a d @ g m a i l . c o m . �  
  
         S i n c e r e l y ,  
  
         S c o t t   W   H a l s t e a d  
 A T T A C H M E N T  
  
 C h a p t e r   1 ,   1 . 3 . 1     D e m o g r a p h i c s  
  
 P o p u l a t i o n   o f   S t .   P a u l    
 O r g a n i z a t i o n � 1 9 9 0 � 2 0 0 0 � 2 0 0 6 � 2 0 0 7 � 2 0 1 0 � 2 0 2 0 � 2 0 3 
0 � � M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   F o r e c a s t s     R e v i s e d   J a n .   9 ,   2 0 
0 8 � � 2 8 6 , 8 4 0 � � � 3 0 5 , 0 0 0 � 3 2 0 , 0 0 0 � 3 3 1 , 0 0 0 � � U . S .   C e 
n s u s   B u r e a u � � 2 8 7 , 1 5 1 � 2 7 2 , 2 1 7 � � � � � � C i t y   o f   S t .   P a 
u l � � 2 8 7 , 1 5 1 � 2 7 3 , 5 3 5 � � � � � � S t a t e   o f   M i n n e s o t a � 2 7 2 
, 2 3 5 � 2 8 6 , 8 4 0 � 2 8 6 , 6 2 0 � � � � � � M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   �   
T w i n   C i t i e s   R e g i o n ,   P o p u l a t i o n     E s t i m a t e     4 / 1 / 0 7 � � � 2 
8 6 , 6 2 0 � 2 8 7 , 6 6 9 � � � � �  
 P o p u l a t i o n   o f   M i n n e a p o l i s  
 O r g a n i z a t i o n � 1 9 9 0 � 2 0 0 0 � 2 0 0 6 � 2 0 0 7 � 2 0 1 0 � 2 0 2 0 � 2 0 3 
0 � � M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   F o r e c a s t s     R e v i s e d   J a n .   9 ,   2 0 
0 8 � � 3 8 2 , 7 4 7 � � � 4 0 2 , 0 0 0 � 4 2 3 , 0 0 0 � 4 3 5 , 0 0 0 � � U . S   C e n 
s u s � 3 6 8 , 3 8 3 � 3 8 2 , 6 1 8 � � � � � � � S t a t e   o f   M i n n e s o t a � � 
� � 3 8 8 , 0 2 0 � � � � � M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   �   T w i n   C i t i e s   
R e g i o n ,   P o p u l a t i o n     E s t i m a t e     � � � � 3 8 8 , 0 2 0 � � � � �  
 I   r e v i e w e d   t h e   U . S .   C e n s u s   B u r e a u ,   S t a t e   o f   M i n n e s o t a   
a n d   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l s   e s t i m a t e s / f o r e c a s t s   f o r   S t .   P 
a u l ,   M i n n e a p o l i s   a n d   t h e   m a j o r   i n n e r   c i t y   s u b u r b s .     T h r 
o u g h   2 0 0 7 ,   S t .   P a u l ,   M i n n e a p o l i s   a n d   m a n y   o f   t h e   T w i n   
C i t i e s   d e v e l o p e d   s u b u r b s   l o s t   p o p u l a t i o n   f r o m   2 0 0 0   -   2 
0 0 7 .     A c c o r d i n g   t o   t h e   l o c a l   n e w s p a p e r s ,   s e v e r a l   h o u s i n 
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g   d e v e l o p m e n t   p r o j e c t s   i n   d o w n t o w n   S t .   P a u l   h a v e   b e e n   
c a n c e l l e d   a n d   t h e r e   i s   a   s i g n i f i c a n t   n u m b e r   o f   v a c a n t   h 
o m e s   c a u s e d   b y   t h e   h o u s i n g   f i n a n c e   p r o b l e m s .     N e w   h o u 
s i n g   s t a r t s   h a v e   d r o p p e d   s i g n i f i c a n t l y .     T h e   d e v e l o p i n g   
s u b u r b s   a r e   g a i n i n g   p o p u l a t i o n .   T h e   M i n n e s o t a   D e m o g r a 
p h i c   C e n t e r   p r o j e c t s   t h a t   t h e   R a m s e y   c o u n t y   p o p u l a t i o n   
i s   g o i n g   t o   d e c l i n e   t h r o u g h   2 0 3 5   a n d   H e n n e p i n   C o u n t y   
w i l l   i n c r e a s e   l e s s   t h a n   1 0 % .     T h e   M i n n e s o t a   w o r k i n g   a g 
e   p o p u l a t i o n   ( 2 5   - 6 4 )   i s   g o i n g   t o   i n c r e a s e   a p p r o x i m a t e l 
y   2 9 0 , 8 1 2   ( 1 0 . 4 % )   t h r o u g h   2 0 3 5 .     T h e   a g e s   6 5 +   p o p u l a t 
i o n   i s   i n c r e a s i n g   7 7 6 , 7 1 9   ( 1 2 5 % ) .     I t   i s   v e r y   u n l i k e l y   t 
h a t   S t .   P a u l ' s   p o p u l a t i o n   w i l l   b e   n e a r   t h e   M e t r o p o l i t a n   
C o u n c i l s   r e v i s e d   f o r e c a s   d a t e d   J a n u a r y   9 ,   2 0 0 8 .     T h e   M 
e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l ' s   m o s t   r e c e n t   p o p u l a t i o n   f o r e c a s t s   f 
o r   S t .   P a u l ' s   p o p u l a t i o n   t o   i n c r e a s e   4 4 , 1 6 0   f r o m   2 0 0 0   t 
o   2 0 3 0   i s   n o t   b a s e d   u p o n   t h e   p e r i o d   2 0 0 0   �   2 0 0 7   a c t u a l   
d a t a ,   c u r r e n t   c o n d i t i o n s   a n d   M i n n e s o t a   d e m o g r a p h i c   f o r 
e c a s t s .      
  
 T h e   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   2 0 3 0   p l a n   f o r e c a s t s   a   3 7 %   i n 
c r e a s e   i n   p o p u l a t i o n   f o r   t h e   m e t r o   a r e a .     A c c o r d i n g   t o   v 
a r i o u s   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   d o c u m e n t s ,   t h e   v a s t   m a j o r i 
t y   o f   g r o w t h   i s   i n   t h e   d e v e l o p i n g   s u b u r b s .     T h e   p o p u l a t i 
o n   p r o j e c t i o n s   f r o m   S D E I S   t h e   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   T a 
b l e   1 - 2   f o r   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i o d o r   a r e   u n r e a l i s t i c   a n d   w i 
l l   n o t   b e   a c h i e v e d   i n   t h e   t i m e   f r a m e .  
  
 E m p l o y m e n t  
  
 M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   P u b l i c a t i o n   7 4 - 0 8 - 0 2 2   d a t e d   J u l y   
2 0 0 8   r e p o r t s   t h e   e m p l o y m e n t   i n   t h e   T w i n   C i t i e s   R e g i o n ,   
2 0 0 0 - 2 0 0 7   t h r o u g h   t h e   s e c o n d   q u a r t e r   o f   2 0 0 7 .     T h e   c e n 
t r a l   c i t i e s   o f   M i n n e a p o l i s   a n d   S t .   P a u l   l o s t   2 1 , 3 0 0   j o b s   
( - 4 . 3 % )   c o m p a r e d   t o   2 0 0 0 .   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   T a b l e   
1 - 4   p r o j e c t s   a   g r o w t h   o f   1 5 , 6 5 0   j o b s   i n   t h e   c e n t r a l   c o r r 
i d o r   s t u d y   a r e a   c o m p a r e d   t o   a   2 1 , 3 0 3   l o s s   i n   j o b s   i n   t h e   
c e n t r a l   c i t i e s   b y   t h e   y e a r   2 0 1 0 .     T h e   C e n t r a l   c i t i e s   i s   l 
a r g e r   t h a n   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   s t u d y   a r e a .     A s   o f   t h e   y 
e a r   2 0 0 0 ,   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   p r o v i d e d   6 4 %   o f   t h e   C e n 
t r a l   C i t i e s   j o b s .     W i t h   t h e   2 0 0 8   n a t i o n a l ,   s t a t e   a n d   l o c a 
l   e c o n o m y   e v e n   w o r s e   t h a n   2 0 0 7   a n d   n o t   a n t i c i p a t e d   t o   
i m p r o v e   s i g n i f i c a n t l y   f o r   s o m e t i m e ,   t h e   2 0 1 0   e m p l o y m e 
n t   p r o j e c t i o n s   f o r   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   w i l l   p r o b a b l y   b e   
2 5 , 0 0 0   �   4 0 , 0 0 0   s h o r t .      
  
 P l a c e � E m p l o y m e n t     i n   2 0 0 0 � E m p l o y m e n t   i n   2 0 0 7 � C h a n 
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g e � %   c h a n g e � %   o f   M e t r o   a r e a   j o b s � � M i n n e a p o l i s � 3 0 8 
, 1 2 7 � 2 9 3 , 4 8 5 � - 1 4 , 6 4 2 � - 4 . 8 % � 1 8 % � � S t .   P a u l � 1 8 8 , 1 2 4 
� 1 8 1 , 4 6 3 � - 6 , 6 6 1 � - 3 . 5 % � 1 1 . % � � D e v e l o p e d   S u b u r b s � 7 
0 9 , 2 5 8 � 6 9 0 , 7 8 1 � - 1 8 , 4 7 7 � - 2 . 6 % � 4 3 . 2 % � � D e v e l o p i n g   S 
u b u r b s � 3 7 4 , 2 9 5 � 4 3 2 , 8 9 8 � + 5 8 , 6 0 3 � 1 5 . 7 % � 2 6 . 5 % � �  
 M i n n e s o t a   a n d   t h e   c e n t r a l   c i t i e s   i s   t r a i l i n g   o t h e r   U . S .   
M e t r o p o l i t a n   e c o n o m i e s   a n d   s t i l l   f a c e s   t h e   p e n d i n g   c l o s 
u r e   o f   a   F o r d   m o t o r   p l a n t   a n d   N o r t h w e s t   A i r l i n e s   m e r g e 
r   w i t h   D e l t a   a i r l i n e s .     M o s t   o f   t h e   M e t r o   a r e a   j o b   g r o w t 
h   i s   i n   t h e   d e v e l o p i n g   s u b u r b s .     S t .   P a u l ' s   j o b   g r o w t h   h 
a s   b e e n   i n   e d u c a t i o n ,   h e a l t h   s e r v i c e s ,   l e i s u r e   a n d   h o s p i 
t a l i t y   a n d   f i n a n c i a l   s e r v i c e s .     I n   t h e   T w i n   C i t i e s ,   t h e r e   
h a s   b e e n   a   l a r g e   r e d u c t i o n   i n   g o o d   p a y i n g   m a n u f a c t u r i n 
g ,   t r a d e ,   t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,   u t i l i t i e s   a n d   i n f o r m a t i o n   j o b s .       
R e d u c t i o n   i n   t h e   q u a n t i t y ,   q u a l i t y   o f   j o b s   a n d   u n e m p l o y 
m e n t   a r e   m a j o r   p r o b l e m s ,   b u t   t h e   a r e a   i s   a l s o   n e g a t i v e l 
y   a f f e c t e d   b y   t h e   l o s s   o f   h i g h   q u a l i t y   j o b s   w h i c h   a r e   r e 
p l a c e d   w i t h   s e r v i c e   i n d u s t r y   j o b s   a t   l o w e r   p a y   a n d   f r e q 
u e n t l y   w i t h o u t   e s s e n t i a l   e m p l o y e e   b e n e f i t s .      
  
 H o u s i n g  
  
 R e s i d e n t i a l   b u i l d i n g   P e r m i t s   �   S o u r c e :     M e t r o p o l i t a n   C 
o u n c i l ,     D a t a   f r o m   1 9 9 0   a n d   2 0 0 0   U .   S .   C e n s u s  
  
 C o m m u n i t y  
 � P e r m i t s   1 9 7 0 ' s � P e r m i t s   1 9 8 0 ' s � P e r m i t s   1 9 9 0 ' s � P e r m i 
t s   2 0 0 0 � P e r m i t s   2 0 0 1 � D e m o l i t i o n s   1 9 9 0   -   2 0 0 1 � P e r m i t 
s / D e m o l i t i o n s  
 1 9 9 0   -   2 0 0 1 � � S t .   P a u l � 1 1 , 3 1 2 � 6 , 7 2 0 � 1 , 0 2 6 � 3 6 0 � 7 0 3 
� 1 , 3 2 2 � + 7 6 7 � � M i n n e a p o l i s � 1 2 , 6 3 4 � 7 , 6 4 2 � 3 , 7 3 5 � 5 3 6 
� 1 , 1 7 6 � 5 , 1 7 1 � + 1 , 2 7 6 � �  
 T h e   1 9 9 0   -   2 0 0 1   p e r i o d     r e s u l t e d   i n   a   l i t t l e   o v e r   2 0 0 0   a 
d d i t i o n a l   h o u s i n g     u n i t s     i n   S t .   P a u l   a n d   M i n n e a p o l i s .     
I   w a s   n o t   a b l e   t o   f i n d   c u r r e n t   p e r m i t   d a t a   f o r   S t .   P a u l   a 
n d   M i n n e a p o l i s   o r   L R T   t r a n s i t   c o r r i d o r s .     H o w   m a n y   M i 
n n e a p o l i s   h o u s i n g   u n i t s   w e r e   d e m o l i s h e d   f o r   t h e   H i a w a t 
h a   L R T   r i g h t   o f   w a y ?       H a v e   t h e y   b e e n   r e p l a c e d ?        
  
 R e s i d e n t i a l   B u i l d i n g   P e r m i t s   �   S o u r c e :     U .   S .   C e n s u s   
H o u s i n g   u n i t s   �   B u i l d i n g   P e r m i t s   f o r   M e t r o p o l i t a n   a r e a  
 1 / 1 -   1 / 6 / 0 8   � 2 0 0 7 � 2 0 0 6 � 2 0 0 5 � 2 0 0 4 � 2 0 0 3 � 2 0 0 2 � 2 0 0 1 
� � 2 , 5 6 8 � 9 8 7 7 � 1 5 , 6 1 4 � 2 2 , 1 9 6 � 2 7 , 3 4 8 � 2 7 , 6 6 1 � 2 5 , 4 2 7 
� 2 2 , 6 0 0 � �  
 2 0 0 1 � 2 0 0 0 � 1 9 9 9 � 1 9 9 8 � 1 9 9 7 � 1 9 9 6 � 1 9 9 5 � � 2 2 , 6 0 0 � 2 
1 , 9 8 7 � 2 3 , 0 1 0 � 2 0 , 6 4 1 � 1 6 , 7 1 7 � 1 8 , 2 7 7 � 1 7 , 7 0 5 � �  
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 C o m p a r i n g   t h e   S t .   P a u l / M i n n e a p o l i s   p e r m i t s   w i t h   t h e   M 
e t r o o l i t a n   a r e a   p e r m i t s   s h o w s   t h a t   t h e   v a s t   m a j o r i t y   o f   
r e s i d e n t i a l   b u i l d i n g   i s   i n   t h e   s u b u r b s .     I n   a d d i t i o n ,   i t   i 
n d i c a t e s   t h e   d r a m a t i c   d e c r e a s e   i n   b u i l d i n g   p e r m i t s   i n   t h 
e   e n t i r e   m e t r o   a r e a .  
  
 W i t h   t h e   a g i n g   p o p u l a t i o n ,   c o s t   o f   f u e l ,   h i g h w a y   c o n g e 
s t i o n   a n d   l a c k   o f   t r a n s i t   i n   t h e   s u b u r b s ,   t h e   c e n t r a l   c i t i 
e s   w i l l   g a i n   s o m e   i n d i v i d u a l s   t h a t   w a n t   t o   b e   c l o s e r   t o   
t h e i r   j o b s .     T h e   e m p l o y m e n t     a n d   p o p u l a t i o n   d e c l i n e s   i n   
t h e   C e n t r a l   C i t i e s   a n d   t h e   n a t i o n w i d e   p r o b l e m s   w i t h   t h e   
h o u s i n g   a n d   m o r t g a g e   m a r k e t s   a r e   n o t   g o i n g   t o   b e   c o r r e 
c t e d   q u i c k l y .     S t .   P a u l   a n d   M i n n e a p o l i s   h a v e   s i g n i f i c a n 
t   c r i m e   p r o b l e m s   w h i c h   w i l l   d i s u a d e   m a n y   f r o m   m o v i n g   
b a c k   t o   t h e   c e n t r a l   c i t i e s .     T h e   c r i m e   s c h o o l   p r o b l e m s   i 
n   t h e   c e n t r a l   c i t i e s   w i l l   b e   t h e   j u s t i f i c a t i o n   m a n y   p e o p l 
e   u t i l i z e   t o   m o v e   t o   t h e   s u b u r b s .     W i t h   t h e   l a r g e   n u m b e 
r   i n d i v i d u a l s   e n t e r i n g   r e t i r e m e n t   a n d   l o s s   i n   h i g h   q u a l i t 
y   j o b s ,   i n c o m e   t a x   r e c e i p t s   l e v e l s   w i l l   d e c l i n e ,   p r o p e r t 
y   t a x e s   w i l l   d e c l i n e   b e c a u s e   o f   v a c a n t   a n d   f o r e c l o s e d   u 
p o n   h o m e s .     G o v e r n m e n t   j o b s   a r e   l i k e l y   t o   d e c l i n e .     M i 
g r a t i o n   r a t e s   a r e   d e c l i n i n g .        
  
 D o w n t o w n   S t .   P a u l  
  
 T h e   S D E I S   f o r   d o w n t o w n   S t .   P a u l   a d d s   4 , 8 7 0   h o u s i n g   u 
n i t s   ( 8 , 7 4 0   i n c r e a s e   i n   p o p u l a t i o n )   a n d   2 6 , 6 0 0   a d d i t i o n 
a l   e m p l o y e e s .     P r o v i d i n g   p a r k i n g   f o r   a   s i n g l e   v e h i c l e   p 
e r   h o u s e h o l d ,   a n d   e s t i m a t i n g   2 , 0 0 0   s q u a r e   f o o t   h o u s i n g   
u n i t s   w h i c h   i n c l u d e s   g e n e r a l   p u r p o s e   s p a c e   ( h a l l w a y s ,   e 
l e v a t o r s ,   e n t r a n c e s   a n d   a m e n i t i e s ) .     E a c h   b u i l d i n g   f o r   h 
o u s i n g   a n d   e m p l o y m e n t   n e e d s   1   l e v e l   f o r   b u i l d i n g   s u p p o 
r t .     I   c a l c u l a t e d   t h a t   e a c h   e m p l o y e e   a v e r a g e s   2 0 0   s q u a r 
e   f e e t   t o   i n c l u d e   g e n e r a l   s p a c e   ( h a l l w a y s ,   b a t h r o o m s ,   m 
e c h a n i c a l   r o o m s ,   l u n c h r o o m s ,   b r e a k   a r e a s   e t c , )   f o r   o f f i 
c e   b u i l d i n g s .     C e r t a i n l y   t h e   m a j o r i t y   o f   e m p l o y e e s   i n   t h 
e   s e r v i c e   i n d u s t r y   d o n ' t   r e q u i r e   o f f i c e s ,   b u t   r e s t a u r a n t s 
,   b a r s ,   e n t e r t a i n m e n t   f a c i l i t i e s   u t i l i z e   a   l o t   o f   s p a c e .     I   
e s t i m a t e d   5 0 %   o f   t h e   e m p l o y e e w o u l d   d r i v e   a n d   5 0 %   w o u 
l d   t a k e   t r a n s i t ,   w a l k ,   b i k e   o t   l i v e   d o w n t o w n .    
  
 R e f e r e n c e   S D E I S   T a b l e   1 - 3   f o r   a d d i t i o n a l   h o u s e h o l d s   a 
n d   T a b l e   3 - 5   f o r   a d d i t i o n a l   e m p l o y m e n t   i n   2 0 3 0 .   E s t i m a 
t e d   a d d i t i o n a l   b u i l d i n g s   t o   m e e t   t h e   f o r e c a s t   p o p u l a t i o n   
a n d   e m p l o y m e n t   i n c r e a s e s .  
 T y p e � Q u a n t i t y � S q .   f t .   e a c h � B u i l d i n g   s i z e � L e v e l s � B u 
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i l d i n g s � � H o u s i n g   U n i t s � 4 , 8 7 0 � 2 , 0 0 0 � 4 0 0 '   x   4 0 0 '     =   1 
6 0 , 0 0 0   s q .   f t . � 6 0 � 6   -   1 3   s t o r y   b u i l d i n g s � � R e s i d e n t s   v 
e h i c l e   p a r k i n g � 4 , 8 7 0 � 4 0 0 � 4 0 0 '   x   4 0 0 '   =   1 6 0 , 0 0 0   s q .   f t 
. � 1 2 � I n c l u d e d   w i t h   h o u s i n g � � E m p l o y e e s � 2 6 , 6 0 0 � 2 0 0 
� 4 0 0 '   x   4 0 0 '   =   1 6 0 , 0 0 0   s q .   f t � 3 3 . 2 5 � 2   �   1 7   s t o r y   b u i l 
d i n g s � � P a r k i n g � 1 3 , 3 0 0 � 4 0 0 � 4 0 0 '   x   4 0 0 '   =   1 6 0 , 0 0 0   s q .   
f t . � 3 3 . 2 5 � 8   p a r k i n g   r a m p s � �  
 D o w n t o w n   S t .   P a u l   w o u l d   n e e d   a p p r o x i m a t e l y   1 6   b u i l d i 
n g s   w i t h   t h e   n u m b e r   o f   l e v e l s   i n   t h e   t a b l e   t h a t   a r e   1 6 0 , 
0 0 0   s q .   f t   p e r   l e v e l   o r   a p p r o x i m a t e l y   a   s q u a r e   b l o c k .     I t   
d o e s   n o t   i n c l u d e   r e s t a u r a n t s ,   e n t e r t a i n m e n t   v e n u e s ,   s h o 
p p i n g ,   g r o c e r y   s t o r e s ,   a n d   r e c r e a t i o n   a n d   s k y w a y s .     H o 
w   m a n y   a c t u a l   b u i l d a b l e   s i t e s   a r e   t h e r e   i n   d o w n t o w n   S t .   
P a u l   t o   m e e t   t h e   s p a c e   n e e d s   f o r   2 0 3 0   p r o j e c t e d   h o u s i n 
g   u n i t s   a n d   j o b s ?      
  
 D o w n t o w n   S t .   P a u l   i s   v e r y   u n a t t r a c t i v e   t o   t h o s e   m o v i n g   
f r o m   t h e   s u b u r b s   a n d   y o u n g e r   p r o f e s s i o n a l s   t h a t   h a v e   t h 
e   m e a n s   t o   p u r c h a s e   h i g h e r   p r i c e d   h o u s i n g   o r   p a y   h i g h e 
r   r e n t a l   r a t e s .     I t   l a c k s     r e s t a u r a n t s ,   e n t e r t a i n m e n t   v e n u 
e s ,   s h o p p i n g ,   g r o c e r y   s t o r e s ,   a n d   r e c r e a t i o n .     A c c o r d i n 
g   t o   t h e   m o s t   r e c e n t   D e x   Y e l l o w   p a g e s   f o r   S t .   P a u l ,   t h e 
r e   i s n ' t   a   s i n g l e   n e w   a u t o m o b i l e   d e a l e r   i n   t h e   c i t y .   T h e   
a i r p o r t   a n d   M a l l   o f   A m e r i c a   i s   m o r e   t h a n   a   1   h o u r   r i d e   
o n   t h e   L R T .  
  
 T h e   l a r g e r   q u e s t i o n s   a r e ;     W h o   a r e   t h e   e m p l o y e r s ?     W h 
a t   a d v a n t a g e s   d o e s   S t .   P a u l   h a v e   c o m p a r e d   t o   o t h e r   l o c a 
t i o n s ?       W h a t   a d d i t i o n a l   c h a n g e s   i n   i n f r s t r u c t u r e   a n d   t r 
a n s i t   a r e   n e e d e d   t o   p e r s u a d e   t h e m   t o   l o c a t e   i n   d o w n t o w 
n   S t .   P a u l ?       W i t h   t h e   c u r r e n t   b a d   e c o n o m y ,   w h a t   i m p a c 
t   d o e s   a   d o w n t o w n   e m p l o y e r   t h a t   d o w n s i z e s ,   m o v e s   o r   m 
e r g e s   h a v e   u p o n   t h e   d o w n t o w n   S t .   P a u l   a n d   t r a n s i t   r i d e r 
s h i p / r e v e n u e ?  
  
 S t .   P a u l ' s   a n d   M i n n e a p o l i s ' s   p o p u l a t i o n   i s   s t a b l e   o r   d e c 
l i n i n g .         U t i l i z a t i o n   o f   n o n c u r r e n t   d a t a   m i s p o r t r a y s   a n 
d   r e s u l t s   i n   t h e   i n c o r r e c t   d e c i s i o n s .     T h e   d e c i s i o n s   m a d 
e   i f   p u t   i n t o   a c t i o n   w i l l   s e t   b a c k   r a p i d   t r a n s i t   i n   t h e   M 
e t r o   a r e a   a s   t h e   p a s s e n g e r s ,   c o m m u t e r s   a n d   t a x p a y e r s   r e 
a l i z e   t h e   r e s u l t s .    
                                                                                                                                                                             
  
 1 . 3 . 2   R o a d w a y   s y s t e m  
  
 T h e   S D E I S   r e p o r t s   t h a t   t r a f f i c   c o n g e s t i o n   i s   a   p r o b l e m   
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o n   I - 9 4   a n d   t h a t   i t   i s   a   c r i t i c a l   l i n k   i n   t h e   T w i n   c i t i e s   r 
o a d   n e t w o r k .     I - 9 4   b e t w e e n   d o w n t o w n   S t .   P a u l   a n d   M i n n 
e a p o l i s   w i l l   b e   a t   c a p c i t y   s o o n   a n d   a d d i n g   l a n e s   i s   i m p r 
a c t i c a l .     D r i v e r s   a r e   e x p e c t e d   t o   u t i l i z e   U n i v e r s i t y   a n d   
W a s h i n t o n   A v e n u e   f o r   r e l i e f   w h i c h   w o u l d   i n c r e a s e   c o n g 
e s t i o n   o n   t h e   c r o s s i n g   a r t e r i a l   r o a d s   a s   w e l l   a s   U n i v e r s 
i t y   a n d   W a s h i n g t o n   A v e n u e s .     A s   c o n g e s t i o n   i n c r e a s e s ,   
t h e   r e m a i n i n g   I - 9 4   b u s e s   w i l l   b e   d e l a y e d   a n d   v e h i c l e s   w 
i l l   g e t   o f f   t h e   f r e e w a y   a n d   g o   o n   t h e   l o c a l   a r t e r i a l   s t r e e 
t s .     T h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L i g h t   R a i l   d o e s   n o t h i n g   t o   h e l 
p   r e d u c e   t h e   p r i m a r y   c o n g e s t i o n   p r o b l e m   i n   t h e   C e n t r a l   
C o r r i d o r   s t u d y   a r e a .    
  
             1 . 3 . 3     T r a n s i t  
  
 T h e   D E I S   i n c l u d e d   a v e r a g e   p e r f o r m a n c e   t i m e s   f o r   R o u t 
e   1 6 ,   5 0   a n d   I - 9 4 B , C   a n d   D .     I   w a s   n e v e r   a b l e   t o   f i n d   a 
n y   r e p o r t ,   t a b l e   o r   c h a r t   w i t h   t i m e   s a v i n g s   i n   t h e   D E I S .     
A f t e r   2   m o n t h s   o f   p h o n e   c a l l s   a n d   e - m a i l   r e q u e s t s ,   a n d   
n e a r l y   n o t i f y i n g   t h r e a t e n i n g   t h e   M i n n e s o t a   D a t a   P r a c t i c 
e   A c t ,   I   m e t   w i t h   s e v e r a l   s e v e r a l   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   a n d   
M e t .   T r a n s i t   e m p l o y e e s .     W i t h i n   a   f e w   d a y s   t h e   b u s   s c h 
e d u l e s   t h a t   w e r e   u t i l i z e d   o n   t h e   d r a f t   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m 
p a c t   s t a t e m e n t   w e r e   p r o v i d e d .     I   c o m p i l e d   t h e   s c h e d u l e 
d   b u s   t i m e s   f o r   t h e   e n t i r e   d a i l y   s c h e d u l e   f o r   R o u t e   1 6 ,   
5 0   a n d   I - 9 4 B , C   a n d   D   a n d   a v e r a g e d   t h e   t i m e   f o r   t h e   c o 
m p a r a b l e   L R T   r o u t e .      
  
 T h e   a v e r a g e   b u s     p e r f o r m a n c e   t i m e s   u t i l i z e d   i n   t h e   d r a f 
t   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m p a c t   s t a t e m e n t   w e r e   h i g h e r   t h a n   t h e   a 
p p l i c a b l e   s c h e d u l e s   t h a t   w e r e   i n   e f f e c t   w h e n   t h e   d r a f t   e 
n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m p a c t   s t a t e m e n t   w a s   p r e p a r e d   a n d   a r e   h i g 
h e r   t h a n   t h e y   a r e   o n   t h e   c u r r e n t   b u s   s c h e d u l e s .     T h e   a c t 
u a l   b u s   t r a n s i t   t i m e s   w e r e   i n c o r r e c t   o n   d r a f t   e n v i r o n m e 
n t a l   i m p a c t   s t a t e m e n t   a n d   t h u s   t h e   c o s t   e f f e c t i v e n e s s   i n 
d e x   w a s   i n c o r r e c t .     T h e   F e d e r a l   T r a n s i t   A d m i n i s t r a t i o n   
m a y   n e v e r   h a v e   f u n d e d   t h i s   p r o j e c t   i f   t h e   c o r r e c t   t i m e s   
w e r e   u t i l i z e d .  
  
 I n   a n a l y z i n g   t h e   p r e s e n t   c e n t r a l   c o r r i d o r   b u s   s e r v i c e ,   R 
o u t e   5 0   a n d   I - 9 4   b u s   r o u t e s   w e r e   e x t e n d e d   i n   d o w n t o w n   
M i n n e a p o l i s .     T h a t   i n c r e a s e d   t h e   s c h e d u l e   t i m e   2   m i n u t 
e s   f o r   w e s t b o u n d   b u s e s .     T h a t   w o u l d   r e d u c e   t h e   a v e r a g e   
s c h e d u l e   t i m e   b y   1   m i n u ýÿÿÿ‚   ƒ   „   …   †   ‡   ˆ   ‰   Š   ‹   Œ   �   Ž   �   
�   ‘   ’   “   ”   •   –   —   ˜   ™   š   ›   œ   �   ž   Ÿ       ¡   ¢   £   ¤   ¥   ¦   §   ¨   ©   ª   «   ¬   
-   ®   ¯   °   ±   ²   ³   ´   µ   ¶   ·   ¸   ¹   º   »   ¼   ½   ¾   ¿   À   Á   Â   Ã   Ä   Å   Æ   Ç   È   
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É   Ê   Ë   Ì   Í   Î   Ï   Ð   Ñ   Ò   Ó   Ô   Õ   Ö   ×   Ø   Ù   Ú   Û   Ü   Ý   Þ   ß   à   á   â   ã   
ä   å   æ   ç   è   é   ê   ë   ì   í   þÿÿÿï   
þÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿÿt e   
f o r   R o u t e   5 0   a n d   I - 9 4   b u s e s .     I n   a d d i t i o n ,   I - 9 4   e x p r e s s   
s c h e d u l e s   w e r e   i n c r e a s e d   1   �   2   m i n u t e s   a f t e r   t h e   I - 3 5 W   
b r i d g e   c o l l a p s e d   a n d   t h e   s h o u l d e r s   o n   t h e     I - 9 4   b r i d g e   a 
c r o s s   t h e   M i s s i s s i p p i   R i v e r   w e r e   m a d e   i n t o   t r a f f i c   l a n e s 
.     W h e n   t h e   n e w   I - 3 5 W   b r i d g e   i s   c o m p l e t e d ,   t h e   I - 9 4   b u 
s   p e r f o r m a n c e   s h o u l d   i m p r o v e   a n d   t h e   s c h e d u l e   t i m e   r e d 
u c e d .         S e e   t h e   f o l l o w i n g   s u m m a r y ;  
    
 B u s   r o u t e � R o u t e   D e s c r i p t i o n � S e r v i c e   T r y p e � A v e r a g e   
D E I S   t i m e � 2 0 0 1 / 2 0 0 2   A v e r a g e   S c h e d u l e   T i m e  
 W e e k d a y s � 7 / 3 1 / 0 8   A v e r a g e   S c h e d u l e   T i m e   W e e k d a y s � 
� 1 6 � M p l s / S t .   P a u l � L o c a l � 5 8 : 0 0 � 5 6 : 1 5 � 5 6 : 4 5 � � 5 0 � M 
p l s / S t   P a u l � L i m i t e d   s t o p � 5 0 : 3 5 � 4 1 : 4 5 � 4 8 : 2 5 / 4 7 : 2 5       
R o u t e   l e n g t h   i n c r e a s e d   4   b l o c k s .     � � 9 4 B � M p l s / S t .   P a u ; 
� I - 9 4   E x p r e s s � 3 3 : 4 0 � 3 3 : 2 0 � 3 3 : 1 0 / 3 1 : 1 0     R o u t e   l e n g t h   
i n c r e a s e d     4   b l o c k s   .   I n c r e a s e d   t h e   s c h e d u l e   t i m e   1 - 2   m 
i n u t e s     b e c a u s e   o f   t h e   t h e   I - 3 5 W   b r i d g e   c o l l a p s e . � � 9 4 C 
� M p l s / S t .   P a u l � I - 9 4   E x p r e s s � 3 2 : 1 0 � 2 6 : 5 0 � 2 6 : 2 5 / 2 4 : 2 
5     R o u t e   l e n g t h   i n c r e a s e d   4   b l o c k s   .     I n c r e a s e d   t h e   s c h e 
d u l e   t i m e   1 - 2   m i n u t e s     b e c a u s e   o f   t h e   t h e   I - 3 5 W   b r i d g e   
c o l l a p s e . � � 9 4 D � M p l s / S t .   P a u l � I - 9 4   E x p r e s s � 3 2 : 1 0 � 2 8 
: 4 0 � 3 0 : 1 0   R o u t e   l e n g t h   i n c r e a s e d   4   b l o c k s .     I n c r e a s e d   t 
h e   s c h e d u l e   t i m e   1 - 2   m i n u t e s     b e c a u s e   o f   t h e   t h e   I - 3 5 W   
b r i d g e   c o l l a p s e . � �  
 I f   w e e k e n d   s e r v i c e   w e r e   a d d e d   t o   t h e   r e p o r t ,   t h e   t i m e s   
w o u l d   b e   r e d u c e d .      
  
 I   t h e n   c o m p a r e d   t h e   a v e r a g e s   o f   t h e   o f   t h e   a c t u a l   s c h e d 
u l e s   w i t h     D E I S   P a g e   6 - 3 5 ,   T a b l e   6 . 4 - 7 ,     E x i s t i n g   a n d   2 
0 2 0   P e a k   H o u r   T r a v e l   T i m e s   i s   t h e   f i r s t   5   c o l u m n s .     T h 
e   2   c o l u m n s   o n   t h e   r i g h t   a r e   t h e   a c t u a l   a v e r a g e   t i m e   f r o 
m   t h e   p r e v i o u s   t a b l e .  
 D e s c r i p t i o n � R o u t e � E x i s t i n g � B a s e l i n e -   2 0 2 0   F o r e c a s t � 
L R T - 2 0 2 0   F o r e c a s t � 2 0 0 1 / 2 0 0 2    
 A v g   . S c h .   T i m e � 7 / 3 1 / 0 8  
 A v g .   S c h .     T i m e   � � D o w n t o w n    
 S t .   P a u l   &   M i n n e a p o l i s � R o u t e   1 6   l o c a l   s e r v i c e � 5 5 � 6 4 
� 7 3 � 5 6 : 1 5 � 5 6 : 4 5 � � � � R o u t e   5 0   l i m i m i t e d   s t o p s � 3 9 � 4 
9 � N / A � 4 1 : 4 5 � 4 8 : 2 5   �   R o u t e   l e n g t h     i n c r e a s e d     4   b l o c 
k s .     . � � � � R o u t e   9 4 B   E x p r e s s � 2 6 � 3 1 � 3 1 � 3 3 : 2 0 � 3 3 : 1 0   
R o u t e   l e n g t h   i n c r e a s e d   4   b l o c k s .     I n c r e a s e d   t h e   s c h e d u l 
e   t i m e   1 - 2   m i n u t e s     b e c a u s e   o f   t h e   t h e   I - 3 5 W   b r i d g e   c o l 
l a p s e .   � � � � R o u t e   9 4 D     E x p r e s s � 3 5 � 4 1 � N / A � 2 8 : 4 0 � 3 
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0 : 1 0   R o u t e   l e n g t h   i n c r e a s e d   4   b l o c k s .     I n c r e a s e d   t h e   s c 
h e d u l e   t i m e   1 - 2   m i n u t e s     b e c a u s e   o f   t h e   t h e   I - 3 5 W   b r i d 
g e   c o l l a p s e . � � � L R T � N / A � N / A � 3 5 � � 4 0 : 0 0     A c c o r d i n g   
t o   t h e   S D E I S � �  
  
 I n   t h e   6   -   7   y e a r s   s i n c e   t h e   D E I S ,   R o u t e   I - 9 4   b u s e s   a v e 
r a g e   t i m e   i s   l e s s   t h a n   i t   w a s   i n   2 0 0 1 / 0 2 .     T h e   R o u t e   1 6   
b u s e s   i n c r e a s e d   3 0 .       s e c o n d s .     I v ' e   o b s e r v e d   R o u t e   1 6   
a n d   5 0   b u s e s   o n   U n i v e r s i t y   A v e n u e   d u r i n g   r u s h   a n d   n o n   
r u s h   h o u r s .     T h e   b u s e s   o f t e n   a r e   s l o w i n g   d o w n   t o   s t a y   o 
n   s c h e d u l e .     T h e   b u s   s c h e d u l e s   c o u l d   b e   c o m p r e s s e d .     T 
h e r e   i s   o n l y   2   l o c a t i o n s   w i t h   c o n g e s t i o n ;     T h e   U n i v e r s i t 
y   o f   M i n n e s o t a   a n d   d o w n t o w n   M i n n e a p o l i s .  
  
 T h e   e x i s t i n g   t i m e s   a r e   i n a c c u r a t e   a n d   t h o s e   w h o   p r e p a r 
e d   t h e   D E I S   s h o u l d   p r o v i d e   t h e i r   d o c u m e n t a t i o n   t o   s u p p 
o r t   t h e i r   f i n d i n g s .   T h i s   h a s   a   m a j o r   i m p a c t   u p o n   t h e   c a l 
c u l a t i o n   o f   C o s t   E f f e c t i v e n e s s   I n d e x .     T h e r e   i s n ' t   a n y   b 
a s i s   f o r   t h e   p e r f o r m a n c e   t i m e   f o r e c a s t s   g i v e n   t h e   m i n i m 
a l   c h a n g e s   i n   a v e r a g e   p e r f o r m a n c e   i n   t h e   6   - 7   y e a r ,   t h e   
l o s s   i n   p o p u l a t i o n   a n d   e m p l o y m e n t   a n d   l e s s   c o n g e s t i o n   
o n   t h e   r o a d s .     T h e   e n t i r e   t i m e   s a v i n g s   c a l c u l a t i o n   n e e d s   
t o   b e   r e c a c u l a t e d .  
    
  
  
  
 A   r e v i e w   o f   t h e   p r e v i o u s   a n d   c u r r e n t   b u s   s c h e d u l e s   r e v 
e a l   a d d i t i o n a l   i n t e r e s t i n g   i n f o r m a t i o n .     B u s   t r a v e l   t i m e 
s   i n c r e a s e d   i n   d o w n t o w n   M i n n e a p o l i s   a f t e r   t h e   H i a w a t h 
a   L R T   s t a r t e d   o p e r a t i o n s .     T h e   a t   g r a d e   L R T   c a u s e d   r e r 
o u t i n g   o f   b u s e s   a n d   v e h i c l e s   o n t o   l e s s   s t r e e t s .     S o m e   b u 
s e s   h a v e   a n   e x t e n d e d   t u r n   a r o u n d   r o u t e .     T h e r e   a r e   m o r e   
b u s e s   i n   d o w n t o w n   M i n n e a p o l i s   w i t h   t h e   i n c e a s e   i n   r i d e 
r s h i p   o n   l o c a l   a n d   e s p e c i a l l y   e x p r e s s   b u s e s   f r o m   t h e   s u 
b u r b s .     T h e r e   i s   m o r e   a u t o m o b i l e   c o n g e s t i o n   w i t h   l a n e   r 
e d u c t i o n   o n   t h e   L R T   r o u t e .     C r o s s i n g   t h e   L R T   l i n e   i n c r 
e a s e s   c o n g e s t i o n   a n d   a d d i n g   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   w i l l   i 
n c r e a s e   t h e   i m p a c t   u p o n   v e h c i l e s   w i t h   a   m a r g i n a l   d e c r e 
a s e   i n   b u s   t r a f f i c   w h i c h   w i l l   b e   q u i c k l y   n e g a t e d   b y   t h e   
i n c r e a s e d   s u b u r b a n   r i d e r s h i p   f r o m   I - 3 5   a n d   C e d a r   A v e n 
u e   a n d   o t h e r   r o u t e s .     E v e r y   t i m e   y o u   a d j u s t   r o u t e s   o n   a   
f i n i t e   r o a d   s y s t e m ,   y o u   n e g a t i v e l y   i m p a c t   s o m e o n e   e l s e .       
T r a v e l   t i m e   o n   I - 9 4   b e t w e e n   S t .   P a u l   a n d   M i n n e a p o l i s   i 
s   n e a r l y   i d e n t i c a l   e x c e p t   f o r   t h e   1 - 2   m i n u t e   i n c r e a s e   b e 
t w e e n   S n e l l i n g   A v e n u e   i n   S t .   P a u l   a n d   d o w n t o w n   M i n n e 
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a p o l i s .     T h a t   i n c r e a s e   w a s   r e c e n t l y   e n a c t e d   a n d   i s   l i k e l 
y   t h e   r e s u l t   o f   t h e   c o l l a p s e   o f   t h e   I - 3 5 W   b r i d g e ,   r e r o u t i 
n g   v e h i c l e   t r a f f i c   o n t o   I - 9 4 ,   l o s s   o f   t h e   s h o u l d e r   f o r   b u 
s   u s e   a n d   d o w n t o w n   c o n g e s t i o n .        
  
 C h a p t e r   5   E c o n o m i c   e f f e c t s  
  
 P r o p e r t y   v a l u e s   w i l l   i n c r e a s e   a n d   h a v e   a n   a d v e r s e   e f f e c 
t   u p o n   l o w   i n c o m e   i n d i v i d u a l s ,   f a m i l i e s   a n d   m a n y   s m a l l   
b u s i n e s s e s .     E v e n   i f   p r o p e r t y   v a l u e s   r e m a i n e d   u n c h a n g e 
d ,   t h e   l a r g e r   t a x   s u b s i d y   w i l l   a d v e r s e l y   a f f e c t   t h e m .    
  
 T h i s   e n t i r e   p r o j e c t   i s   p a i d   f r o m   t a x e s   p l u s   i n t e r e s t   w h i 
c h   p r o b a b l y   m o r e   t h a n   d o u b l e s   t h e   t o t a l   c o s t .     I n   a d d i t i 
o n ,   t h e   t r a n s i t   v e h i c l e s   a n d   p r o b a b l y   s o m e   o t h e r   i t e m s   
a r e   m a n u f a c t u r e d   i n   a   f o r e i g n   c o u n t r y   w h i c h   a d v e r s e l y   
a f f e c t s   o u r   b a l a n c e   o f   p a y m e n t s .        
  
 C h a p t e r   6   T r a n s p o r t a t i o n   E f f e c t s  
  
 D r i v e r s   w i l l   l o s e   t i m e   c a u s e d   b y   p r i o r i t i z i n g   t r a f f i c   s i 
g n a l s ,   a d d i n g   6   t r a f f i c   s i g n a l s   o n   U n i v e r s i t y   A v e n u e ,   m 
a n i p u l a t i o n   o f   t r a f f i c   s i g n a l s   f o r   o p t i m a l   l i g h t   r a i l   p e r f 
o r m a n c e ,   r e d u c i n g   t h e   l a n e s   a v a i l a b l e   f o r   v e h i c l e s   a n d   i 
n c r e a s e d   c o n g e s t i o n   c a u s e d   b y   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L i g 
h t   R a i l .       T h e   f i n a n c i a l   i m p a c t   w i l l   b e   h u n d r e d s   o f   m i l l 
i o n s   o f   d o l l a r s   i n   w a s t e d   f u e l   a n d   m i l l i o n s   o f   h o u r s   i n   l 
o s t   t i m e   b y   v e h i c l e   o c c u p a n t s .      
  
 T h e   t y p e   o f   r i g h t   o f   w a y   u t i l i z e d   b y   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d 
o r   i n c u r r s   t h e   l a r g e s t   n u m b e r   o f   a c c i d e n t s   w i t h   p e d e s t r i 
a n s   a n d   v e h i c l e s L R T T h e   M e t r o p o l i t a n   C o u n c i l   d o e s   n o t   
p r o p e r l y   t h e   c a l c u l a t e   t h e   t o t a l   i m p a c t   o f   v a r i o u s   a p p r o 
a c h e s   a n d   d o e s   n o t   t a k e   i n t o   a c c o u n t   t h e   t i m e   a n d   c o s t s   
o f   o t h e r s   t h a t   s h a r e   t h i s   m e t r o p o l i t a n   a r e a .      
  
 L R T   r i d e r s   w i l l   l o s e   m i l l i o n s   o f   h o u r s   b e c a u s e   o f   t h e   s 
l o w n e s s   o f   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T .     U s e   y o u r   c o m p u t 
e r   a n d   c a l c u l a t e   t h e   l o s t   t i m e   b y   t r a n s p o r t a t i o n   a n a l y s i s   
z o n e   i f   y o u   h a d   L R T   t h a t   t r a v e l e d   t h e   e n t i r e   l e n g t h   f r o 
m   2 5   - 3 0   m i n u t e s   i n s t e a d   o f   4 0 +   m i n u t e s .     H o w   m a n y   a d 
d i t i o n a l   r e v e n u e   p a y i n g   p a s s e n g e r s   w o u l d   y o u   a t t r a c t .     
H o w   m u c h   c o n g e s t i o n   c o u l d   b e   r e l e i v e d   f r o m   I - 9 4 ?     T h e   
i m p a c t   b y   t h e   l o s t   o p p o r t u n i t y   i s   t r e m e n d o u s .  
  
 R e f e r   t o   S D I S   T a b l e   6 - 5   f o r   a v e r a g e   d a i l y   t r a f f i c   l e v e l 
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s       T r a f f i c   l e v e l s   i n   2 0 0 6   h a v e   g e n e r a l l y   d e c r e a s e d   i n   1 
1   o u t   o f   1 2   s e g m e n t s   s i n c e   t h e   2 0 0 1   c o u n t s   u t i l i z e d   i n   t 
h e   D E I S .     H o w   w o u l d   u t i l i z a t i o n   o f   m o r e   a c c u r a t e   p o p u l 
a t i o n ,   e m p l o y m e n t   a n d   d e v e l o p m e n t   d a t a   i m p a c t   t r a v e l   
d e m a n d   a n d   p e r f o r m a n c e   o f   t h e   b u s e s ?      
  
 C h a p t e r   8   �   F i n a n c i a l   A n a l y s i s  
  
 C a p i t a l   C o s t   E s t i m a t e  
  
 T h e   f i n a n c i a l   a s p e c t s   o f   t h i s   p r o j e c t   a r e   t e r r i b l e .         T h 
e   c o s t   p e r   m i l e   i n   2 0 1 4   w o u l d   b e   a p p r o x i m a t e l y   9 1 . 8   m i 
l l i o n   d o l l a r s .     T h a t   i s   t h e   s e c o n d   h i g h e s t   c o s t   L R T   p r o j 
e c t   i n   t h e   U n i t e d   S t a t e s .     T h e   a v e r a g e   L R T   p r o j e c t   c o s t   
i s   a p p r o x i m a t e l y   $ 3 5 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 .     T h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   
L R T   p r o j e c t   i s   a t   g r a d e ,   t h e   t u n n e l   w a s   d e l e t e d ,   t h e r e   i 
s   a   n e w   b r i d g e   a c r o s s   I - 3 5 W ,   t h e r e   i s n ' t   a n y   u n d e r g r o u n 
d   o r   e l e v a t e d   s t a t i o n s .     W h e r e   i s   y o u r   f i s c a l   r e s p o n s i b i l 
i t y   t o   p r o v i d e   t o   p r o v i d e   r a p i d   t r a n s i t   a t   a   c o s t   w i t h i n   r 
e a s o n ?       T h i s   p r o j e c t   s h o u l d   h a v e   c o s t   $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 .     T 
h e   c o s t   o f   t h e   i n f r a s t r u c t u r e   i s   e s t i m a t e d   a t   $ 4 1 5 , 5 0 0 , 0 
0 0 . 0 0 .     T h e   e s t i m a t e d   c o s t   o f   p r o f e s s i o n a l   s e r v i c e s   f o r   
t h e   i n f r a s t r u c t u r e   i s   $ 1 6 3 , 5 2 7 , 0 1 2 . 0 0   w h i c h   i s   m o r e   t h a 
n   3 9 % .     I   p u r c h a s e d ,   c o r r d i n a t e d   a n d   m a n a g e d   a c q u i s t i o 
n   o f   A r c h i t e c t - E n g i n e e r i n g   S e r v i c e s   f o r   a   F e d e r a l   A g e n 
c y   f o r   m a n y   y e a r s   a n d   I   w o u l d   h a v e   n e v e r   c o n s i d e r e d   p a 
y m e n t   o f   t h a t   r e d i c u l o u s   a m o u n t   f o r   9 . 9   m i l e s   o f   u n c o m 
p l i c a t e d   n e w   L R T .     T h e r e   i s   a l s o   t h e   a d d i t i o n a l   c o s t s   t h 
a t   a r e   n o t   i n c l u d e d   i n   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   p r o j e c t   c o s t 
s   i n c l u d i n g   t h e   U n i o n   D e p o t   S t a t i o n ,   t h e   3   a d d i t i o n a l   t r 
a n s i t   s t a t i o n s   a n d   s o m e   o f   t h e   r o a d   c h a n g e s   a r o u n d   t h e   
U n i v e r s i t y   o f   M i n n e s o t a   a n d   p e r h a p s   o t h e r s   w h i c h   I ' m   n 
o t   a w a r e .     O u r   m i n i m a l   t r a n s i t   d o l l a r s   s h o u l d   b e   g e t t i n g   
m a x i m u m   t r a n s i t   r e s u l t s .      
  
 8 . 2 . 1     O p e r a t i n g   a n d   M a i n t e n c e   C o s t s  
  
 T h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T   o p e r a t i o n   a n d   m a i n t e n a n c e   c 
o s t s   a r e   e x c e s s i v e   b e c a u s e ;   s l o w   s p e e d ,   e x c e s s i v e   n u m b 
e r   o f   s t a t i o n s ,   3 0   m i l e   p e r   h o u r   s p e e d   l i m i t ,   a p p r o x i m a t 
e l y   4 0   t r a f f i c   s i g n a l s ,   o p e r a t i n g   i n   a   s h a r e d   r i g h t   o f   w a 
y   a l m o s t   t h e   e n t i r e   l e n g t h ,     s h a r i n g   t h e   r o a d   w i t h   a   l a r g 
e   n u m b e r o f   v e h i c l e s   a n d   l e n g t h y   l a y o v e r   t i m e s .     T h a t   i n 
c r e a s e s   t h e   n u m b e r   o f   v e h i c l e s ,   o p e r a t o r s ,   s e c u r i t y   p e r s 
o n n e l ,   m a i n t e n a n c e   a n d   a d m i n i s t r a t i v e   s t a f f   a n d   s u p e r v i 
s i o n .     M a i n t e n a n c e / s t o r a g e   f a c i l i t i e s   n e e d   t o   b e   l a r g e r   
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a n d   m o r e   r e p l a c e m e n t   p a r t s   a n d   r e p l a c e m e n t   v e h i c l e s   r e 
q u i r e d .     T h e   s u p p l e m e n t a l   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m p a c t   s t a t e m e 
n t   s t a t e s   t h a t   d e d i c a t e d   t r a n s i t   t a x e s   a n d   g e n e r a l   t a x e s   
a r e   r e v e n u e .     T a x e s   a r e   a   s u b s i d y .     T h e   c h a r t   b e l o w   f a c t 
o r s   i n f l a t i o n   a t   3 %   a n d   4 %   t h r o u g h   2 0 3 0 .      
                  
 A n n u a l   O p e r a t i n g   a n d   M a i n t e n a n c e   c o s t s   w i t h   3 %   a n d   4 
%   i n f l a t i o n   t h r o u g h   2 0 3 0               
           
 2 0 0 7 � 2 0 1 4 � 2 0 2 0 � 2 0 2 5 � 2 0 3 0 � � $ 5 3 , 9 0 0 , 0 0 0 � � � � � � 3 
%   i n f l a t i o n   -   a p p r o x i m a t e l y � $ 6 6 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . � $ 7 9 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 
. � $ 9 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . � $ 1 0 6 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . � � 4 %   i n f l a t i o n - a p p r o x i m 
a t e l y � $ 6 8 , 2 0 0 , 6 9 3 . � $ 8 9 , 7 4 7 , 4 5 5 . � $ 1 0 4 , 9 9 1 , 8 2 0 � $ 1 2 7 , 
7 3 8 , 5 8 0 . � �                     
       
 H o w   m u c h   n e w   p a s s e n g e r   r e v e n u e   w i l l   b e   b r o u g h t   i n   b y   
t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r     R e f e r r i n g   t o   t a b l e   6 - 2   t r a n s i t   r i d e 
r s h i p   f o r e c a s t s   f o r   2 0 3 0 ,   t h e   f o r e c a s t   i n c r e a s e d   C e n t r a l   
C o r r i d o r   b o a r d i n g s   i s   1 1 , 3 0 0 .     I   e s t i m a t e d   a   $ 3 . 5 0   t h e   a 
v e r a g e   f a r e   i n   2 0 3 0 ,   w h i c h   i s   m o r e   t h a n   d o u b l e   t h e   p r e s 
e n t   f a r e .    
  
 C a l c u l a t i o n   o f   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   a d d i t i o n a l   p a s s e n g e r   r e 
v e n u e   i n   2 0 3 0                  
 D a y � A d d i t i o n a l   c o r r i d o r   t r i p s � 2 0 3 0   a v e r a g e     b u s   f a r e 
� D a i l y   i n c r e a s e   i n     r e v e n u e � A n n u a l   i n c r e a s e   i n   r e v e n u 
e � � W e e k d a y     p a s s e n g e r   r e v e n u e   p e r   d a y   X   2 5 5   d a y s � 1 1 
, 3 0 0 � $ 3 . 5 0 � $ 3 9 , 5 5 0 . 0 0 � $ 1 0 , 0 8 5 , 2 5 0 . 0 0 � � S a t u r d a y   p a 
s s e n g e r   r e v e n u e   p e r   d a y   6 0 %     o f   w e e k d a y   r i d e r s h i p  
   X   5 2   d a y s � 6 , 7 8 0 � $ 3 . 5 0 � $ 2 3 , 7 3 0 . 0 0 � $ 1 , 2 3 3 , 9 6 0 . 0 0 � � 
S u n d a y   p a s s e n g e r   r e v e n u e   p e r   d a y  
 5 0 %   o f   w e e k d a y   r i d e r s h i p   X   5 8 � 5 , 6 5 0 � $ 3 . 5 0 � $ 1 9 , 7 7 5 . 
0 0 � $ 1 , 1 4 6 , 9 5 0 . 0 0 � � T o t a l   e s t i m a t e d   a d d i t i o n a l   p a s s e n g 
e r   r e v e n u e   i n   2 0 3 0   i n   t h e   c e n t r a l   c o r r i d o r � � � � $ 1 2 , 4 6 6 
, 1 6 0 . 0 0 � �  
 T h e   i m p l e m e n t a t i o n   o f   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T   w i l l   r e 
s u l t   i n   c a n c e l l a t i o n   o f   t h e   R o u t e   5 0   b u s e s   a n d   l e n g t h e n i 
n g   t h e   h e a d w a y   f o r   R o u t e   1 6   a n d   I - 9 4   b u s e s .     E x t r a   b u s 
e s   w i l l   b e   u t i l i z e d   t o   f e e d   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T   a n 
d   o t h e r s   a r e   l i k e l y   t o   b e   p r o g r a m m e d   o n   o t h e r   r o u t e s .     
T h e   b e s t   w a y   o f   c o m p a r i n g   a n d   p r o j e c t   i s   t o t a l   p a s s e n g e 
r   r e v e n u e   a n d   c o s t s   b e f o r e   a n d   a f t e r .     a d v e r t i s i n g   r e v e n 
u e   i n   m o s t   c a s e s   i s   a   s h a r e d   r e v e n u e   a n d   n o t   a   d i r e c t   r e 
s u l t   o f   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T .     T a x p a y e r s   a r e   p r o b a b 
l y   g o i n g   t o   s u b s i d i z e   t h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   L R T   f o r   8 0   �   
8 5 %   o f   t h e   o p e r a t i o n   a n d   m a i n t e n a n c e   c o s t s   o r   $ 8 5   �   9 
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0   m i l l i o n   d o l l a r s   i n   2 0 3 0 .     T h e   t a x p a y e r s   a r e   g o i n g   t o   b 
e   v e r y   d i s p l e a s e d   a n d   o t h e r   t r a n s i t   r i d e r s   a r e   l i k e l y   t o   
s e e   e v e n   l a r g e r   f a r e   i n c r e a s e s .      
  
 B u i l d i n g   t h r e   f i r s t   L R T   s y s t e m s   p r i m a r i l y   w i t h i n   t h e   l o 
c a l   r a t e   s t r u c t u r e ,   p r o v i d i n g   p a r k   a n d   r i d e   f a c i l i t i e s   a t   
h i g h   c o s t   w i t h   n o   r e v e n u e   i s   p o o r   f i n a n c i a l   a n d   t r a n s i t   
m a n a g e m e n t .     T r a n s i t   r i d e r s h i p   d o e s n ' t   m e a n   a n y t h i n g .     
A d d i t i o n a l   r e v e n u e ,   e f f e c t i v e   u s e   o f   r e v e n u e     p r o d u c i n g   
e q u i p m e n t   a n d   o p e r a t i n g   a n d   m a i n t e n a n c e   c o s t s   a r e   t h e   
i m p o r t a n t   f a c t o r s       T h e   s u p p l e m e n t a r y   e n v i r o n m e n t a l   i m 
p a c t   s t a t e m e n t   d o e s n ' t   i n c l u d e   p a s s e n g e r   r e v e n u e   o r   c o s 
t   b r e a k d o w n s .      
  
 H i s t o r y  
  
 T h e   C e n t r a l   C o r r i d o r   w a s   a n d   i s   s e v e r e l y   i m p a c t e d   b y   t 
h e   c o n s t r u c t i o n   o f   I - 9 4 .     I t   w a s   a   c o m p l e t e   d i s s e r v i c e   n 
o t   t o   h e l p   t h e   n e i g b o r h o o d   a t   t h a t   t i m e   a n d   e v e r   s i n c e .       
T h e   H i a w a t h a   L R T   r o u t e   n e g a t i v e l y   i m p a c t e d   M i n n e a p o l 
i s   f o r   3 0   y e a r s .     F i r s t   t h e   h o m e s   a n d   b u s i n e s s e s   i n   a n   a 
p p r o x i m a t e   5 0   b l o c k   a r e a   w e r e   p u r c h a s e d .     A   g u e s t i m a t e 
d   3 , 0 0 0   �   5 , 0 0 0   r e s i d e n t s   w e r e   d i s p l a c e d   a n d   m a n y   m o v 
e d   f r o m   M i n n e a p o l i s .     T h e   l a n d   s a t   u n u t i l i z l e d .     T h e   p r 
o p e r t y   t a x   b u r d e n   f e l l   o n   t h e   r e m a i n i n g   r e s i d e n t s .     M a n 
y   s u r r o u n d i n g   b u s i n e s s e s ,   c h u r c h e s   a n d   o t h e r   o r g a n i z a t i 
o n s   w e r e   n e g a t i v e l y   i m p a c t e d   a n d   e v e n t u a l l y   f a i l e d .     T h 
e   r e m a i n i n g   r e s i d e n t s   h a d   t o   t r a v e l   f u r t h e r .     M e t r o   T r a n 
s i t   l o s t   r i d e r s h i p   f o r   t h e   e n t i r e   p e r i o d   a n d   I   w o u l d   b e t   t 
h a t   b u s   s e r v i c e   w a s   r e d u c e d   i n   t h e   c o r r i d o r .     N o w   w e   h e 
a r   a b o u t   t h e   H i a w a t h a   L R T     g r o w t h   i n   h o u s i n g .     I t   t o o k   
3 0   y e a r s   t o   p e r h a p s   r e s t o r e   t h e   h o u s i n g   u n i t s .         S h o w   
m e   t h e   n u m b e r   o f   n e w   j o b s   a n d   t y p e s   o f   j o b s .     M i n n e a p 
o l i s   h a d   a   u n d e r u t i l i z e d   r a i l   l i n e   1   b l o c k   e a s t   o f   t h e   p r 
e s e n t   r o u t e .     W h a t   a   w a s t e ! 
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 Supplemental 
 DEIS Comment Sheet 

Name:  
Sheldon Gitis 

 
Please take a moment to share your comments on the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit project in the space 
provided below.  Your comments will be transcribed in the public hearing record and responded to in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.  Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit 
project. 

In comments on the DEIS for the Central Corridor project, the City of Minneapolis stated:“The City of Minneapolis 
supports the future construction of Granary Road through the SEMI (Southeast Minneapolis 
Industrial)redevelopment area.  The benefits of Granary Road connecting to the Pierce Butler and Phalen corridors 
in St. Paul need to be better recognized as (a) mitigation measure to traffic operations(,) limitations(,) and 
challenges along University Avenue created by Central Corridor LRT.  The Granary corridor will provide 
operational and capacity relief to University Avenue and will provide a viable detour route as the project is 
constructed.  This corridor has been designated as an A-minor Augmenter by the Metropolitan Council and will 
eventually connect I-35W to I-35E.”   
http://www.regionalrail.org/DOCS/Public%20Comment%20Record/Comment%2007%20Official%20Comment%2
0on%20DEIS.pdfRather than considering the "benefits" of an additional I-35E to I-35W expressway to 
accommodate horrendous volumes of suburban commuters, driving into, out of, and through all the St. Paul 
neighborhoods from Phalen to St. Anthony Park, the Metropolitan Council should consider putting a frequent, high 
capacity public transit service on the Central Corridor route connecting Phalen Boulevard to Granary Road. 

  
 

 
To send your comments electronically, please click Send.     To end your 
comments via U.S. mail, please print this document and mail to: Kathryn O’Brien 
Central Corridor Project Office 540 Fairview Avenue North St. Paul, MN  55104

s 

 The final date to receive comments is August 25, 2008 

Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit
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To submit your comments electronically. please visit the website at www.centralcorridor.org and click 011 SDEIS
under "hot topics".

Please take a moment to share your comments on the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit project in the space
provided below. Your comments will be transcribed in the public hearing record and responded to in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you for taking the time to share your views on this important transit
project.
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To send your comments via U.S. mail. please print this document and mail to:
Kathryn O'Brien

Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North

St. Paul. MN 55104
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Terry J. Henry
406 Wacouta street

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101
Telephone: (651) 717-4801

Email: lauraplusterry@gmail.com

August 18, 2008

RE: Written comments to Supplement My Verbal Remarks to the Met COlll1cil on August 9, 2008, Pertaining to
Supplemental Draft Envirol1lllentallmpact Statement (SDElS)

Central Corridor Project Office
AITN: Kathryn O'Brien
540 Fairview Avenue Nortl~ Suite 200
Saint Paul, MN 55104

Dear Ms. O'Brian:

This letter is an add-on to my verbal COlfunellls conceming the planned location of the Light Rail Transit (LTR) Tracks
on O,e cast side of Cedar Street in Saint Paul, Minnesota, approximately 28 feet from top sleps of Central Presbyterian
Church (in downtown Saint Paul), 500 Cedar Street, Saint Paul, MN 5510I, \\Ww.cpcstpauLorg. As a member ofthe
Charch, / believe this LRTplan will severely hllllilicap Central Church.

While Ole SDEIS discusses the physical construction of historic church buildings such as Central Presbyterian Church
but not much what churches do, your document should discuss Ole important work of churches: worslup and service to
people. Central Presbyterian, for example, is open for business seven days a week, days, evenings and sometimes
overnight Central's services include

• Sunday worslup and other religious services during the week
• Weddings and funerals
• Religious education services for all people in Saint Paul
• Educational classes in language skills and computers for inunigrants
• Counseling, social services and wardrobe assistance to the poor
• Beds and food for Ole homeless
• Musical perfonnances as an outreach service
• Noon luncheons for workers in Ole downtown area
• Displays of fine art
• Rummage sales
• Teas and other social events for seniors
• Facilities for Alcoholic Anonymous and other organizlltions
• Civic meetings and services for O,e people of Saint Paul: Example -- Central is now working with Ignatian

Associates, a lay apostolic conunUluty, to provide a "Peaceful Presence"-a sanctuary at Central where
anyone can come during Ole upcoming Repnblican National Convention, September I - 4, 2008, 8:00 AM to
8:00 PM. TIle sancluary will be an interfaith place of qniet for private prayer and contemplation.

Central Presbyterian Church property is on the east side of Cedar Street in downtown Saint Paul and includes tl,e church
building and its dead-end alley on tlle nortll side of the building tlrnt is only accessible from Cedar Street. Private
property surrounds all otller parts of Ole church property. With the exception of its frontage along Cedar Street.
Central is landlocked by private nroperties.

IIUldersland Ornt LRT traffic will travel past Central as often as every seven to len minutes. Tlus action will impede
public access to the church building.
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Page 2, Written Comments to Snpplement Verbal Comments, August 13,2008

Locating the tracks on the cast side of Cedar Street will cause the following:
• The noise and gonging produced by the trains will interfere with Sunday worship selvices. This noise will

occur during all seasons of the year but will be more oppressive during the summer months because Central
cannot afford to air condition the large sanctuary and must open its front doors to the outside air. (1 believe
that the planned LRTwill probably interfere with my u.s. Constitution First Amendment Rights to worship
without government inte,:!erence.)

• High quality musical events will not be possible at Central Presbyterian Church.
• I understand that St. Paul District Energy will have to pay for the relocation of the lUlderground heating and

cooling utilities, and appropriately increase the fees charged to all customers. However, I believe that Centml
will have to pay for the relocation of the other underground utilities servicing the building. We arc a struggling
downtown church.

• LRT traffic will interfere with delively of supplies and services through the alley next to the church building.
Central must relocate its trash dumpster Olat is in Ole dead-end alley and as well as its onlv ADA certified
wheelchair ramp necessary to enter the church building.

• The elderly, some of whom have hearing, vision, and mobility disabilities, form a large part of O,e
congregation. They will have great difficulty alighting from vans and vehicles and participating in worship.

• TI,e seamless transferring of caskets between hearses and the sanetumy for the funeral services will necessitate
complex coordination with the LRT.

• The multiple LRT trains passing Centml will tnlly interfere with wedding ceremonies
• The LRT will obstruct the ability of Central to eondnet outreach services to minister to people in the downtown

area by limiting access to the church.

During my recent LRT tour, your rep said Olat the Light Rail planners would work to relieve the stressors on Centml's
situation. This information should be in writing and attached to O,e SDEIS to allow for careful considemtion.

At O,e minimum, Ole LRT tracks shonld be in the center of Cedar Street to give Central access to the city street mld
possibly rednee some of the noise from O,e trains. However, I snggest that this is even a mistake. I can only imagine
how construction will eanse deep chaos to the middle of Saint Paul's downtown.

Instead, I wish Omt plmmers had considered locating O,e tmcks on portions of Kellogg Boulevard. Mimicking the
success in LRT in Mirmeapolis, the Saint Paul LRT could serve a higher nmnber of people who want to tmvel to O,e
Xecl, the River Center, the Ordway, and numerous hotels as well as providing good access to government include Saint
Paul City Hall, Ramsey County Govenuuent Center, and the courts. Perhaps, the new Transit Center on Smith Avenue
would be a good intercOlmeetion point for busses with new routes in the downtown area. Finally, Ole LRT could easily
link with Ole Saint Paul Skyway System to make possible easy, safe, quick and sheltered walking to all other parts of
Saint Paul's compact downtown.

The motto of Central Presbyterian Church is In the Gily[or Good. Older tImn the State of Minuesota, the Church
works to serve the needs of ti,e people in downtown Saint Paul. I believe that the current LRT planning for placing light
rail on the cast side of Cedar Street could result in O,e possible end of the Church. Thus, the doors of Central could
close forever.
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Remarks by Andrea Lubov to the Metropolitan Council
Comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
August 4, 2008

Mr. Chairman, members of the Metropolitan Council

My name is Andrea Lubov. I am a resident of St. Paul; I was a member of the St. Paul station
area planning committee, and I have, as a member of Jewish Community Action, actively
worked with the Transportation Equity/Stops for Us coalition to have the Central Corridor LRT
stop at Hamline, Victoria, and Western Avenues. Working to obtain these stops is consistent
with the JCA mission to eliminate social and economic injustice.

I believe I bring a unique perspective to this discussion. I am a retired economist with a PhD.
from Washington State University. I have over 30 years experience looking at the economic
impact of public policy. When I retired at the end of2004, I was a partner in the firm Anton,
Lubov and Associates, where I had the opportunity to work on the master plans for the Franklin
and Cedar-Riverside stations of the Hiawatha LRT and I also worked on the early economic
impact analysis for the Central Corridor.

There are serious problems Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for
the Central Corridor. These problems center around underestimating the negative impact the line
will have on the minority, poor, and transit-dependent populations that live along the corridor.
The report underestimates the negative economic impact of the LRT because the report authors
incorrectly compared the Central Corridor population with the total population of Hennepin and
Ramsey Counties. The authors should have compared the Corridor population with the non­
corridor population of the two counties. Instead they compared the Corridor population with the
whole population of the two counties. Because of this error, the report understates how much the
corridor differs from the rest of Hennepin and Ramsey Counties. The corridor contains
significantly more people of color and its population is poorer and more transit dependent than
the rest of the two counties, and those differences are statistically significant. While the report
claims that the minority and low-income population will not bear a burden that is " ... more
severe or greater in magnitude than the impact felt by the community at large" (p.138), the fact
that the minority share of the COlTidor population is twice as high as the rest ofI-Iennepin and
Ramsey Counties, and the poverty rate is more than three times as high means that minorities
and poor people will be bearing a more severe and greater impact than the community at large.
Oddly, nothing in the methodology section shows how the report authors came to this truly
startling conclusion.

Let me give some examples of how the data as presented in the report fails to highlight how the
corridor differs from the rest of Hennepin and Ramsey Counties. In these examples I'm using
the data that appears in the report, but reporting it slightly differently. Table 3-15 of the SDEIS
shows that approximately 20 percent of the population in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties are
members of ethnic minorities and 41 percent of the corridor population are ethnic minorities.
Comparing the corridor with the rest ofthe two counties changes the emphasis. Ethnic
minorities are 18 percent of the population outside ofthe corridor. Thus, ethnic minorities
constitute more than twice the share of the population in the corridor than in the rest of Hennepin
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and Ramsey Counties. While the Corridor contains slightly more than 9 percent of the Hennepin
and Ramsey County population, it contains nearly 19 percent ofthe minority population ofthe
two counties. Clearly, the Corridor differs from the rest of the two counties.

Similarly, poverty in the Corridor is much more severe than in the rest of the two counties. In
Table 3-16 it looks as if poverty in the corridor is twice the poverty rate in Hennepin and Ramsey
Counties. In fact, it occurs at more than three times the rate of the non-corridor portions of the
two counties.

To say the " ... negative impacts [of the Central Corridor LRT] are not disproportionately borne
by sensitive communities; rather they are borne by all communities along the corridor" (SDEIS
p. 138) is wrong on its face, since clearly "sensitive communities" are a disproportionate share of
the Corridor population! While it is true that "Benefits of the project, including increased
mobility along the Central Corridor, would be experienced by all populations," (SDEIS, p. 138)
potentially an even larger share could accrue to these sensitive populations, if the line were built
with greater sensitivity to the needs of these sensitive communities.

As for the stations at Hamline, Victoria, and Western Avenues, referring to them as "proposed
stations" only emphasizes the notion that the stations may never be built. This language implies
that building the infrastructure for these stations is really a way to quiet the transit-dependent
communities by offering to meet their needs while assuring that ethnic minorities and the transit
dependent population are not likely to get the stops they want and need. If we fail to build at
least one of the 3 stations by the time this LRT line is constructed, I'm afraid we will be
repeating and compounding the errors made when Interstate 94 was constructed and the Rondo
neighborhood bore a disproportionately large share of the social costs and received a
disproportionately small share of the social benefits of the interstate.
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with greater sensitivity to the needs of these sensitive communities.

As for the stations at Hamline, Victoria, and Western Avenues, referring to them as "proposed
stations" only emphasizes the notion that the stations may never be built. This language implies
that building the infrastructure for these stations is really a way to quiet the transit-dependent
communities by offering to meet their needs while assuring that ethnic minorities and the transit
dependent population are not likely to get the stops they want and need. If we fail to build at
least one of the 3 stations by the time this LRT line is constructed, I'm afraid we will be
repeating and compounding the errors made when Interstate 94 was constructed and the Rondo
neighborhood bore a disproportionately large share of the social costs and received a
disproportionately small share of the social benefits of the interstate.
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Table 3-15 SDElS, page 140, as presented

t fT IPI- b Id -fi dR- I E h - H -dPPopu atlOn an ercen 0 ota opu atlOn Jy entl Ie aCla or t mc entage
Race/Ethnicity Hennepin County Ramsey County Central Corridor

study area
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage

of of Total of of Total of of Total
Persons Persons Persons

White (Non- 898,921 80 395,406 77 88,220 59
Hispanic)
Black or African- 99,943 9 38,900 8 28,360 19
American
Hispanic or Latino 45,439 4 26,979 5 11,655 8
Asian 53,555 4 44,836 9 17,303 11
All Others 63,781 6 31,893 6 16,695 11
Total 1,116,200 100 511,D35 100 150,578 100

Table 3-15 re-presented to highlight ethnic differences between Central Corridor study area and
the rest of Hennepin and Ramsey Counties
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Table 3-16, as presented (p. 3-144)
Table 3-16 2000 Census Population Characteristics

Characteristic Hennepin County Ramsey County Study Area
Population Percentage Population Percentage Population Percentage

of total of total of total
County County Study Area

Population _. Population Population
Persons 90,384 8.3 52,673 10.6 34,737 23.1
Below
Poverty Level .._--_._~- ---
Median $51,711 $45,722 $29,956
Household
Income - - _...

Table 3-16 re-presented to highlight poverty in the study area

$28,956

34,737

--..._. --:::-----:---:-----------
Study Area

MedIan Income In the non-study area needs to be re-computed, but to do so requires identifying
the block groups in the study area. This information was not available in the SDElS.
"Median income in the SDEIS was computed incorrectly, but the difference between the reported
value and the correct value is probably very smalL

- _.._---
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August 20, 2008

Central Corridor Project Office
Griggs Midway Building, suite 200
540 Fairview Avenue North
st. Paul, MN 55104

Attn: Kathryn O'Brien

Via Certified Mail

statement for the supplemental Draft Environmental Impact statement
Regarding the Impact of the Proposed Central Corridor LRT

on the Cedar-Riverside Neighborhood

The net impact of the proposed Central Corridor LRT line on
the Cedar-Riverside neighborhood of Minneapolis will be negative.

1. Mass transit service will be diminished in Cedar-Riverside.
The new light rail line will have many fewer stops, compared to the
present Nr. 16 bus that runs on essentially the same route.
Transit time of the new trains will be approximately the same as
the present limited stop Nr. 50 bus that runs on the Nr. 16 route.
Local authorities state that the Nr. 16 bus will continue to run,
but at a much reduced frequency. In other words, the proposed LRT
line simply replaces the Nr. 50 limited stop bus, and passengers
who wish to stop at other destinations along the route will have to
wait much longer than at present for appropriate service by Nr. 16
bus.

2. DiminiShed mass transit service will be a hardship for the
handicapped and elderly. An unusually large number of handicapped
and elderly individuals live in Cedar-Riverside, particularly in
the subsidized units of Riverside Plaza (said to be the highest
housing density in the U.s. west of the Mississippi) and The Cedars
complex of the Minneapolis Public Housing Authority. Reduced
frequency of Nr. 16 bus service and the typical distance of one
mile between stations on the proposed Central Corridor LRT line
will put the handicapped and elderly at a great disadvantage. A
basis for action may exist under the Americans with Disabilities
Act or other legal provisions.

3. Altered automotive traffic patterns will harm the inesses,
and inconvenience residents of Cedar-Riverside. Th bridge from
the west bank of the Mississippi to Washington Aven e S.E. on the
east bank is part of a maj or arterial street (Highway 122)
connecting downtown Minneapolis and Cedar-Riverside the main
campus of the University of Minnesota and University Avenue~~~

According to the University, the bridge ordinarily carries about
20,000 vehicles daily (25,000 during the unavailability of a 35-W
bridge). Proposed changes to place LRT on two lanes of the bridge
and use the remaining two lanes only for traffic to and from East
River Road will dramatically isolate Cedar-Riverside.

Given such a drastic change in traffic patterns, it's apparent
that motorists will have to make a special effort to reach Cedar-
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SDE1S statement -2- August 20, 2008

Riverside from across the river, especially during daily peak
traffic hours when 1-94 is congested. Routes via the loth Avenue
bridge and the Franklin Avenue bridge will become the most direct
means, but those routes will also be more congested from through­
traffic due to access to the Washington Avenue bridge only
circuitously from East River Road. As a result, businesses of
Cedar-Riverside cannot help but suffer harm.

Many of the businesses of Cedar-Riverside are financially
marginal, and despite decades of subsidies as a federal urban
renewal area, the Minneapolis Neighborhood Revitalization Program
currently classifies Cedar-Riverside as a "Revitalization"
neighborhood. We cannot afford the increased isolation that will
only cause more problems and difficulties for our struggling
neighborhood.

Sincerely,

lat>/2(Jlic?17~4:~
David Markle
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David Rasmussen              
409 Roy Street North         

Saint Paul, MN  55104       
August 7, 2008                   

Ms.  Kathryn L. O'Brien, AICP
Project Manager, Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. North, Suite 200S, 
Saint Paul, MN 55104

Thank you for accepting my comments.  

The key points:
Marketing studies are critically important to ensure money is well spent
Rail will not necessarily increase transit use
Service standards for the Hiawatha line indicate no effort to increase transit use.
Park and Rides are critical; the “bus barn” site would be an ideal location
Reducing carbon emissions should be a goal
Transit in the United States does not “compete” with the rest of the world
Toward Safety at Snelling and University, the station should be underground
Toward campus safety, the line should be underground

Marketing Studies are critical to ensure money is well spent

A complex process of politics, government regulations and neighborhood involvement 
has gotten us to the point where we are at, but a comprehensive marketing analysis 
based on systematically talking to random residents of Saint Paul to define the needs 
and desires of potential rail users has never been completed, making it unclear whether 
the proposed new rail would actually be viewed as a positive development by the 
majority of residents once they understand exactly what is proposed.

I concur with the testimony of Union Park District Council, as agreed to at their August 
6, 2008  Board meeting,  that it is critical to validate that the proposed Central Corridor 
Light rail line meets the needs of local residents, and that it would be irresponsible to 
proceed to the construction phase of the project without one.  

I suggest a total sample size of 1000--  two randomly selected pools of about 500 
"captive riders" and 500 "people with transportation options."   Participants will need to 
be paid for their time, and perhaps also entered in  several  lotteries to assure high levels 
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of participation in a process that should take about 90 minutes.  The process will 
involve clearly explaining what is currently planned and then polling the resident about 
their opinion of the mass transit options now, and in the future. The survey will 
determine the expected number of Central Corridor riders assuming the current plan and 
a broad range of scenarios, many of which are not consistent with the current funding 
of the rail project.

Only through a process such as this will it be possible to to assess whether the rail 
project will meet the needs of residents, or whether major changes might required if 
funding is to be responsibly spent.

From Union Park District Council Testimony:

6. The need for comprehensive marketing studies to determine how the Central 
Corridor LRT plans can best meet the needs of both captive, transit-dependent bus 
riders and those who have a choice of transportation options. Many changes have 
occurred since the basic LRT alignment was determined in 2001, not the least of which 
is the doubling of gas prices. UPDS recommends that a quantitative marketing study 
be undertaken to determine if the rail line as proposed will effectively meet the current 
and future transportation needs of Saint Paul, Minneapolis and greater metro area 
transit riders. 

Any corporation contemplating a billion dollar investment would not move forward 
without an up-to-date marketing survey to assess the viability of their new product or 
service to attract new customers and meet the needs of regular clients. As the Central 
Corridor project prepares to move forward into final design, it would be irresponsible 
to proceed without a reality check to see if current plans, that are largely based on 
earlier assumptions, remain valid today. 

UPDC urges that a professional marketing company be retained to do a quantitative 
marketing study, using randomly selected local residents, to determine the actual needs 
and demands of future light rail riders. The range of questions should address such 
issues as: 

• whether station locations are optimal and optimally spaced; 
• whether park-and-rides are needed to accommodate those not directly adjacent to the 

line; 
• whether planned transit speeds will meet people’s needs or if higher speeds would 

attract more new riders; 
• how fare increases would affect ridership; 
• the potential impact of even higher gas prices on future ridership; 
• what rider incentives would be most effective in attracting new riders; and
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• how issues of safety, comfort, pedestrian access, bicycle access and business parking 
would affect the success of the new LRT as a transit improvement and economic 
stimulus to encourage new development. 

Increasing Transit Use Can Not Be Assumed With Rail

The Cato Institute (Libertarian) not surprisingly is critical of Portland's light rail system. It's 
slow, expensive, has not relieved congestion, and taxpayers are no longer voting for it. Their 
point of view is rebutted (sort of) by the transit department. Portland's light rail system is 
popular and cheaper per passenger than buses.

I assume both sides are factually correct. I have a point of view, as well.

When I visited Portland in 2004, the light rail was of zero use to me. I would have liked to use it, 
but it was miles away, on the other side of the river, in the Yuppie part of town. I still might 
have used the light rail except that once I was across the river with my car, I could only find 
short-term metered parking spots, and they were rare. If I had taken the light rail, I would have 
gotten a parking ticket.

I am pleased that the light rail line connecting downtown Minneapolis to the airport and the Mall 
of America is popular and cheaper than buses, as is true in Portland. The Hiawatha line is 
underground at the airport and at the Mall of America, and uses an old rail right of way much of 
the way. I am afraid that the St. Paul light rail line connecting the two downtowns will be slow, 
expensive, and will not relieve congestion, as in Portland, since the budget, and federal cost 
effectiveness measures demand it be entirely at grade. Portland provides no panacea, yet it is 
often cited as the model for St. Paul's planned light rail system.

Service Standards for the Hiawatha Line do not indicate value

I viewed the June, 2008 SDEIS for the Central Corridor Line, which speaks of meeting the needs 
of low income people, and does not address the needs of moderate to high income people. I 
wonder if the Metropolitan Council actually wants their lines to be of value to the general public, 
or would prefer to exclusively serve low income riders, grateful if a train merely arrives. 

Officials of BART, San Francisco Bay area, were talking about adding WiFi access to their trains 
and train stations in the early 2000's. Internet access, enclosed shelter and similar needs would be 
discussed thoroughly in the SDEIS if it was not assumed that the only people who will use the 
train are those who have no alternative.

2000 Census data and rider surveys indicate high percentages of students and low income people 
along the line, but as gas prices increase, more people are riding for economic reasons. There is 
also an increasing cohort of environmentally conscious people who ride transit to reduce green 
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house emissions.  The standard of living of those near the line is likely improved in 2008.

But, the three most recent experiences that my family has had with the Hiawatha Line indicate 
that Metro Transit is doing their best to discourage new riders:

February 2, 2008, 6 p.m., Downtown Minneapolis, following the Barack Obama 
Rally at the Target Center
long lines for tickets; three trains pass before I am to the front of the line; the 
automated ticket printer has run out of paper; I use the Hiawatha line without a 
ticket

April 17, 2008, 6 p.m., Franklin Avenue Station, preceding a Twins game
ticket machine will not accept bills, only coins; kids ask for quarters but we have 
none; I am with an employee of Metro Council, so he tells me that I can ride the 
train on his word

July 2008, 10 p.m., Downtown Minneapolis:
attempt to enter train at terminus, but door never opens; enter the next train when 
it lets off people and wait 15 minutes for it to move; train stops for each 
downtown Minneapolis light; train goes past the Metrodome just following a 
Twins game; transit worker pushes people onto the train which is filled to 
capacity and says "this is what mass transit is like"

If these are the service standards we can expect from the Central Corridor rail, my family is better 
off with buses.

Park and Rides are Critical

A billion dollar rail is being built connecting Saint Paul and Minneapolis. Give the advocates 
credit for pushing this through. Who will actually ride the train? The people who currently ride 
the bus will most likely continue to use public transportation. Those who have no other choice 
are a captive market. Anybody else?... Bueller?... Bueller?

As someone who takes the bus to Twins games and walks to the grocery store, I admire the goal 
of driving less. However, anti-car policies, such as not building park-and-rides because we do not 
want suburbanites to bring their cars to Saint Paul, strike me as hypocritical and counter-
productive. Hypocritical, because the weather in Saint Paul causes even the most strident inner-
city activist to use their car on occasion. Counter-productive, because if Saint Paul is to thrive, it 
must be accessible, and if people find the city too hard to get around, they can always go 
somewhere else. Where I have seen park-and-rides in the San Francisco Bay Area, Chicago and 
the Saint Louis Central Corridor, I have seen park-and-rides that are used beyond their capacity. 
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The city of Saint Paul has a marketing director. I hope she is brought into the picture once she 
has some free time after the Republican convention.

My questions to her include these:

How much of the success of the Hiawatha line can be attributed to the giant 
"park-and-ride" at its southern tip, the Mall of America, with 13,000 easy to find 
parking spaces available not far from the below grade train station?

Why are car owners going to use the rail?

How can public transportation be made more useful for people?

The advocates that are getting the rail built should be convinced by marketing data that park-and 
-rides need to be built in order for this rail line to be successful, even if they may be adamant that 
parking be made available only to people who drive Dodge Volt plug-in electric cars. 

That would be an improvement over the current position, as becoming forward looking, rather 
than bemoaning the loss of the streetcars, would be a positive development. If we are going to 
spend one billion dollars or more, we should design a rail to meet the future transportation needs 
of Saint Paul and Minneapolis. The new rail line, as designed to date, is an albatross that could 
easily cost addition billions to make right.

The Bus Barn Site Would Be An Ideal Place for a Transfer 
Station and Park and Ride

The “bus barn” site at Saint Anthony and Snelling offers an ideal location for a major light rail 
station near University Avenue (Central Corridor) and for a future Snelling Avenue light rail line 
deserving of future study. This site offers the possibility of underground commuter parking and 
retail development at a prime location that has remained undeveloped despite the efforts of 
many. Here is a location where the possibility of major economic development in conjunction 
with Central Corridor rail construction can be tested now.

One suggestion is to develop under Midway Center.   A road from Saint Anthony Boulevard and 
the Midway Center would lead to underground parking and a transit station park and ride.  The 
underground lot would drain underneath Snelling Avenue to an I-94 West freeway on-ramp.  The 
underground lot would also drain to the East, at Hamline, to help funnel traffic to I-94 East.  The 
Hamline exit of I-94  West would be a primary access point to this proposed road off Saint 
Anthony Boulevard.
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The current Central Corridor design will add congestion and reduce safety, especially at already 
unsafe intersections, such as Snelling Avenue and University Avenue. The rail line, competing 
with auto traffic, will be too slow to be of use to many residents, thus limiting its value. Many 
supporters of this line view it as an economic development project rather than a transportation 
project, however the focus must be to correctly design a transportation system, if economic 
development is to take place.  Even without the proposed at grade rail station, Snelling Avenue at 
University Avenue gridlocks and is unsafe for autos, pedestrians and bicyclists. This occurs 
every day during the State Fair. Snelling Avenue near I-94 is the most unsafe area in the state of 
Minnesota based on traffic accident rates, but current rail design does not sufficiently reflect this 
fact.

10/24/07: A meeting is held to design the Snelling and Lexington stations. Several people suggest 
that a park and ride near the Snelling Avenue station would only "encourage more driving." None 
of these people get on the bus on this nice Fall day to return home. One can only assume that 
these people drove to the meeting.

Reducing Carbon Emissions Should be a Goal

What can be done to reduce emissions toward achieving Kyoto goals? In cities, auto dependence 
can be reduced via improved public transit. 

Light rail in my city is favored based on a perception that it will improve property values. 
However, the people that support public transportation worry about costs so much that they are 
designing systems that only current bus riders will consider using. "We" will continue to drive on 
our grid-locked roads and the value of our houses will increase. "Those people" without cars 
(renters) will ride public transportation whether we make them wait outside in below zero 
weather, and whether public transit is twice as slow as the drive. "We" buy into our full color 17" 
x 24" report with the rhetoric of spurring development. "We" infer increasing property values, 
based on examples that are better designed, and then build the rail line.

It is a starvation of funds that leads us to create the rail projects for "those people", not the rest 
of us. The total FTA budget for public transportation is less than $10 billion per year. (Keep in 
mind that a status quo cheaply designed light rail line in a city costs at least $1 billion, and to 
network a city will cost at least $15 billion.) This is why American cities have not built subways 
in the past fifty years, except for BART in San Francisco, the Baltimore line and the Metro rail 
in D.C., each 25 years ago, if you want to count them-- much is above ground. 

We need to increase the federal budget for public transit, perhaps to $100 billion. Both "we" and 
"those people" end up with fast, comfortable transit. America is on its way toward achieving 
Kyoto goals. And, maybe, there is less reason to start optional wars in the Middle East.
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Is this a difficult idea to sell to ourselves?

I looked up causes of death in Wikipedia. Lung cancer: 938,000 deaths. Car accidents: 669,000 
deaths. People quit smoking based on safety. Would we quit driving if we understood our lives 
depend on it?

Or, maybe, I want to compete with the rest of the world and be number one. If we recognize how 
far behind American transit is, my vanity will kick in, and Silicon Valley and Detroit will design 
something first class. The rail line from Hong Kong to the airport leaves every twelve minutes 
and offers flat screen displays and live video and internet for every seat. Kyoto, a city of 1.5 
million, switched from streetcars to a subway system. 

Transit in America is a long way from Kyoto.

Transit in the United States Does Not Compete with the 
Rest of the World

What are some goals that rail could achieve? 

Rail could provide faster, more economic, more convenient transportation than alternative means. 
Mass transit could reduce the need for cars and reduce pollution and greenhouse gases. But, 
unless it is more convenient and fast to ride the rail than it is to ride buses and cars, then 
NOTHING is being achieved, as the rail will not significantly increase the use of mass 
transportation. This has been typically the case for rail projects in the United States. In Portland, 
mass transit usage was higher in the 1970’s than it is today with rail, per a widely available Cato 
study.

Unlike in other places of the world, where economic growth is assumed, and visionary 
transportation systems are being built, in the United States architects design based on the past. 
For more about the rest of the world, see New York Times Magazine, June 9, 2008, page 72. 

At about $10 billion per year, the FTA grossly underfunds mass transit, as is becoming 
increasing obvious, with gas prices at $4 per gallon. However, the current design of the Central 
Corridor through the University and elsewhere is not an investment that will reap dividends in 
the future. It is merely an expense that makes us poorer, as we drive by car from Minneapolis to 
Saint Paul, since that will continue to be the quickest, most economic way to travel.

If the Central Corridor is to be an investment, then the design must increase use of mass transit 
by an order of magnitude, rather than by a few percent. The Bangkok design and the Kyoto 
design give that potential. 
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Safety at Snelling and University

The photo shows tow trucks, dented vehicles and emergency workers on Snelling Avenue north 
of St. Anthony, following a collision, May 8, 2007, which closed the I-94 bridge.
Snelling Avenue, between University and Concordia, has the highest collision rate in the State of 
Minnesota.

I write this as the City of St. Paul proposes alternatives for expanding the car capacity of 
Snelling, as more big boxes are being considered for the neighborhood, and as proposed Ayd Mill 
Road construction funnels more traffic to Snelling. Whether the proposed changes to Snelling 
improve or reduce safety has not been documented by the engineers that presented the plans. 
The community also raises other issues including alternative north/south routes between Dale and 
280 to reduce the traffic on Snelling, land use/zoning and transit oriented design toward 
development per the principles of Urban Strategies.

Safety concerns at Snelling, near I-94 and University include pedestrian safety, transit oriented 
development, bike paths and bike safety and car safety.

Little attention has been paid to providing for a safe environment for pedestrians. Pedestrian 
traffic comes from people of all ages who live in the neighborhood or attend churches in the 
neighborhood, work nearby, go to a nearby college, or shop nearby. Several of Saint Paul's busiest 
bus routes criss-cross Snelling and University. Consideration of the safety of pedestrians is not 
apparant, as there is no walking path through Midway Center to connect the bus stop on Snelling 
to the bus stop on University. Consideration of the safety of pedestrians should be a key aspect 
in future development of the area.

To highlight the importance of design toward pedestrian safety, consider the task of crossing 
Snelling at Spruce Tree. Left-turning cars are challenged to see pedestrians behind vehicles at the 
Spruce Tree and Snelling stop light, so pedestrians are at risk of getting hit. Once a pedestrian 
gets across toward Midway Center, the pedestrian is in a traffic lane competing with cars, which 
are weaving into their proper turn lane. Crossing at University might be safer, but left turning 
vehicles are still an issue. Crossing at Shields, where there is no pedestrian crossing, is actually 
safest because it is less likely that a car will turn into you, and because it is there rather than at 
Spruce Tree, that a sidewalk leads to Midway Shopping Center. Nonetheless, right turns from I-
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94 to Snelling can make it difficult to get across. 

There is no evidence that designers are now considering the needs of pedestrians, as Rainbow 
expanded in 2006 and took away sidewalk space immediately in front of the building, so 
pedestrians are now forced to walk on a busy car lane when the narrow sidewalk is crowded. The 
sidewalk width now matches the neighboring Cub Foods. Wide sidewalks and greenways through 
Midway Center and the proposed big boxes to the sorth would greatly enhance its safety and 
appeal, and the safety and appeal for pedestrians using buses or the proposed light rail station. A 
pedestrian/bike bridge or pedestrian/bike tunnel should be designed above or below Snelling 
Avenue and University Avenue as part of the development plans.

Bike paths would be welcomed by the neighborhood, as St. Anthony west of Snelling is designed 
for bikes. Bike storage areas are currently provided at the St. Anthony and Snelling bus stop. 
Rainbow recently added a bike rack. Development of St. Anthony to the east of Snelling offers an 
opportunity to extend this biking area with a new bike path. Pascal offers an opportunity for a 
bike path and pedestrian crossing over I-94 to the neighborhoods and campuses to the south.

The intersections of I-94 and St. Anthony and I-94 and Concordia have the highest traffic 
accident rates in the state of Minnesota. Shields, near Snelling, is more often than not covered 
with glass. Left turns from Spruce Tree or the Midway Shopping Center onto Snelling are 
dangerous because a lane of traffic can block visibility of the second lane of traffic for those 
making left turns left turns onto Snelling, and because pedestrian crossings compete with cars for 
a driver's attention. Car insurance rates for zip code 55104, if unregulated, would be double the 
metro average. A priority of the neighborhood is corrective action to reduce accident rates to 
something well below the state high. This corrective action should be a primary aspect of any 
development plans, such as the proposed big boxes and the proposed Ayd Mill Road extension. 
Expansion of the Midway Shopping Center requires additional streets in the shopping center area 

and along St. Anthony to safely handle the additional traffic, additional pedestrians, and bikers.

Campus Safety, the line should be underground

February 6, 2007, at the Central Corridor Resource Center (CCRC), Bob Baker, Director of 
Parking and Transportation, presented the light rail plans of the University of Minnesota. Safety 
is the primary concern with light rail, as he is quoted here. Bob points out that the University of 
Minnesota has the highest density of pedestrians in the state. To prevent further light rail deaths, 
the University proposes that rail service through campus be underground. 

The same safety issue also applies at the intersection of Snelling Avenue and University Avenue, 
the neighborhood with the most traffic accidents in the state (traffic study). However, at a CCRC 
meeting in January, Mark Fuhrmann, Metro Transit deputy general manager, was adamant that 
there was no money to put the rail system underground, insisting that the railway will be safe. 
However, if the intersection is not currently safe, how will adding a railway make it safe? The 
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argument is about cost, not whether an underground system would be safer.

The St. Paul light rail proposal stands at $932 million per Fuhrmann. The Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) budget is $8.9 billion for 2007. The FTA prioritizes with a formula which 
divides construction cost by estimated ridership. Therefore, Fuhrmann pointed out that 
extensions to existing lines tend to get the funding, because these extensions are cheapest, because 
infrastructure cost is less. Because the FTA focus is purely on cost, safety issues are not part of 
the formula, and the safety at Snelling Avenue and University Avenue is really not his concern.

In Bangkok, you can go up or down a dirty river in a public transit boat for less than a quarter 
dollar. You will see dilapidated shacks and naked, swimming children. Also, in Bangkok, for a 
little more money, you can take a state of the art, air conditioned, above street level sky train that 
apparently is too expensive for Minnesota, USA.

Certainly, in an era where climate change is fact, America can enact an energy policy to reduce 
automobile emissions. Certainly, in an era where countries are going to war over oil, America can 
do something to lessen its dependence on foreign sources. Light rail in the cities of America is a 
great idea. Light rail should be funded sufficiently so that systems are safe, reliable and 
comfortable. Certainly, we can afford what Thailand can afford.

I agree with Bob Baker. Put the rail system underground through the University of Minnesota. 
That is the only way to make it safe. It should be underground at Snelling and University, in 
downtown St. Paul, and most all of the way.

Thank you for soliciting these comments.
David Rasmussen

Expanded on-line version of these comments, with active links:
http://davetravels.blogspot.com/search/label/central%20corridor
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Comment emailed 7/18/2008 
 
Hello, 
building the 3 more stops for the LRT is a matter of social and racial 
justice. The people who live there say they need these 3 stops for 
access to employment, education, and other resources that are taken for 
granted by those who have transportation. When looked at through the 
lens of social and racial justice, it is obvious that theses stops be a 
priority not the last on the list in case there is left over money. ( 
And who ever heard of extra money?) 
 
The common good is best served by giving the most to those who have the 
least not the other way around which has been true since Reagonomics. 
What is good for the common good is good for all. Everyone's true self 
interest is best served by justice. The more equitable our society, the 
less crime we have to fear and the more we can all feel safe and part 
of a community. 
 
Marg Rozycki 
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Comments about the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Central
Corridor Light Rail project.

As P('~ p"we J
Chairman Bell, Commissioners, memhers of our community; """ C
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I am 3J!<6u.lti 1't old} bit belLI", if', !J C \ H ,he Metropolitan Interfaith Council on
Affordable Housing. We have been active in Minneapolis and Saint Paul for over twenty
years, lighting for a metropolitan area where everyone, without exception, has a safe,
decent, and affordable home.

In cities like Saint Paul, land use is much more stable than it is in the suburbs. There's not
that much going on to rcally stir things up. The Central Corridor line - that's stirring
things up

We at MICAI! stand for the underlying principle that the development of this line should
benefit the neighborhoods it runs through

We've been having a lot of interesting discussions about the line. One of them was with
the folks over at the Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy. There are three
ways in which the line will impact the area One is a way to get people from here to there
-- makes good sense. One is as a way to relieve congestion, although it won't do that too
much. The last, and most important, and least addressed, ill thftt·' '11 I ' i J 11 '111111 Ii!

I~ /OC?:'fIC/", e+-t:\C~~n~- T\-\.-\< It:.el''l?-M·l).... &

Now, we deal with housing. You get housing when people build houses or apartments.
For them to build, they need land to build upon. So at MICAH, we pay attention to land

useco'ld \,... c\ "9\".c,.

Here's what happens·· when you invest a lot of money in infrastructure, land values go
up. They go up particularly at stations. If you had a map ofland values, you'd see that the
stations pull up the value of the surrounding land. The rail line is like a mountain range of
increased value. And the sun shines brightly on the tops. I see them as peaks of gold in
the sun.

One thing we are watching is as these mountaius of value get created, that the people who
are there don't go tumbling ofTthe sides and end up in the valleys. It would be a
disservice to the neighborhoods for the locals to get displaced and this new valuable land
to be colonized by outsiders. That's one way to look at gentrification.

The other thing we wonder is, if each station stop is a golden mountain of land value,
why do the people between Snelling and Rice get only one mountain per mile') Where are
the golden mountains ofland value for the people who live around Western and Victoria
and Hamline? Why is it that these people, a lot of whom are Asian, Afl·ican, and Ali!can
American, get the dark sunless valley instead of the golden mountaintop?

Thank you
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540 Fairview Avenue North, Ste. 200
Griggs Midway Building, St. Paul, MN 55104

651-602-1940 Phone • 651-602·1920 Fax
www.centrolcorridor.org

Notice of Publication of Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit Project Supplemental Draft

Environmental Impact Statement and Public
Hearings

The Metropolitan Council, on behalf of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as a cooperating agency, is notifying the public
of the availabillty of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
and draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the proposed construction of transit improvements In
the Central Corridor for review and comment.

The SDEIS describes modifications that have been made to the Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit (LRT) Project since the publication of the Central Corridor Alternatives
Analysis and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AAIDEIS) in April 2006 (No.
20060147, ERP No. D-FTA-F40434-MN) and the adoption of the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) in June 2006. This SDEIS is the latest step in providing a framework
for local decision-making as the Central Corridor LRT Project is advanced. Its purpose is
to inform the public, resource agencies and local governments of changes proposed to
the project since publication of the AAlDEIS in April 2006 and refinements proposed and
analyzed during preliminary engineering.

The Central Corridor LRT Project is an approximately 11-mile LRT line that would serve
downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul, as well as the University of Minnesota and the state
Capitol complex. It will integrate with the Hiawatha LRT in downtown Minneapolis. The
project will involve the construction of LRT primarily within existing street rights-of-way
and would improve mobility, accessibility and transportation system linkages. The social,
economic and environmental impacts of the proposed changes to the LPA have been
analyzed in the SDEIS.

A 45-day period has been established for comments on this document. Comments may
be submitted in writing or may be made orally at the public hearing(s). Written comments
should be submitted directly to Ms. Kathryn O'Brien at the address below by Aug. 25,
2008. Information on the public hearing(s) can also be obtained from Ms. Kathryn
O'Brien.

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave N., Ste. 200
S1. Paul, MN 55104
(651) 602-1927

The SDEIS and draft Section 4(f) Evaluation are posted on the Central Corridor LRT
Project website at www.metrocouncil.org/transportation/ccorridor/centralcorridor.htm
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Analysis and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AAIDEIS) in April 2006 (No.
20060147, ERP No. D-FTA-F40434-MN) and the adoption of the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) in June 2006. This SDEIS is the latest step in providing a framework
for local decision-making as the Central Corridor LRT Project is advanced. Its purpose is
to inform the public, resource agencies and local governments of changes proposed to
the project since publication of the AAlDEIS in April 2006 and refinements proposed and
analyzed during preliminary engineering.

The Central Corridor LRT Project is an approximately ii-mile LRT line that would serve
downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul, as well as the University of Minnesota and the state
Capitol complex. It will integrate with the Hiawatha LRT in downtown Minneapolis. The
project will involve the construction of LRT primarily within existing street rights-of-way
and would improve mobility, accessibility and transportation system linkages. The social,
economic and environmental impacts of the proposed changes to the LPA have been
analyzed in the SDEIS.

A 45-day period has been established for comments on this document. Comments may
be submitted in writing or may be made orally at the public hearing(s). Written comments
should be submitted directly to Ms. Kathryn O'Brien at the address below by Aug. 25,
2008. Information on the public hearing(s) can also be obtained from Ms. Kathryn
O'Brien.

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave N., Ste. 200
S1. Paul, MN 55104
(651) 602-1927

The SDEIS and draft Section 4(f) Evaluation are posted on the Central Corridor LRT
Project website at www.metrocouncil.org/transportation/ccorridor/centralcorridor.htm
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Please enter this letter into the official record for the public hearing on the Central
Corridor Light Rail transit Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS).

I believe that the SDEIS is flawed because it is based on a false premise. The authors
assumed that building the LRT line on University Avenue will not result in a disparate
degree of adverse impacts for non-white, minority communities. This is not true, as the
majority of residents living in the residential areas adjacent to University Avenue are not
white. The construction disruptions, lack of nearby stations, and the severe reduction in
bus service frequency along University Avenue will have a profound and
disproportionate negative impact on the neighborhoods with the highest minority
populations.

In the mid-1980s, University Avenue was a sea of blight. When majority white people
fled the area, Asians and African-Americans had opportunities to open businesses in
buildings with affordable rents. They poured their hearts and souls into building these
family businesses, and many have become successful and profitable. Now they not
only serve residents of the surrounding blocks, but many have become destinations for
many east metro customers of all racial and cultural groups. The Asians and African­
Americans took that blighted area and turned it into a vibrant business district.

LRT will have a negative impact on these business owners in three ways. First, the
construction phase will make it difficult for customers to get to the businesses, and,
without the needed customer counts, some will not survive. Second, these businesses
will lose their on-street parking to LRT. If customers no longer can conveniently park
close to these businesses, the customers will go elsewhere, forcing more businesses to
go under. Third, LRT won't have stops close to many of these businesses, and the
remaining bus service frequency will be cut. The people who ride LRT won't want to get
off LRT and transfer to a bus just to get to a business, and the bus won't come as often
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for the people who would take it to get to the businesses. Result? Both drastic
reductions in customer counts and drastic reductions in business income will cause
these businesses to fail. We cannot afford to lose viable businesses in the City,
especially if they are doing well now and their failure is directly attributable to LRT.
What will be left? Will it be empty storefronts, boarded up buildings, or other signs of
economic disinvestment?

LRT will also have a negative impact on the communities of color who live adjacent to
the line. Census tract data show very clearly that, even in neighborhoods with overall
white majorities, those blocks that are adjacent to University Avenue mostly have non­
white majority populations. During construction, the people living on these blocks will
have to put up with all the noise, traffic disruptions, and extra cars using their streets
both for parking and as a detour around the construction. After construction completion,
their streets will become the parking lots for the suburban commuters who won't (due to
rail bias) ride the so-called feeder buses, but will drive in, park their cars, and ride the
train. The low-income residents will have to payout of their own pockets the cost to
adopt permit parking if they ever hope to park near their houses again. Yet if permit
parking is adopted, customers for nearby businesses who were forced off University
Avenue by LRT won't have anywhere to park, so they will take their business
elsewhere.

LRT will bring disinvestment to the areas adjacent to University Avenue that are not
located within a block of a station due to the failure of once-successful businesses when
they lose their parking. Even near stations, the housing that is proposed will not serve
families with children because all of it is 2-bedroom or less, and the units do not come
with parking places, limiting the kind of person who would choose to live there. With
failing businesses all around and no place to park the car, people would only choose to
live there if don't have other options.

The bottom line is that the adverse impacts from LRT will be borne disproportionately by
people of color. In such cases, federal law requires mitigation, but there is no
guarantee of sufficient money to correct the inequity. It's the same old story - shove
this down the throats of those who are least able to fight back. That's what happened to
the Rondo neighborhood, and that's what the Metropolitan Council wants to do with
LRT.

You need to revise the SDEIS to reflect the truth - that LRT will have a disproportionate
adverse impact on communities of color. That is the minimum requirement of federal
law.
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24 August 2008 

  
Ms. Kathryn O’Brien 
Central Corridor LRT Project Office 
540 Fairview Ave N, Ste. 200 
Saint Paul, MN  55104 
  
Dear Ms. O’Brien, 
  
     I am writing to comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(SDEIS) for Central Corridor LRT. 
  
      I regularly ride the current bus service in Saint Paul.  I also have ridden LRT in a number 

of other cities, including San Diego, Denver, and Portland.  I am on the board of the D 13 

Community Council and am the representative from the Council to the Central Corridor 

Community Advisory Committee.  The comments I offer in this letter are mine alone; I am not 

commenting on behalf of the D 13 Council.  
  
      I strongly support the proposal to build Light Rail Transit on the Central Corridor for 

several reasons. 
  

1.)  LRT will provide much better transit service to the current riders of the number 16 and 50 

buses in the corridor. 

  

2.)  More new riders will be attracted to LRT than to the bus, which should reduce the amount 

of driving in the corridor.   

  

3.)  Building LRT will promote and support development that is friendlier to pedestrians and 

requires much less parking than does current automobile-oriented development. 

  

      My understanding is that the budget for the Central Corridor must be reduced or 

contained in order for it to be financially viable under current conditions.   I was encouraged to 

hear the quote from Commissioner Ortega on MPR earlier this year that he does not want to 

lose Central Corridor LRT and so is willing to wait on taking the LRT to the concourse at the 

Depot.  Below are comments on various aspects of the project, most if not all of which are 

addressed in the SDEIS.  
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A.)  At-grade option on Washington Ave.  

I support the at-grade option on Washington Ave. for the alignment through the East Bank of 

the University of Minnesota.  The cost of a tunnel under University Avenue is very high.  

Without the estimated savings of $148 million represented by the at-grade option, I do not 

see how the cost of the project can be reduced to a level even close to the $840 million 

maximum budget. 

      As I understand it, one of the concerns of the University of Minnesota is that running Light 

Rail Transit (LRT) at grade on Washington Ave. through the East Bank campus will cause 

automobile traffic congestion.  My concern is that consideration of this situation may depend 

too heavily on analysis by traffic engineers.  These engineers use complex computer models to 

predict future traffic.  If one wants to know how build to build a road to accommodate 

maximum levels of automobile traffic, then this is the way to go. 

  

      On the other hand, if one wants to know what might happen if routes are changed or road 

capacity is reduced, then traffic engineers and their computer models may not be helpful.  The 

engineers tend to over-estimate future traffic volumes and congestion.  They tend to 

underestimate and minimize the potential for automobile traffic to decrease or find other 

routes.  I hope that the University will not rely too heavily on analyses by traffic engineers as 

you consider the possibility of LRT at grade on Washington Ave. through the East Bank 

campus. 

  

       Greater reliance on transit has the potential to reduce the amount of auto traffic coming 

to and going from the campus.  This in turn has the potential to reduce the demand for 

parking, which would help counter the current proliferation of looming parking structures and 

bleak surface lots.  These seriously undermine the livability and appeal of the E Bank campus.   

  

      On Washington Av in the heart of the E bank campus, LRT has the potential to transform 

the environment from its current somewhat gritty and traffic-choked condition to a more 

pedestrian friendly place that would be attractive to both University people and visitors.  To 
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the extent that it reduces the need for buses, LRT has the potential to reduce diesel emissions 

and noise on campus. 

  

            I share the University’s concern about the safety of pedestrians crossing Washington 

Av.  Nevertheless, I think that trains passing every 7.5 minutes and driven by professional 

operators pose much less of a threat than does the constant stream of cars, some of which are 

operated by drivers with limited experience or impairments or both. 

  

      For these reasons, I support the at-grade alignment through the East Bank of the 

University. 

  

B.)  Alignment in downtown Saint Paul  

      I support the DEIS with a diagonal alignment across the block bounded by Cedar, Fourth, 

Minnesota, and Fifth in downtown Saint Paul.  I do not think that concerns about skyways 

should be an impediment to this alternative.  The City can deal with any necessary work 

related to the skyway system.  In my view, the benefits of this alignment outweigh any costs 

to the skyway system. 

  

      I support consolidation of stations in downtown Saint Paul.   

  

      I am concerned about the alignment on University Avenue on the north side of the Capitol 

and on Robert St for several reasons.  There is a significant grade between the height of land 

north of the Capitol and I-94.  How much trouble will this cause for the train when it is coming 

up the hill and negotiating a sharp turn from Robert onto W-bound University Avenue, 

especially under snowy or icy conditions?  In addition, elsewhere in this segment there are a 

number of additional sharp turns, which create noise and I believe accelerate wear on the 

wheels.   

  

C.)  Three-car platforms  
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I support design and construction of three-car platforms at all stations.  I also support other 

necessary provisions to allow operation of three-car trains.  At the same time, as a rider, I 

think that high frequency of trains, which might be achieved with two-car consists, is very 

important because this means shorter waits for riders.  This in turn will promote and support 

maximum ridership, i.e. use of the service. 

  

D.)  Additional stations on E end of University Av.    

To the extent that adding one or more stations between Snelling and Rice streets may 

jeopardize the viability of the LRT project, particularly obtaining federal funding, I do not 

support adding any of them.  

  

E.)  Facilities for storage and maintenance of LRVs 

I support meeting all reasonable needs for facilities for storage and maintenance of LRVs and 

other equipment. 

  

F.) Safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers.   

It seems to me that the problem is car and truck traffic, especially hen going too fast or 

disregarding traffic signals, pedestrians, etc.  To improve safety along the Central Corridor, I 

ask that the following be considered: 
  

Reduce the speed limit 
  

Enforce the speed limit – including using photo enforcement 
  

Enforce traffic signals, especially running red lights - using photo enforcement 
  

  

G.)  Parking along University Ave. 

  

      There is no doubt that there are some areas along University Avenue where free on-street 

parking is limited and very important to small businesses.  I share the concern expressed by 

some people about retaining small businesses on University Avenue.  Do we know how many 

businesses might be affected by a reduction in the amount of free on-street parking? 
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      Nevertheless, the areas where free on-street parking is limited and very important to 

small businesses are limited in extent.  An analysis by Steve Morris and Joel Spoonheim 

(2002) showed that the average usage of on-street spaces was 403 of a total of 1,495 

spaces.         

      They estimated a demand of 569 of the 1,495 spaces.  These rates of usage leave from 62 

to 73% of the on-street spaces on the avenue vacant.  So, rather than having a problem that 

is widespread and severe, it appears that it is more likely to be an issue in limited parts of the 

avenue.  According to the presentation at the meeting of the Central Corridor Community 

Advisory Committee on 21 August 2008, current information indicates that there are four 

“critical areas” in relation to on-street parking in the corridor.  This number is less than the 

nine critical areas under consideration in June 2008, which is less than the 15 critical areas 

under consideration in March 2008.  I ask that the Central Corridor Project Office provide 

estimates of the number of parking spaces that may be lost in the critical areas with the 

establishment of LRT in the corridor, estimates of the number of off-street parking spaces in 

the critical areas, estimates of the current rates at which both on-street and off-street parking 

spaces are being utilized in the critical areas, and estimates of the future rates at which both 

on-street and off-street parking spaces may be utilized in the critical areas after they have 

LRT service.  Estimation of future demand ought to include an assessment of potential 

reductions due to the addition of LRT and other alternatives to driving. 

  

      I believe that the City and the Central Corridor LRT project office are working to identify 

such areas and evaluate opportunities to address the concerns there.  I think we ought to wait 

for the results of the evaluation and then lay out a course of action. 

  

      It has been suggested by some people that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS) stated that a justification for the LRT project is to relieve a perceived shortage of 

parking.  I reviewed Section S.2 on “Purpose and Need” [p. S-4] and under “Goal # 1: 

Economic Opportunity and Investment,” found two objectives.  The second one reads: 

“Promote a reliable transit system that allows an efficient, effective land use development 

pattern in major activity centers which minimizes parking demand …”(emphasis added).   

  

      I ask that the analysis of availability of parking along University Avenue include 

substantial and serious consideration of the abundant off-street parking in the corridor.  

According to a current study by the City of Saint Paul, there are well over 20,000 off-street 

parking spaces in the Central Corridor.  In off-street parking lots along University Avenue, 40-

60% of the spaces were empty during periods of peak demand according to a previous study 

by Councilmember Stark (2006) when he worked for the Midway Transportation Management 

Organization (MTMO).  The MTMO was a project of University UNITED.  
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      Applying a vacancy rate of 40% to the 20,000 off-street spaces in the corridor, one might 

expect there to be 8,000 available spaces along University Avenue.  This is eight times the 

number of on-street spaces that might be eliminated when LRT is built.   

  

      Lastly, if the City of Saint Paul wants to add parking capacity along the corridor to replace 

parking that may be lost due to building LRT on University Avenue, then I think that the city 

itself or some other entity other than the Central Corridor LRT Project should pay for such 

parking.  The Met Council is proposing to invest $900 million in vastly improved transit service 

in Saint Paul.  Further, the funding to build the project is coming from the Federal 

government, the state of Minnesota, Ramsey County, and Hennepin County.  It does not seem 

reasonable to me to expect or ask these units of government to fund the replacement or 

addition of parking along University Avenue.  As far as I know, the City of Saint Paul spends 

little or nothing on public transit.  So we should be grateful for the proposed investment in 

transit, not trying to add on costs for parking.  

  
Reports cited 
  
Morris, S., and J. Spoonheim.  2002.  University Avenue parking inventory: Analysis of 
potential impacts of LRT/BRT on on-street parking.   Hand-out dated March.  Ramsey County 
Rail Authority and Department of Planning and Economic Development, City of Saint Paul, 25 
W. Fourth St., Saint Paul, MN  55102. 
  
Stark, R., C. Hiniker, and J. Rogers.  2006.  Parking supply, demand, and requirements on   
University Avenue in St. Paul.  Report by the Midway Transportation Management 
Organization, 1954 University Avenue, Suite 1, St. Paul, MN  55104. 
  

H.)  Signal preemption for LRVs 

I ask that the project consider establishment of a system for preemption of traffic signals, i.e., 

red lights that delay Light Rail Vehicles so that the train trip in the corridor will be quicker than 

it might be without signal preemption.  

  

      Thank you for considering these comments.  I am submitting these comments on my own 

as a citizen of Saint Paul, though I also am a member of the board of the Union Park District 

Council and represent that group on the Central Corridor Community Advisory Committee. 

      

Sincerely, 
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Chip Welling 

2157 Roblyn Av. 

Saint Paul, MN 55104 
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Comments from Agencies and 
other Public Entities 



REPLY TO
ATIENTION OF

Operations
Regulatory (2008- 03707-TJF)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
st. Paul District Corps of Engineers

190 Fifth Street East
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101·1683

August 5, 2008

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200
St. Paul, Minnesota 55104

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

This is in response to the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)
that was provided to our office regarding the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project.

The document correctly indicates that the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has
regulatory jurisdiction over most waters and wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
and over work in navigable waters under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.

It is our understanding that no waters or wetlands have been identified along the route of
the project, which is basically a developed urban area. If construction of the project would not
require the discharge of dredged or fill material into any waters of the United States, including
wetlands, a Corps Section 404 permit would not be required. If modifications are made to the
Washington Avenue bridge which crosses the Mississippi River, the project proposer must
contact the US Coast Guard because it has regulatory jurisdiction over bridges that span
navigable waters. To address future water quality issues, if the project would involve the
construction or reconstruction of outfall structures and stOlID water management structures that
would involve work in the river or adjacent wetlands our office should be contacted.
Modification work to these types of structures is typically authorized by existing COE General
Permits.

Ifyou have any questions, contact Mr. Tim Fell at (651) 290-5360. In any
correspondence or inquiries, please refer to the Regulatory number shown above.

Sincerely,

..;::&~~ 9, Fii/f'
;}Robert 1. WhitingrChief, Regulatory Branch

Received

AUG 7 2008

P,inled on $ Recycled Paper
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regulatory jurisdiction over most waters and wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
and over work in navigable waters under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.

It is our understanding that no waters or wetlands have been identified along the route of
the project, which is basically a developed urban area. If construction of the project would not
require the discharge of dredged or fill material into any waters of the United States, including
wetlands, a Corps Section 404 permit would not be required. If modifications are made to the
Washington Avenue bridge which crosses the Mississippi River, the project proposer must
contact the US Coast Guard because it has regulatory jurisdiction over bridges that span
navigable waters. To address future water quality issues, if the project would involve the
construction or reconstruction of outfall structures and stOlID water management structures that
would involve work in the river or adjacent wetlands our office should be contacted.
Modification work to these types of structures is typically authorized by existing COE General
Permits.

Ifyou have any questions, contact Mr. Tim Fell at (651) 290-5360. In any
correspondence or inquiries, please refer to the Regulatory number shown above.

Sincerely,

..;::&~~ ~, Fif/f'
;}Robert 1. WhitingrChief, Regulatory Branch

Received

AUG 7 2008

P,inled on $ Recycled Paper
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Minneapolis
City of Lakes

Department of
Public Works

Steven A. Kotke, P.E.
City Engineer

Director

350 South 5th Street - Room 203
Minneapolis MN 55415

Office 612 673-2352
Fax 612 673-3565
TTY 612 673-2157

City Information
and Services

www.cLminneapolis.mn.us

Affirmative Action Employer

August 25, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North
St. Paul, MN 55104
(via email and US mail)

Re: City of Minneapolis Comments for Central Corridor LRT
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

Enclosed with this email are the City of Minneapolis comments on the
Central Corridor LRT Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. The comments are dated August 20,2008 and were approved
by the Minneapolis City Council on August 23, 2008.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Supplemental
Draft EIS for the Central Corridor LRT project and hope that resolution and
incorporation of our comments into the Final EIS will identify and mitigate
the impacts of this proposed project on City infrastructure and
neighborhoods. If you have any questions, please contact Kelly Moriarity,
the City of Minneapolis contact for this project, at
kelly.moriarity@cLminneapolis.mn.us or at (612) 673-3617.
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Central Corridor LRT
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

August 20, 2008

Executive Summary
• S-2 (Figure S-l) - Map shows transit/ped mall to Oak Street; can be problematic

since not clarified that endpoint is up for discussion, and ES is likely to be read by
more people than whole plan; also described in text on page S-8

• S-19 (Public Involvement) - Need to update language on county/city public hearings
held in June and July

Chapter 1 - Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action
• 1-14 - Fairview Hospitals and Clinics should specifically be called out under

employment opportunities in the UotMIProspect Park segment. Augsburg College
should also be represented.

• 1-22 - Under 1.4 Planning Context, the list of plans does not include a single plan in
Minneapolis. The Central Corridor is addressed in:

o The Downtown East/North Loop Master Plan (adopted 2003)
o University Ave SE and 29th Ave SE Development Objectives and Design

Guidelines (2007)
o The Cedar Riverside Small Area Plan (adopted 2008)
o The Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth (comp plan adopted by City

2008)
o Intermodal Station Siting and Feasibility Study (Hennepin County, 2006)

• 1.3.3 p. 1-23 2030 Transportation Policy Plan - States that the Cedar Avenue and 1­
35W BRT corridors would connect with the Central Corridor. This connection is
indirect, at best. Similar comment for p. 1-25 where it states that the Central Corridor
will serve as a distributor for several BRT corridors.

• 1.3.3 - p. 1-24; the map identifies the Bottineau Boulevard Corridor as BRT. An
Alternatives Analysis is presently underway so the transit mode is not yet determined.
It should be referred to as a Transitway.

Chapter 2 - Alternatives Considered
• 2-15 (At-Grade LRT Alignment with TransitlPedestrian Mall Alternative) - The

pedestrian/transit mall is identified as being extended east to Oak St whereas the
current plan is to terminate the transit Mall at Walnut. Correct the description of the
Transit Mall limits.

• 2-19 (Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility) - The SEMI location for the vehicle
maintenance and storage facility may not be consistent with the SEMI Master Plan
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• 2.2.3 - p. 2-24; Table 2-1 - Include in the table the "location refined" for the West
Bank Station.

• 2.3.4; Figure 2-4 - Revised Location of West Bank Station not included on graphic.

• 2-39 (Transportation Effects) - Number of intersections at LOS E & F goes down­
this seems to contradict initial traffic studies surrounding Washington Ave
transit pedestrian mall; similar table on 10-3. Clarify in this Table the effects
to in corridor and out of corridor intersections.

Chapter 3 - Social Effects
• 3-21 - Under 3.1.2.5, land uses and zoning in the West Bank/Cedar Riverside area are

not summarized.

• 3.3-21 - Under 3.1.2.6, it is a generalization to say that zoning around the Metrodome
allows for light industrial uses. While some ofthis zoning still exists, the City
did a comprehensive rezoning in this area and the rest of downtown to allow
for transit-oriented development near the transit stations.

• C3-49 (Cedar-Riverside) - The neighborhood does not have a large concentration of
Native American people, though there is a diverse mix of ethnicities and
national origins

• 3-49 (Cedar-Riverside) - Tower Hill Park, Luxton Park, and East River Flats are
listed as being in Cedar Riverside; these are actually located in other
Minneapolis neighborhoods, Prospect Park and University

• 3-50 (Figure 3.2-12) - The area labeled Cedar Riverside Community is incorrect, and
should be relabeled Riverside Plaza Apartments

• 3-52 (Downtown West) - Hennepin County Medical Center is not located in this
neighborhood, it is in Elliot Park instead (and is correctly listed under that
heading)

• 3-83 (Downtown Minneapolis) - Fire Station G is in Cedar Riverside, not downtown

• 3-111 - In Table 3-13, Currie Park is incorrectly identified as being in Downtown - it
should be listed under University/Prospect Park.

• 3-111 - In Table 3-13, Gold Medal Park is within 0.5 miles of the Downtown
EastlMetrodome station and Hiawatha Connection in Minneapolis.

• 3-112 - In Table 3.14, Currie Park is incorrectly identified as being in Downtown - it
should be listed under University/Prospect Park.
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3.4 Cultural Resources:

• Table 3-9: "Downtown Minneapolis": Please note that historic resources in the 5th

Street corridor west of Chicago Avenue were considered in the 106 for the Hiawatha
Light Rail line. Any changes to the existing Hiawatha alignment west of Chicago
Avenue - as a result of the Central Corridor project - will need to consider those
resources.

• Table 3-9: "UniversitylProspect Park": Please note that commercial properties
adjacent to the line along the east side of Cedar Avenue will need further review and
consideration in the 106 as potential historic resources. Note as EU-Eligibility
Undetermined.

• Table 3-9: "UniversitylProspect Park": Please note that the Cedar Riverside housing
complex, close-by the line along the west side of Cedar Avenue is considered a
potential historic resource and will need further review and consideration in the 106
process. Note as EU-Eligibility Undetermined andlor NRE National Register
Eligible.

• Table 3-9: "UniversitylProspect Park": Please note that selected commercial
properties adjacent to the line along the south side ofWashington Avenue (on the
East Bank) will need further review and consideration in the 106 as potential historic
resources. Note as ED-Eligibility Undetermined.

• Table 3-9: "UniversitylProspect Park": Please note that selected industrial properties
adjacent to the line along the north side of Intercampus Transitway (on the East Bank)
will need further review and consideration in the 106 as potential historic resources.
Note as EU-Eligibility Undetermined.

• Table 3-9: "UniversitylProspect Park": Please note that Prospect Park Historic
District is under study at the local level and a decision is expected in 2009. The
National Register nomination is also under review by SHPO; a decision is expected in
late 2008.

Chapter 4 - Environmental Effects

4.2 Water Resources
Although it is correct that "no wetlands or public waters are located within the Central
Corridor LRT Study Area", the entire study area within Minneapolis is served by a storm
drain system that DOES drain to a public water, namely the Mississippi River and Bridal
Veil Creek which is currently conveyed in a pipe system.

Minneapolis and other older cities developed before there were regulations regarding
stormwater quality. Our only opportunities to improve existing conditions are during
REDEVELOPMENT or by RETROFITTING.
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The quality oflakes and rivers is especially important to the State of Minnesota and the
City ofMinneapolis. Any time there is a public project, or there is jurisdiction over a
private project, the agencies involvedshould be looking for opportunities to make
improvements for the betterment of our water resources.

4.2.1 Legal and Regulatory Context
The way, in which "City of Minneapolis" is indented, it implies the Minneapolis is a
member or subset of the Capitol Region Watershed District. Minneapolis is to be listed
as a separate "bulleted" agency. (For the record, the portion of Minneapolis in which the
Study Area is located is within the Mississippi Watershed Management Organization
[MWMO], however it would not be accurate to indent Minneapolis under the MWMO
either. It needs to be shown as a separate "bulleted" agency.)

4.2.1.3 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Within the sentence, "The MPCA and City ofMinneapolis review draft NPDES permits",
strike out "City ofMinneapolis". The City does require a copy of the project's NPDES
Construction Permit Application including the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) as part of its Erosion & Sediment Control Permit process, however the City is
not an official reviewer for the NPDES Permit evaluating that there is compliance to the
more stringent of the requirements between the MPCA permit and the Minneapolis
permit.

4.2.1.5 Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul
Regarding the first paragraph:
For Minneapolis, the first and third sentences of the first paragraph are not accurate.
(The second sentence pertaining to FEMA and floodplains is accurate for Minneapolis.)
For Minneapolis, the following replacement language is an acceptable substitution for the
first and third sentences:

Minneapolis regulates water quality through its building plan reviews, its Erosion
& Sediment Control Ordinance, and its Stormwater Management Ordinance. An
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan is required for projects that disturb in excess of
either five thousand (5,000) square feet or five hundred (500) cubic yards of earth
moved. A Stormwater Management Plan is required for projects on sites that
exceed one acre. It is sometimes the case that the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared for the MPCA for the NPDES General
Construction Permit (as described in 4.2.1.3) provides the information applicable
to both of the Minneapolis plans described in this section, however there may be
additional requirements by the City.

Regarding paragraphs 2, 3 and 4:
No comments.
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not an official reviewer for the NPDES Permit evaluating that there is compliance to the
more stringent of the requirements between the MPCA permit and the Minneapolis
permit.

4.2.1.5 Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul
Regarding the first paragraph:
For Minneapolis, the first and third sentences of the first paragraph are not accurate.
(The second sentence pertaining to FEMA and floodplains is accurate for Minneapolis.)
For Minneapolis, the following replacement language is an acceptable substitution for the
first and third sentences:

Minneapolis regulates water quality through its building plan reviews, its Erosion
& Sediment Control Ordinance, and its Stormwater Management Ordinance. An
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan is required for projects that disturb in excess of
either five thousand (5,000) square feet or five hundred (500) cubic yards of earth
moved. A Stormwater Management Plan is required for projects on sites that
exceed one acre. It is sometimes the case that the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared for the MPCA for the NPDES General
Construction Permit (as described in 4.2.1.3) provides the information applicable
to both of the Minneapolis plans described in this section, however there may be
additional requirements by the City.

Regarding paragraphs 2, 3 and 4:
No comments.
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4.2.1.6 Mississippi Watershed Management Organization and Capitol Region
Watershed District

The third sentence is awkward at best, and possibly incorrect, depending on the intended
meaning of the statement, which is unclear: "The MWMO and CRWD are direct
tributaries to the Mississippi River." The MWMO and CRWD are agencies, not bodies
of water. Some but not all of the areas within the jurisdictions of the MWMO and
CRWD are directly tributary to the Mississippi River.

The fourth and fifth sentences are untrue within the City ofMinneapolis. The City of
Minneapolis, and not the MWMO, carries out these tasks. These two sentences should be
moved to section 4.2.1.5 for at least portion ofthe project within Minneapolis. (For
clarity, it may be preferable to divide "City ofMinneapolis" and City ofSt. Paul" into
two separate sections.)

4.2.3 Existing Conditions
The following language, shown above in reference to section 4.2, could be added to the
end of section 4.2.3:

Although it is correct that "no wetlands or public waters are located within the
Central Corridor LRT Study Area", the entire study area within Minneapolis is
served by a storm drain system that DOES drain to a public water, namely the
Mississippi River and Bridal Veil Creek.

Minneapolis and other older cities developed before there were regulations
regarding stormwater quality. Our only opportunities to improve existing
conditions are during REDEVELOPMENT or by RETROFITTING.

The quality oflakes and rivers is especially important to the State ofMinnesota
and the City ofMinneapolis. Any time there is a public project, or there is
jurisdiction over a private project, the agencies involved should be looking for
opportunities to make improvements for the betterment of our water resources.

4.2.4.2 Key Project Elements
Regarding the statement, "However, the proposed construction activities will take place,
for the most part, within existing impervious surfaces." With the qualifier, "for the most
part", this is undoubtedly a true statement. However, there are several areas within
Minneapolis that are not currently impervious that will be impacted. There are
opportunities in these areas, to minimize NEW impervious surfaces. There are also
opportunities throughout the corridor to remove EXISTING impervious surfaces and
replace with pervious materials.

Regarding the statement, "No long-term effects to surface water runoff are anticipated;"
For the purposes of the EIS, 'long-term effects' is generally understood to mean 'long­
term ADVERSE effects'. It might be noted, however, that in this project there are
opportunities for long-term REDUCTIONS and TREATMENT of surface water runoff.
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4.2.5 Short-Term Construction Effects
Regarding the statement, "All storm drainage systems located within the Study Area are
designed to accommodate runoff from the existing developed conditions, the following
should be added: " ..., however in Minneapolis the system is at or near capacity and
thus rate controls may be required."

Regarding the following sentence, The City ofMinneapolis should be added, as follows:

"The City of St. Paul and the City ofMinneapolis may require upgrades to the
existing storm sewer system to provide additional treatment for stormwater runoff
within the proposed construction limits. It is anticipated ..."

4.2.6 Mitigation
The third sentence is poorly constructed.

4.5 Air Quality
The statement that the U of M at-grade alignment will have no greater air quality impacts
than those anticipated with the AA/DEIS alignment including a tunnel because the
intersections in the vicinity are not among the 5 worst-case intersections being analyzed
on the corridor does not support that there is no impact with an at-grade alignment.
Increases in traffic at intersections not on the corridor because of the closure of
Washington Avenue will have impacts on air quality whether or not they are the "five
worst-case". Define the effects beyond the "five worst-case".

Chapter 5 - Economic Effects
• 5-6 (University/Prospect Park) - The draft station area plan referred to - the

"University Avenue SE & 29th Ave SE Development Objectives and Design
Guidelines" - is no longer a draft. It was adopted by City Council in 2007

• 5-10 (University/Prospect Park) - Need to modify statement "Washington Avenue
would be closed to all vehicle traffic" to add "except buses"

Chapter 6 - Transportation
General Comments

• Signal design and intersection capacity issues. The impacts to the following
intersections have not been fully evaluated or disclosed in the DEIS or SDEIS:

o Huron, University and Washington - complex operation and long clearance time
o Chicago, 4th St, 5th St and Portland - complex operation and long clearance time
o 2nd Ave N and 5th St - complex operation and long clearance time
o 11 th Ave S crossing increased number of trains and operation of interlock between

Hiawatha LRT and CCLRT
• No mention of events and the impact on general traffic. Not just Basketball, football

and hockey, but Northrop, Radisson, and other "minor events" Add
information/analysis on effects on traffic for events to the FEIS.

6

4.2.5 Short-Term Construction Effects
Regarding the statement, "All storm drainage systems located within the Study Area are
designed to accommodate runoff from the existing developed conditions, the following
should be added: " ..., however in Minneapolis the system is at or near capacity and
thus rate controls may be required."

Regarding the following sentence, The City ofMinneapolis should be added, as follows:

"The City of St. Paul and the City ofMinneapolis may require upgrades to the
existing storm sewer system to provide additional treatment for stormwater runoff
within the proposed construction limits. It is anticipated ..."

4.2.6 Mitigation
The third sentence is poorly constructed.

4.5 Air Quality
The statement that the U of M at-grade alignment will have no greater air quality impacts
than those anticipated with the AA/DEIS alignment including a tunnel because the
intersections in the vicinity are not among the 5 worst-case intersections being analyzed
on the corridor does not support that there is no impact with an at-grade alignment.
Increases in traffic at intersections not on the corridor because of the closure of
Washington Avenue will have impacts on air quality whether or not they are the "five
worst-case". Define the effects beyond the "five worst-case".

Chapter 5 - Economic Effects
• 5-6 (University/Prospect Park) - The draft station area plan referred to - the

"University Avenue SE & 29th Ave SE Development Objectives and Design
Guidelines" - is no longer a draft. It was adopted by City Council in 2007

• 5-10 (University/Prospect Park) - Need to modify statement "Washington Avenue
would be closed to all vehicle traffic" to add "except buses"

Chapter 6 - Transportation
General Comments

• Signal design and intersection capacity issues. The impacts to the following
intersections have not been fully evaluated or disclosed in the DEIS or SDEIS:

o Huron, University and Washington - complex operation and long clearance time
o Chicago, 4th St, 5th St and Portland - complex operation and long clearance time
o 2nd Ave N and 5th St - complex operation and long clearance time
o 11 th Ave S crossing increased number of trains and operation of interlock between

Hiawatha LRT and CCLRT
• No mention of events and the impact on general traffic. Not just Basketball, football

and hockey, but Northrop, Radisson, and other "minor events" Add
information/analysis on effects on traffic for events to the FEIS.

6

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 108

__________________________________________________________________________________________

4.2.5 Short-Term Construction Effects
Regarding the statement, "All storm drainage systems located within the Study Area are
designed to accommodate runoff from the existing developed conditions, the following
should be added: " ..., however in Minneapolis the system is at or near capacity and
thus rate controls may be required."

Regarding the following sentence, The City ofMinneapolis should be added, as follows:

"The City of St. Paul and the City ofMinneapolis may require upgrades to the
existing storm sewer system to provide additional treatment for stormwater runoff
within the proposed construction limits. It is anticipated ..."

4.2.6 Mitigation
The third sentence is poorly constructed.

4.5 Air Quality
The statement that the U of M at-grade alignment will have no greater air quality impacts
than those anticipated with the AA/DEIS alignment including a tunnel because the
intersections in the vicinity are not among the 5 worst-case intersections being analyzed
on the corridor does not support that there is no impact with an at-grade alignment.
Increases in traffic at intersections not on the corridor because of the closure of
Washington Avenue will have impacts on air quality whether or not they are the "five
worst-case". Define the effects beyond the "five worst-case".

Chapter 5 - Economic Effects
• 5-6 (University/Prospect Park) - The draft station area plan referred to - the

"University Avenue SE & 29th Ave SE Development Objectives and Design
Guidelines" - is no longer a draft. It was adopted by City Council in 2007

• 5-10 (University/Prospect Park) - Need to modify statement "Washington Avenue
would be closed to all vehicle traffic" to add "except buses"

Chapter 6 - Transportation
General Comments

• Signal design and intersection capacity issues. The impacts to the following
intersections have not been fully evaluated or disclosed in the DEIS or SDEIS:

o Huron, University and Washington - complex operation and long clearance time
o Chicago, 4th St, 5th St and Portland - complex operation and long clearance time
o 2nd Ave N and 5th St - complex operation and long clearance time
o 11 th Ave S crossing increased number of trains and operation of interlock between

Hiawatha LRT and CCLRT
• No mention of events and the impact on general traffic. Not just Basketball, football

and hockey, but Northrop, Radisson, and other "minor events" Add
information/analysis on effects on traffic for events to the FEIS.

6



• Signal pre-emption is not to be used. Address intent to not use signal pre-emption in
the FEIS.

• The mitigation construction should precede the construction of the LRT.

• There is no discussion of station impacts on parking in local neighborhoods. There
probably will be a need for Critical Parking areas

• 6.1.4.4 - p. 6-8; LRT Station Volumes, Table 6-6-3 - Total daily boardings at the
Government Plaza of780 by 2030 seems very low.

• 6-16, Table 6-5 -- Fourth Street 2006 ADT does not appear to be correct. Ifit is
correct, compare it to the 2005 and 2007 values to determine if this low volume count
is unusual.

• 6-16, last paragraph, last sentence -- The conclusion about 2030 volumes being less
than 2020 volumes has no correlation to the existing 2001 or the 2006 volumes.
Thus the consistency statement is without supporting facts.

• 6-17, Table 6-6 -- The 2030 volume across the Washington Ave Bridge keeps
changing. The 2030 build forecast traffic volume has and still is being quoted by the
CCPO as about 14,000 now it is 15,100.

• 6-17 Table 6-6 AADT for segment of Washington proposed to be closed is critical
information to disclose. Fill in values where the table says Not Available.

• 6.2.3 Long Term Effects (Traffic) - Include in the traffic analysis for the FEIS a
study of the impacts of a complete Granary Road on the traffic network.
Implementation of Granary Road may help to alleviate some of the mitigation
components resulting from the Washington Avenue Transit Mall.

• 6-18, 1st full paragraph - The SDEIS declares the LOS will improve on the bridge but
they have not disclosed the data or analyses stating what the LOS would be on the
bridge with Wash Ave closure. Lower volume does not necessarily equal LOS
improvements if you also make other network (lanes, intersections) changes. In both
scenarios, with and without Washington Ave closed, we have a lot of traffic being
handled differently and thus LOS may be similar or different depending on a number
of factors. The analysis behind this statement should be disclosed

• 6-18, 2nd full paragraph - SDEIS states the new LRT gate near Cedar Ave would be
closed every 7.5 minutes. This is only true for one LRT direction or ifboth
directional trains would meet exactly at the same time every time. Thus this impact
analysis needs to account for that the two directional trains will not meet, so the
headways related to the gate should be 3.75 minutes.

• 6-18, U ofM Alignment, 1st paragraph - Other transit buses besides Metro Transit
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and U ofM will most likely use the transit mall.

• 6-18, Describe in more detail how the emergency vehicle access would be
maintained.

• The SDEIS is silent on bikes on the transit mall. Address current and proposed
conditions for bikes on the mall.

• 6-18 Indicate what the confidence level is for the data from the traffic studies (high­
medium-low) based on available data and limitations on various methodology (ex:
were pedestrians accounted for? The regional model is unconstrained) Describe what
work remains to be done.

• 6-19, 1st and subsequent paragraphs: The project is projected to open in 2014. The
SDEIS traffic forecast modeling was changed from 2020 to 2030. The typical EIS
approach for traffic impacts is to look at 2 forecast scenarios to understand both short
AND long-term impacts. The first "short-term" scenario is usually set at 1 year after
opening or in this case is 2015. The second "long-term" scenario is to match an
approximate 20-year horizon and thus the regional 2030 forecast is most appropriate.
Why was there not a 2015 traffic forecast accomplished to understand the "short­
term" impacts?

• 6 1 (\ 1 st n-d m,t..~eq"en+~n~a~a~hs 'T't.. e "O'::l{\ ~or~~ns+ ~rvl~11·""g rl",~C' "at ar-r-"''' ....t-17,.1 all ~uu~ u 1 l pal O.1'p - .111 ~ JV.l \.I\,.IQ, l. .1.l.lVU\.IJ..l.l U.vv,:) 1..1 '" \.I\"IV\..U.lL

for the correct roadway network that will be in-place in 2015 let alone 2030. The
City of Minneapolis has numerous federally funded Non-motorized Transportation
Pilot (NTP) Projects that are not included in the planned network. The following
projects are within the CCLRT traffic study area and expected to be completed in
2008 and 2009:

o 10th Avenue SE (Como Ave SE to Univ Ave SE) converted from 4 lanes to 3
lanes with bike lanes

o 19th Avenue S (Univ Ave SE across the 1Oth Ave river bridge to Riverside
Ave) converted from 4 lanes to 3 lanes with bike lanes, also includes a portion of 19th

Ave S south ofRiverside Ave

o 2ih Avenue SE (Univ Ave SE to E River Pkwy) most portions converted
from 4 lanes to 3 lanes with bike lanes

o Franklin Avenue E (from Riverside Ave east/northeast across the Franklin
Ave river bridge to E River Pkwy) converts 4 lanes to 3 lanes with bike lanes

o 20th/Minnehaha Avenues S (Riverside Ave to 26th Ave S) converted from 4
lanes to 3 lanes with bike lanes

o Riverside Avenue (Cedar to Franklin Ave) converted from 4 lanes to 3 lanes
with bike lanes, also includes portions of 4th St S and 15th Ave S westerly of Cedar

These projects should be included in both the 2015 and 2030 modeled forecasts and a
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reassessment ofthe 48 intersections should be accomplished appropriately.

• 6-19, 1st and subsequent paragraphs - This text states that only 4 intersections in 2030
are impacted by the project because the 2030 no-build scenario has 6 other
intersections that will have reached LOS F. By only selecting to, examine the 2030
scenario and not the 2015 "short-term" scenario, the project could be causing other
impacts that are being masked by the 2030 background traffic growth.

• 6-19, The amount of delay is likely to increase at the 6 intersections identified, but
was not fully analyzed. Also, the unacceptable LOS conditions will likely occur
sooner with the implementation ofthe Central Corridor LRT project than they would
have otherwise. There are grades ofLOS F and it frequently happens where one leg
of an intersection operates with large delay, with minor volumes and the major
approach operates at a higher level of service and the total for the intersection is a
LOS higher than F. How is amount of delay and delay on individual intersection legs
addressed?

• 6-19, bulleted intersections - 2nd bullet -- Is this the CedarlWash/15 th Ave
intersection? Last bullet - Do you mean 4th St SEll oth Ave SE?

• 6-19 A much more detailed description of the affects to the traffic and travel patterns
that result from the closure of Washington is needed. Including, but not limited to, the
anticipated traffic volume increases on the roadv/ay segments and free\v"ays v/ithin the
study area. The current section only talks about intersection operations everywhere
except on the River Road.

• 6-19, The operation ofHarvard from the ERR to Washington will be dramatically
changed by the addition of substantial traffic volumes. The conflict between heavy
pedestrian traffic and much heavier vehicular traffic will be difficult to manage in a
safe and efficient manner. How will this be mitigated?

• 6-19, last paragraph - While the conversion may improve traffic flow operations,
local access and circulation will be reduced. Also, this paragraph is confusing
because the conclusion is stated before the fact statements.

• 6-19, The capacity of Washington from Huron to Walnut will be dramatically
reduced. It will be one lane with no tum lanes, including the prohibition of EB left
turns from Oak to University. How will the project address this?

• 6-19, This discussion states that traffic conditions on Washington would improve.
What is the basis for this conclusion and which alternative is this in comparison to?
With one lane of traffic and no tum lanes from Oak to either Walnut or Harvard, and
the prohibition ofEB left turns along Washington from Oak to University the delays
to traffic could be long and unpredictable. A more detailed description of these
impacts is needed.
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• 6-19 (University ofMinnesota Alignment) - It seems strange to say the
transit/pedestrian mall will improve traffic on Washington. It will by eliminating
auto traffic, but traffic at the intersections on side streets will likely not improve, as
much of the traffic will not be eliminated but merely transferred to nearby streets.

• 6-19 The transit mall has no "natural" detour route. A detour traffic management plan
should be developed to understand how buses, emergency vehicles, bikes and
pedestrians will move when Washington is closed for maintenance, construction or
emergencIes.

• 6-20, The delays mentioned in Table 6-8 appear not to include train clearance
interval, which could be as long as 45 seconds in which no vehicles can move. The
impacts to the fire station and response time are not mentioned.

• 6-20, Table 6-8, last row for Church St - Why is there a LOS A, 1.5 sec delay stated
for 2030 when this intersection is proposed for pedestrians only and/or provides local
driveway access? Were their other assumptions related to public traffic volumes?

• 6-20, 1st paragraph - The last sentence reference to 4th St SE is confusing.

• 6-20, Section is about long-term effects of the Key elements and there is no
discussion about access to businesses. Add discussion of those impacts.

• 6-22, For three-car train operation, what's the definition of minor impact - additional
delay? Do we know this to be the case especially in the downtown areas with shorter
block lengths and Dual Train operation in Minneapolis? Substantiate the statement
about minor impacts to traffic operations for the introduction of three car trains.
Traffic modeling of this situation has not occurred as far as the City is aware.

• 6-22, The Washington Ave bridge roadway widths have not been resolved. The
proposal to have a 16 ft traffic lane does not adequately address the operation with a
breakdown or closure of the one moving lane. Especially if the lane has a barrier on
both sides.

• 6-23 Mitigation - Diversion impacts are not discussed in enough detail to guide
decision-making. Adding tum lanes to improve operation is too broad a statement.
Generally to obtain a tum lane, either the roadway must be widened - loss of
sidewalk area; or removal ofparking - difficult in commercial districts.

• 6-24, Section 6.3.1.2 -note the above page 6-19 comments related to the NTP bike
projects. Will the CCLRT project remove any of these bike projects? If so, where
will the comparable bike facilities be relocated?

• 6-24, Section 6.3.2 Access Minneapolis - References were made to the Downtown
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Plan. Please also note the draft Citywide Plan:
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/public-works/trans-planJ This draft Citywide Plan
is currently being updated and CCLRT should consult with Minneapolis for pending
changes. The Citywide Plan is anticipated to be adopted this year.

• 6-25, Parking will be removed the entire length of Washington Avenue and much of
University Avenue with no suggestion of how this might be replaced. There will be
no loading and unloading ofpassengers or freight the entire length of Washington.
How will loading be addressed for affected properties?

• 6-26,6.3.2.2 Existing Bicycle Environment - Downtown Minneapolis - Identifies
Marquette and 2nd Avenues as having dedicated bicycle lanes, this will not be true
after implementation of the Access Minneapolis/UPA recommendation.

Chapter 7 - Section 4(0 Evaluation
• It is unclear how the traffic and their associated impacts will be assessed and

determined related to the 4(t) river park and parkway resources. These impacts should
be disclosed with the DEIS so that they can be addressed, understood, and resolved
sooner. How will these impacts be disclosed and what will be the opportunity for
community/agency input on these impacts?

Chapter 9 - Indirect and Cumulative Impacts
• ':J-J Reasonably Foreseeable future actions - Include in City-"M:pls actions:

An Urban Partnership Agreement (UPA) Project includes funding for reconstruction
including dual bus lane operations along 2nd and Marquette Avenues in Downtown
Minneapolis to be completed by the end of2009. Both of these avenues intersect with
5th St LRT operations.

• 9.2.5 - 9-7; Table 9-2 - Under Granary Road Development it states "Granary Road is
planned to cut through to St Anthony Parkway South." Not sure where St Anthony
Parkway south is, if it exists. Any extension of Granary road beyond Minneapolis
would need to be initiated by the City of St Paul.

• 9.2.5 - p.9-8; Table 9-2 - Under East River Parkway extension - It states that the
"East Bank connection to Bridge 9 will be addressed by the U ofM..." This
statement is unclear. There is a City-led project to extend the bike trail on Bridge 9
East to Dinkytown.

Chapter 10 - Evaluation of Alternatives
• Ch. 10 - 10-5 (Issues to be Resolved) - Municipal consent process already initiated

Chapter 11 - Public Agency Coordination and Comments

• 11.2.3: Please note that Minneapolis HPC/CPED-Preservation and Design team is
also an interested party who will continue to work in the 106 process with MnDOT
and SHPO.
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I. Summary of Recommendations 

The following are a listing of recommendations from the following report.  They are more 
fully explained in the body of the report 

• The City recommends the inclusion of the three infill stations as part of the initial 
construction of the Central Corridor LRT project. Further, if fewer than all three 
are funded as part of the initial construction, the City should have a central role in 
choosing priorities.  Finally, the City will press for construction of any remaining of 
the three stations as quickly after the initial completion of the project. 
 

• The City concurs with the relocation of the Rice Street Station to the new site and 
configuration. 
 

• The City concurs with the rerouting of LRT along Robert Street to 12th Street, and 
the location of the Capitol East LRT station. 

• The City fully supports the rerouting of the LRT, and location of the station, 
through the Athletic Club block. 

• The City prefers the Wacouta Mid-Block alternative, both from an LRT operations 
perspective as well as from a land use impact perspective. 

• The City understands and accepts the requirement that such TPSs be located 
approximately every mile, and within 500’ of the LRT alignment.  The City needs to 
be intimately involved in the location, design and landscaping of these 9 TPSs.  

• The City supports the construction of three-car platforms as part of the initial 
construction. 

• The City supports use of the Conseco site for the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage 
Facility. 

• The assessments and mitigation plans for the future infill stations appear complete 
and are acceptable to the City. 

• The assessment and mitigation plans for the Capitol Area Alignment and Stations 
appear complete and are acceptable to the City. 

• Construction impacts on current skyway connections in the Athletic Club block 
must be included in the mitigation text, as well as a plan for mitigating such 
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disruption, either through a temporary structure to support the existing connection, 
or construction of a temporary, heated skyway connection. 

• Except as cited above regarding the Athletic Club block skyway, the assessment and 
mitigation plans for the Downtown St. Paul Alignment/Station Modifications appear 
complete and are acceptable to the City. 

• The City recommends that Preliminary Engineering include resilient fastners to 
mitigate noise, vibration, and electromagnetic interference potentially caused by 
light rail transit on Cedar Street past two historic properties (Central Presbyterian 
Church & Church of Saint Louis) and Minnesota Public Radio. 

• The City recommendations that mitigation for the TPSs include avoidance of sites 
fronting on University Avenue or major cross streets, such as Raymond Avenue.  
Further, location of TPSs in downtown will require particular sensitivity with 
respect to opportunity costs – finding sites/locations that are not attractive for 
“higher and better uses.” 

• The City believes that greater specificity is needed as to the criteria for designing 
and landscaping the TPSs.  First, there should be at least a menu for possible 
cladding materials for such facilities.  Second, there should be standards set for 
landscaping techniques.  Third, especially for downtown and the Raymond area, 
possibilities of such facilities being incorporated into existing or future larger 
buildings should be explored. 

• Except for the comments above relating to the siting, designing and landscaping, the 
assessment and mitigation plans for the Traction Power Substations appear 
complete and acceptable to the City. 

• The City recommends that the following elements be considered in development of a 
mitigation program for the loss of on-street parking, whereby, the City and 
Metropolitan Council staff will work with affected property owners and tenants to 
maximize parking on and near University Avenue.  And that the City and 
Metropolitan Council staff will work together over the next two months to estimate 
costs and apportion them between the City and the project in an equitable manner.  
The elements include: Elements of this program should include: 

a. Management system for on-street parking including installing parking meters on 
side streets in the station areas; 

b. Installing new meters along University Avenue where parking remains; 
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c. Developing comprehensive signage for all on- and off-street public parking facilities, 
including time limit parking for one block either side of University Avenue on all 
secondary cross streets; 

d. Developing shared public, off-street parking lots (generally by reuse of existing 
inefficient off-street parking);  

e. Developing corridor-wide permit parking; and 
f. Considering off-peak parking on University Avenue. 

 

• The City recommends that the visual impacts be incorporated into the streetscape, 
station design and public art work being done within the Preliminary Engineering 
phase and encourages active community engagement, including working with Public 
Art Saint Paul. 

• Except for the comments above relating to parking and visual impacts, the 
assessment and mitigation plans for the Three-Car Platforms appear complete and 
are acceptable to the City. 

• The City supports the coordination among the City, Metropolitan Council and 
Metropolitan Airports Commission as potential zoning code amendments are being 
considered and drafted. 
 

• The City recommends that a brief discussion on the alternative sites for the Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility be included in the SDEIS, with a statement of 
rationale as to why the preferred site was chosen. 
 

• The City recommends that more analysis be done on the quality and timing of noise 
generated by the Vehicle and Maintenance Facility, particularly any noise ‘spiking’ 
with LRT vehicle operations and during nighttime hours.  

• Except for the comments above relating to zoning code amendments, the rationale 
for site selection and focused noise impacts, the assessment and mitigation plans for 
the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility appear complete and are acceptable 
to the City. 

• The City recommends reinstatement of the maintaining current Route 16 service in 
the peak and non-peak hours to existing levels. 

• The City recommends enhanced at least 15-minute peak-hour service (15-minute 
frequency or better) on Rice, Dale, Lexington, Snelling, and Fairview/Raymond as 
part of the overall LRT project. 
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• The City suggests acknowledging the need to do further analysis during the 
Preliminary Engineering phase in downtown St. Paul and on University Avenue east 
of Marion Street with respect to property access. 
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II. Purpose of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS)  

The purpose of the SDEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of project elements altered or 
added since the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Central Corridor LRT was 
issued in 2006.  At that time, the City of Saint Paul adopted a detailed review of the project and 
its impact on the city.  Those comments (adopted in June, 2006) are included in this review by 
reference and attached. 

According to the analysis done by the Metropolitan Council (the project proposer) there are 9 
project elements that are of sufficient significance to warrant full environmental analysis in this 
SDEIS process.  Their descriptions are as follows: 

1. Hiawatha/Central Corridor LRT Connection: The SDEIS evaluates an engineering 
modification to optimize the connection of the Central Corridor LRT to the existing 
Hiawatha LRT in downtown Minneapolis, west of the proposed West Bank Station. The 
modification being proposed would cross eastbound Washington Avenue with a new 
signal, then rise to cross I-35W on an aerial structure and connect to Hiawatha on the 
existing bridge structure with cross-overs to provide full bidirectional movements. This 
option provides a storage track for special operations and to accommodate special events 
operations at local venues and sports arenas. 

 
2. University of Minnesota Alignment: The SDEIS evaluates an at-grade LRT alignment 

on Washington Avenue running from approximately the Washington Avenue Bridge to 
Oak Street, which would function as an At-Grade Transit/Pedestrian Mall. This 
alternative would change the operation of this segment by excluding automobile traffic.  
Enhancements would be made to pedestrian and other transit facilities operating in this 
segment. Emergency vehicle access would be maintained. The Stadium Village Station 
would be located at the proposed U of M multi-modal center. The East Bank Station 
would be located on Washington Avenue at Union Street. 

 
3. Future Infill Stations:  The SDEIS evaluates three future infill stations at Hamline 

Avenue, Victoria Street, and Western Avenue. The new stations respond to concerns of 
residents and stakeholders, including the City of St. Paul and Ramsey County, to increase 
access to the neighborhoods and businesses. The locations of these stations would reduce 
the station spacing from approximately one mile to half a mile along University Avenue 
in this portion of the Study Area. The SDEIS will evaluate implementation of each of 
these stations; however, the project as proposed would only include below-grade 
infrastructure to allow for station construction at a future date. 

 
4. Capitol Area Alignment and Stations: The SDEIS evaluates engineering modifications 

to the alignment along University Avenue and Robert Street directly adjacent to the 
Capitol Area. This evaluation of modifications to the AA/DEIS LPA is necessary to 
accommodate several new Capitol Area structures and grade constraints along University 

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 119

__________________________________________________________________________________________



7 

 

Avenue. The station at Rice Street has been modified to respond to roadway geometry 
and concerns about access and optimized bus connections. 

 
5. Downtown St. Paul Alignment/Station Modifications:  The SDEIS evaluates and 

discloses two alignment alternatives that would extend the alignment disclosed in the 
AA/DEIS beyond the St. Paul Union Depot Headhouse. Both alignments would provide 
the opportunity for future connections to the St. Paul Union Depot concourse level where 
a multi-modal terminal is being planned. The two alignment options considered for this 
connection include the Wacouta Mid-Block and Broadway extensions. Either of these 
alternatives would be constructed to include a new connection to the maintenance and 
storage facility. Both alignments include a potential extension to the concourse level of 
the Union Depot in the future. The SDEIS also evaluates an alternative alignment and 
station option that would travel south on Cedar Street to a point south of 5th Street, where 
it then would turn southeast onto the 4th/Cedar Street block. The alignment would 
continue diagonally across the block, emerging onto 4th Street at Minnesota Street. This 
alignment consolidates two AA/DEIS stations (6th Street and 4th Street) into one station 
on the diagonal through the block. 

 
6. Traction Power Substations:  The SDEIS evaluates and discloses the number and 

general location of substations required for operation of the Central Corridor LRT. 
 

7. Three-Car Platforms (Train Requirement):  The SDEIS evaluates and discloses the 
characteristics of three-car train operations and the physical impacts of constructing 3-car 
platforms. The AA/DEIS disclosed an operating plan that includes 2-car train consists 
and platforms. This change responds to identified capacity and demand issues. 

 
8. Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility:  The SDEIS evaluates and discloses the 

proposed location of a vehicle maintenance and storage facility in downtown St. Paul. 
 

9. Washington Avenue Bridge:  The SDEIS evaluates and discloses the proposed 
modifications to the Washington Avenue Bridge to accommodate operation of the 
Central Corridor LRT on the existing structure.  Table S1 provides a description of the 
physical and operating characteristics of the AA/DEIS LPA and the proposed changes to 
the AA/DEIS LPA. 
 

The SDEIS analyzes each of these 9 project elements through the standard series of 
environmental considerations.  The SDEIS analysis is limited only to these 9 issue areas and 
does not reiterate previous analyses.  Although the SDEIS does repeat much of the background 
data found in the original DEIS and other previous documentation of the project. 
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III. Scope of City Review 

The Central Corridor LRT project is as complex and far-reaching a public works project as the 
City has seen in decades.  And the City has been extensively involved in most of the project’s 
deliberations since first conceived in the late 1960s.  However, this current review is limited 
only to the major changes listed in the SDEIS – not other aspects of the project with which the 
City may differ or disagree. 

This review is organized around two central questions with respect to the major changes: 

• Does the City agree with the changes being proposed?  Overall, is each of the changes 
appropriate?  Are they complete?  Are they acceptable in their details? 

• Are the impacts and mitigation actions listed for each change accurate and 
complete?  Does the City have any specific recommendations for mitigation not included 
in the SDEIS? 

A final note about the scope of the City’s review: the City is not the project proposer nor the 
SDEIS author, but rather a responder to the SDEIS.  The City did not hold a separate public 
hearing from the three held by the Metropolitan Council.  Therefore, this response does not 
represent the totality of comments from the community and individuals in Saint Paul with 
respect to the SDIES.  Rather, these are responses from the City as one of the project partners, 
along with Minneapolis, Hennepin and Ramsey County and the University of Minnesota. 
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IV. Does the City agree with the changes being proposed? 

Although the following project elements are significant for the success of the overall project, the 
City is not commenting on them because they are outside the scope of the City’s influence: 

1. Hiawatha/Central Corridor LRT Connection 
2. University of Minnesota Alignment 
9. Washington Avenue Bridge 
3. Future Infill Stations:  The City agrees with, and fully endorses the addition of 

stations at Hamline, Victoria and Western.  The City continues to support the inclusion of 
these three stations in the initial construction of the project.  However, the City 
recognizes the decision made by the Metropolitan Council in February, 2008 that the 
project may only be able to afford one of the infill stations in the initial construction of 
the LRT project. 
The City recommends the inclusion of the three infill stations as part of the initial 
construction of the Central Corridor LRT project. Further, if fewer than all three 
are funded as part of the initial construction, the City should have a central role in 
choosing priorities.  Finally, the City will press for construction of any remaining of 
the three stations as quickly after the initial completion of the project. 
 

4. Capitol Area Alignment and Stations: Proposed changes to the alignment and 
station location at Rice appear reasonable and respond to analysis subsequent to the 
completion of the DEIS in 2006.  The station location east of Rice Street allows for a 
more generous station platform area than can be accommodated totally within the current 
right-of-way west of Rice Street.  This will allow for better rider accommodations.  In 
addition, the station location at Rice Street is recommended so as to minimize traffic 
conflicts both along University Avenue and Rice Street.  Finally, the proposed station 
location allows for direct connection to the State Capitol Complex’s pedestrian system, 
including the tunnel. 
 
The City concurs with the relocation of the Rice Street Station to the new site and 
configuration. 
 
The SDEIS also includes proposed changes to the alignment of the LRT along Robert 
Street north of 12th Street.  Actually, the alignment changes were anticipated when the 
design for the State’s Agriculture Lab were being formulated years before.  So the 
alignment changes are in keeping with previous plans of the State of Minnesota. 
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The City concurs with the rerouting of LRT along Robert Street to 12th Street, and 
the location of the Capitol East LRT station. 
 

5. Downtown St. Paul Alignment/Station Modifications:  The SDEIS endorses 
the alignment of LRT diagonally through the Athletic Club block.  First conceived in 
1990, the diagonal through the block contains the core business district station, creates a 
unique redevelopment opportunity for downtown and enables excellent potential 
pedestrian connections.  Support for the diagonal alignment was memorialized by the 
City in the adoption of the Central Corridor Development Strategy in the Fall, 2007. 

The City fully supports the rerouting of the LRT, and location of the station, 
through the Athletic Club block. 

The SDEIS, by selecting the preferred site for the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage 
Facility, poses two alternatives for routing LRT tracks east of the Union Depot.  The 
Wacouta Mid-Block is proximate to residential development, and has some impacts on 
street access, particularly on Wacouta Street.  However, the other alternative (Broadway) 
has more onerous impacts on residential development, street access and exposure to 
potential flooding on Kellogg Boulevard at Broadway Street. 

The City prefers the Wacouta Mid-Block alternative, both from an LRT operations 
perspective as well as from a land use impact perspective. 

6. Traction Power Substations:  The general location of the 9 Traction Power 
Substations (TPSs) is set by the power needs of the LRT, and their inclusion is an 
essential part of the project.  However, the specific location, design and landscaping of 
the TPSs may well have important community, architectural and historic impacts. 

The City understands and accepts the requirement that such TPSs be located 
approximately every mile, and within 500’ of the LRT alignment.  The City needs to 
be intimately involved in the location, design and landscaping of these 9 TPSs.  

7. Three-Car Platforms (Train Requirements):  Lessons learned from the 
Hiawatha LRT Line retrofit of existing two-car platforms to three-car platforms is 
compelling.  Even though the Central Corridor LRT system may begin with only two-car 
trains, accommodations for three-car trains in the future suggests building the full length 
platforms as part of initial construction. 

The City supports the construction of three-car platforms as part of the initial 
construction. 
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8. Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility:  With the expansion of the 
Hiawatha LRT Line to three-car trains due to its ridership successes, the existing 
maintenance and storage facility will not be sufficient to meet the needs of the Central 
Corridor LRT Line as well.  Therefore, a new facility is needed.  Three sites were 
evaluated as possible locations: 1. The Southeast Minneapolis Industrial (SEMI) site; 2. 
The Dimond Products site in Lowertown; and 3. The Conseco Parking Lot site south of 
Kellogg Boulevard.  The Conseco site is being recommended because: 

• It is at the end of the line, allowing for further rail expansion to the 
northeast, east and/or east; 

• It is at the end of the line, thereby minimizing the ‘dead head’ costs of 
having LRT vehicles having to travel to the middle of the line for the 
SEMI site; 

• It minimizes opportunity costs, particularly in relation to the Dimond 
Products site, which is planned for major redevelopment in the future; 

• It is in current public ownership (the Ramsey County Regional Railroad 
Authority) and its acquisition will not negatively impact the Cost 
Effectiveness Index. 

The SEMI site has particular issues associated with having to cross busy freight rail lines 
and busy roadways, and is severely constrained by size and site configuration.  In 
addition, its proximity to the existing Hiawatha Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility 
leads to inefficiencies as all LRT vehicles would need to travel to the same general area 
for storage and/or maintenance.   

The Dimond Products site is currently privately owned, would require using 4th Street in 
front of the Farmers Market, and would take up a valuable redevelopment site.  It would 
also present difficult operations for a future station at or near the Union Depot 
Concourse. 

The Conseco site uses land that cannot likely be used for other land uses, does not 
preclude use of the air rights above the Concourse train platform, is not particularly 
visible from the river nor north of Kellogg Boulevard, and does not infringe on existing 
nor likely future riverfront open space opportunities. 

The City supports use of the Conseco site for the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage 
Facility. 
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V. Are the impacts and mitigation actions listed for each change 
accurate and complete? 

3. Future infill stations:  

• In Section 6.3.3.3 here is a discussion of parking impacts of the project which 
outlines the loss of parking spaces.  In Table 6-10 (p 6-30) a loss of 30 to 40 on-street 
parking spaces is attributed to the potential of infill stations, or 10 to 13 per station.   
These numbers are based on very specific counts of existing and future parking 
spaces.   

• The SDEIS lists potential for additional redevelopment at these locations should the 
stations be built when the stations are built (Table 3.1 and text on p 3-30)), and that 
appears to be a reasonable conclusion.  The City has committed to do station area 
plans (likely in 2009) in anticipation of these three stations being built.   

• In the section on Cultural Resources (3.4, Table 3-9 and text on p 3-99) a potential of 
visual impact is raised, dependent upon the location and design of the stations.   

• In the section on Groundwater Resources (4.1, Table 4-1, and text on page 4-14) the 
SDEIS lists comments made by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
regarding potential short-term impacts on groundwater where dewatering may be 
required during construction.  Potential mitigation actions include limiting the amount 
and duration of dewatering, precautions to limit spills of petroleum or hazardous 
substances and development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and spill 
prevention plan (p 4-15).   

• Finally, in the section on Hazardous/Regulated Materials Evaluation (4.8, Table 4-20, 
and text on p 4-76) the SDEIS lists a remote possibility that at the Hamline Station 
construction may encounter contaminants migrating from the Mowery Impoundment 
site.  Mitigation likely will include application to enroll the project in the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency’s Voluntary Investigation and Clean-up and Voluntary 
Petroleum Investigation and Clean-up Brownfields programs. 

The assessments and mitigation plans for the future infill stations appear complete and are 
acceptable to the City. 

4. Capitol Area Alignment and Stations:   

• In the SDEIS section on Acquisitions and Displacement/Relocations (3.3, Table 3-8 
and text on p 3-62) lists the need for acquisition of   24, 020 square feet for right-of-
way.  No buildings would be affected.  Mitigation listed includes reference to the 
Federal Uniform Relocations Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, 
which protects the rights of any individual or business displaced from property by the 
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project.  Sites in the Rice Station area are not viewed as significant with respect to 
possible redevelopment.   

• The section on Cultural Resources (3.4, Table 3-9, and text on 3-98, 102 and 104) list 
the State Historic Preservation Office’s (SHPO) concern about encroachment into the 
Lief Erickson Lawn in the southeast quadrant of the University and Rice intersection, 
and impact on the State Capitol Power Plant (691 Robert Street).  Further SHPO has 
expressed concerns about vibration, noise and traffic impacts on the National 
Register-eligible Norwegian Evangelical Lutheran Church and Ford Motor Company 
Building.  The SDEIS references the Section 106 process to fully address these 
issues, including defining methods for avoiding, minimizing or mitigating potential 
impacts.  There is an ongoing process among the Metropolitan Council, MnDOT and 
the SHPO to develop such methods.   

• The section on Parklands and Recreation Areas (3.5, Table 3-12) also references Lief 
Erickson Lawn.   

• The section on Groundwater Resources (4.1, Table 4-1, and text on page 4-14) the 
SDEIS lists comments made by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
regarding potential short-term impacts on groundwater where dewatering may be 
required during construction.  Potential mitigation actions include limiting the amount 
and duration of dewatering, precautions to limit spills of petroleum or hazardous 
substances and development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and spill 
prevention plan (p 4-15).   

• In the section on Hazardous/Regulated Materials Evaluation (4.8, Table 4-20, and text 
on p 4-76) the SDEIS lists a possibility that at the Capitol East Station construction 
may directly affect the Medium potential site located at 610 North Robert Street.  
Mitigation likely will include application to enroll the project in the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency’s Voluntary Investigation and Clean-up and Voluntary 
Petroleum Investigation and Clean-up Brownfields programs. 

• In the section on Electromagnetic Fields and Utilities (4.9, Table 4-22, and text on pp 
4-86 and 87) state that although the impacted areas along Robert Street have changed 
somewhat, affects on utilities are similar to the DEIS alternative. 

The assessment and mitigation plans for the Capitol Area Alignment and Stations appear 
complete and are acceptable to the City. 

5. Downtown St. Paul Alignment/Station Modifications: 

• The Land Use and Socioeconomic section of the SDEIS (3.1, Table 3-1, and text on 
pp 3-28, 29 and 32) describe the virtues of the Diagonal at 4th/Cedar Street (Athletic 
Club Block).  However, the neither the chart nor the mitigation on the Athletic Club 
block adequately outlines the need for maintaining a pedestrian connection through 
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the block from the time LRT construction may impact the skyway link to the time 
redevelopment may be able to accommodate a replacement connection. 

 
Construction impacts on current skyway connections in the Athletic Club block must be 
included in the mitigation text, as well as a plan for mitigating such disruption, either 
through a temporary structure to support the existing connection, or construction of a 
temporary, heated skyway connection. 
 

• In the same section is a discussion of the Wacouta Mid-Block and Broadway 
alternatives.  For the Wacouta option, the three parcels taken for the alignment would 
result in opportunity costs.  However, the Broadway option (which requires closure of 
4th Street east of Wall Street) also negatively impacts existing development (Farmers 
Market) and redevelopment of the Dimond Products site. 

• The section on Acquisitions and Displacement/Relocations (3.3, Table 3-8, and text 
on pp 3-62 and 64) detail the need for property acquisition impacting 2 parcels on the 
Athletic Club Block and 3 parcels east of Wacouta Street.  Mitigation listed includes 
reference to the Federal Uniform Relocations Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Act of 1970, which protects the rights of any individual or business 
displaced from property by the project. 

• The Cultural Resources section (3.4, Table 3-9, and text on pp 3-97, 102 and 104) 
details potential impacts on the St. Paul Athletic Club and the Union Depot 
Headhouse.  SHPO requested further research and analysis of the setting of Union 
Depot.  Further, any station on 4th Street in Lowertown would be in the Lowertown 
Historic District. 

• Further, SHPO has raised concerns about impacts of vibration, noise, and traffic 
impacts particularly regarding the Union Depot.  The SDEIS references the Section 
106 process to fully address these issues, including defining methods for avoiding, 
minimizing or mitigating potential impacts.  There is an ongoing process among the 
Metropolitan Council, MnDOT and the SHPO to develop such methods.   

• The section on Groundwater Resources (4.1, Table 4-1, and text on page 4-14) the 
SDEIS lists comments made by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
regarding potential short-term impacts on groundwater where dewatering may be 
required during construction.  Potential mitigation actions include limiting the amount 
and duration of dewatering, precautions to limit spills of petroleum or hazardous 
substances and development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and spill 
prevention plan (p 4-15).   

• The section on Hazardous/Regulated Materials (4.8, Table 4-20, and text on pp 4-76, 
78 and 79) references the slope of the water table generally running from higher 
elevation at Kellogg Boulevard southward toward the Mississippi River and potential 
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migration of contaminants from the USPS Building, former East Kellogg Train Depot 
and Johnson’s Garage/Wells Fargo.  Mitigation likely will include application to 
enroll the project in the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Voluntary 
Investigation and Clean-up and Voluntary Petroleum Investigation and Clean-up 
Brownfields programs. 
 

Except as cited above regarding the Athletic Club block skyway, the assessment and 
mitigation plans for the Downtown St. Paul Alignment/Station Modifications appear 
complete and are acceptable to the City. 

The City recommends that Preliminary Engineering include resilient fastners to mitigate 
noise, vibration, and electromagnetic interference potentially caused by light rail transit on 
Cedar Street past two historic properties (Central Presbyterian Church & Church of Saint 
Louis) and Minnesota Public Radio. 

6. Traction Power Substations: 

• The section on Land Use and Socioeconomics (3.1, Table 3-1, and text on pp 3-27, 
28, 32, and 54) reference the importance of selecting the least impactful sites for 
TPSs.  However, this seems insufficient to address the issues of context and 
opportunity costs. 

The City recommendations that mitigation include avoidance of sites fronting on 
University Avenue or major cross streets, such as Raymond Avenue.  Further, location of 
TPSs in downtown will require particular sensitivity with respect to opportunity costs – 
finding sites/locations that are not attractive for “higher and better uses.” 

• The section on Acquisitions and Displacements/Relocations (3.3, Table 3-8, and text 
on pp 3-62, 63, and 64) describes the size of sites and mitigation to necessary 
acquisition. Mitigation listed includes reference to the Federal Uniform Relocations 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970, which protects the rights of 
any individual or business displaced from property by the project. 

• The section on Cultural Resources (3.4, Table 3-9, and text on pp 98, 99, 100, 101, 
102, 103, and 104) lists the general sites of the TPSs, avoidance, minimization or 
mitigation of impacts on historic properties.  The SDEIS references the Section 106 
process to fully address these issues, including defining methods for avoiding, 
minimizing or mitigating potential impacts.  There is an ongoing process among the 
Metropolitan Council, MnDOT and the SHPO to develop such methods.   

• The section on Visual Quality and Aesthetics (3.6, and text on 3-116, 119, 121, 122, 
126, 127 and 132) outline the needs for the TPSs of a one-story building, 20’X40’ on 
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a site 45’X80’.  Locations of such TPSs are subject to change during final design 
(although the criteria for such needed changes are not detailed).  Further, mitigation 
treatments for visual impacts would be developed during final design through 
discussions with affected communities, resource agencies, and stakeholders. 

The City believes that greater specificity is needed as to the criteria for designing and 
landscaping the TPSs.  First, there should be at least a menu for possible cladding 
materials for such facilities.  Second, there should be standards set for landscaping 
techniques.  Third, especially for downtown and the Raymond area, possibilities of such 
facilities being incorporated into existing or future larger buildings should be explored. 

• The section on Groundwater Resources (4.1, Table 4-1, and text on p 4-15) suggest 
that the TPSs are very sensitive to pollution and that dewatering is a potential 
requirement.  Potential mitigation actions include limiting the amount and duration of 
dewatering, precautions to limit spills of petroleum or hazardous substances and 
development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and spill prevention plan (p 
4-15).   

• The section on Hazardous/Regulated Materials (4.8, Table 4-20, and text on pp 78 
and 79) outlines the potential sources of hazardous materials, including 12 possible 
sources.  Mitigation likely will include application to enroll the project in the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Voluntary Investigation and Clean-up and 
Voluntary Petroleum Investigation and Clean-up Brownfields programs. 

• The section on Electromagnetic Fields and Utilities (4.9, Table 4-22) states that until 
the specific sites for the TPSs are set, it is not possible to determine potential impacts 
on utilities. 

Except for the comments above relating to the siting, designing and landscaping, the 
assessment and mitigation plans for the Traction Power Substations appear complete and 
acceptable to the City. 

 7. Three-Car Platforms: 

• The City believes that the impact of Three-Car Platforms is understated.  According 
Section 6.3.3.3 and Table 6-10 (pp 6-29 and 30) Three-Car Platforms only result in a 
loss of 15 to 20 spaces.  This appears to be a major undercounting.  Once the decision 
was made for Three-Car Platforms, it became clear that access from only the 
signalized intersections would be insufficient.  The next step was to evaluate the 
efficacy of mid-block pedestrian crossings to access the non-signalized ends of the 
platform.  But that was deemed unsafe to have pedestrians crossing at unsignalized 
crosswalks at mid-block.  The next step was to extend a walkway from the 
unsignalized end of the platform to the nearest cross street, where pedestrian 
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crossings would be safer.  According to Table 6-10 this accounts for the loss of 230 to 
260 parking spaces for a “desirable design element.”  If this is to suggest the non-
signalized crossings are desirable but not necessary, then it denies the safety 
considerations that went into the decision for such crossings.   

Nevertheless, the City maintains that the loss of on-street parking is a loss that should 
be mitigated by the project.   

The City recommends that the following elements be considered in development of a 
mitigation program for the loss of on-street parking, whereby, the City and Metropolitan 
Council staff will work with affected property owners and tenants to maximize parking on 
and near University Avenue.  And that the City and Metropolitan Council staff will work 
together over the next two months to estimate costs and apportion them between the City 
and the project in an equitable manner.  The elements include: Elements of this program 
should include: 

1) Management system for on-street parking including installing parking meters on 
side streets in the station areas; 

2) Installing new meters along University Avenue where parking remains; 
3) Developing comprehensive signage for all on- and off-street public parking facilities, 

including time limit parking for one block either side of University Avenue on all 
secondary cross streets; 

4) Developing shared public, off-street parking lots (generally by reuse of existing 
inefficient off-street parking);  

5) Developing corridor-wide permit parking; and 
6) Considering off-peak parking on University Avenue. 

 
• In the Cultural Resources section (3.4, Table 3-9, and text on pages 3-98, 99, 100, 

102, 103 and 104) the discussion suggests that Three-Car Platform may have 
additional visual and construction impacts.  Mitigation suggests ongoing coordination 
with project partners, the SHPO and the community toward an agreed solution to 
design of the stations. 

• In the Visual Quality and Aesthetics section (3.6, and text on p 3-127 and 132) state 
that mitigation treatments for visual impacts be developed during final design among 
affected communities, resource agencies and stakeholders. 

The City recommends that the visual impacts be incorporated into the streetscape, station 
design and public art work being done within the Preliminary Engineering phase, and 
encourages active community engagement, including working with Public Art Saint Paul. 
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Except for the comments above relating to parking and visual impacts, the assessment and 
mitigation plans for the Three-Car Platforms appear complete and are acceptable to the 
City. 

8. Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility: 
• In the section on Land Use, Zoning, and Socioeconomic Impacts (3/1, Table 3-1, 

and text on 3-29 and 32) describes the zoning issues with respect to Holman Field 
air space restrictions.  The promulgation of potential zoning restrictions 
associated with the site in Lowertown are being developed now through the 
Holman Field Joint Airport Zoning Board.  The Metropolitan Council is 
coordinating with staff of the City and the Metropolitan Airports Commission as 
the zoning code amendments are being drafted. 

 
Furthermore, a portion of the site is zoned B-5 Central Business.  Zoning code 
amendments may be needed for the underlying zoning. 

 
The City supports the coordination among the City, Metropolitan Council and 
Metropolitan Airports Commission as potential zoning code amendments are being 
considered and drafted. 
 

• In the section on Neighborhoods, Community Services and Community Cohesion 
(3.2, and text on pp 3-33, 34, 35, 55 and 57) the issue concerning a loss of parking 
is mentioned.  But there is little mention of the potential overall community 
impacts.  In Chapter III, #8 there is a discussion as to the potential community 
impacts and comparison among alternative sites. 

 
The City recommends that a brief discussion on the alternative sites for the Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility be included in the SDEIS, with a statement of rationale 
as to why the preferred site was chosen. 

 
• The section on Acquisitions, Displacements and Relocation (3.3, Table 3-8, and 

text on pp 3-62 and 64) states that 25.3 acres on 4 separate parcels will be 
required for the Facility.  It states the property is owned by the City, but it was 
recently sold to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority. Mitigation 
listed includes reference to the Federal Uniform Relocations Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Act of 1970, which protects the rights of any individual or 
business displaced from property by the project.  Sites in the Rice Station area are 
not viewed as significant with respect to possible redevelopment.   

• The section on Cultural Resources (3.4, Table 3-9, and text on pp 3-79, 80, 97, 
102 and 104) states that the Facility site is adjacent to the Lowertown Historic 
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District and partly overlaps the Union Depot Elevated Rail Yard, thereby having 
visual impacts on the following contributing properties: 300 4th St, 300 Broadway 
St., 308 Prince St., and 255, 271 and 281-299 Kellogg Blvd.  The SDEIS 
references the Section 106 process to fully address these issues, including 
defining methods for avoiding, minimizing or mitigating potential impacts.  There 
is an ongoing process among the Metropolitan Council, MnDOT and the SHPO to 
develop such methods.   

• The section on Groundwater and Soil Resources (4.1, Table 4-1, and text on pp 4-
14) mention the potential need for dewatering activities at the Facility site.  
Potential mitigation actions include limiting the amount and duration of 
dewatering, precautions to limit spills of petroleum or hazardous substances and 
development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and spill prevention plan 
(p 4-15).   

• No items are mentioned for impacts on Water Resources, Biota and Habitat, 
Threatened and Endangered Species, Air Quality, Vibration or Utilities. 

• The section on Noise (4.6, and text on pp 4-53, 54, 56 and 57)  states that no noise 
impacts as defined by the Federal Transit Administration will be generated by the 
Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility.  Furthermore, it states that traffic noise 
dominates the acoustic environment in the area.  However, much of the activity at 
this facility will take place at night when there is little traffic in the area.  In 
addition, the quality of noise (e.g. “wheel squeal” and coupling) needs further 
analysis. 

 
The City recommends that more analysis be done on the quality and timing of noise 
generated by the Vehicle and Maintenance Facility, particularly any noise ‘spiking’ with 
LRT vehicle operations and during nighttime hours.  

 
• The section on Hazardous/Regulated Materials (4.8, Table 4-20, pp 4-78 and 79) 

states that the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility may directly affect the 
Former Union Depot Property (site 805) and the Former rail yard (site 809). 
Mitigation likely will include application to enroll the project in the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency’s Voluntary Investigation and Clean-up and Voluntary 
Petroleum Investigation and Clean-up Brownfields programs. 

• The section on Economic Effects (5.0, and text on pp 5-8 and 10) states that 
surface parking lots are often viewed as having development potential.  
Conversion of parking on the site to permanent transit use may limit the type of 
redevelopment suitable for adjacent properties. However, the City believes that 
development potential of adjacent sites east of the Lafayette Bridge is already 
limited by likely Holman Field flight path restrictions.  The potential of air rights 
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over the Depot platform would be near the site, but oriented toward the river.  The 
potential for such development has been discussed for decades, and air rights 
redevelopment would be extremely expensive.  It is not clear that the Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility would have a deleterious impact on the air 
rights above the platform. 

 

Except for the comments above relating to zoning code amendments, the rationale for site 
selection and focused noise impacts, the assessment and mitigation plans for the Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility appear complete and are acceptable to the City. 

 

Notes on 6.0: Transportation: 

The discussion in Section 6.1: Transit Effects states that the Baseline Alternative consists of 
improvements to the transit system that are relatively low in cost, and the “best that can be done” 
to improve transit without major capital investment for new infrastructure.  However, the SDEIS 
only discusses east/west service, and cuts back on local service (Route 16) substantially.  When 
this was proposed in the DEIS, the City and community took substantial exception to those cuts, 
as well as a lack of attention to feeder bus service.  The full discussion is included in the 
attachments which includes the City’s response to the DEIS, June, 2006.  A couple of points 
deserve emphasis here.  First, cuts to the Route 16 service, especially in non-peak times, are 
particularly short-sighted.  Many who use the Route 16 are transit-dependent, many with 
mobility issues.  Those people often travel in the non-peak hours: weekday off-peak, evenings 
and weekends. 

The City recommends reinstatement of the maintaining current Route 16 service in the 
peak and non-peak hours to existing levels. 

Further, north/south feeder bus access is currently very poor, and in many cases, non-existent.  
Bus service in the more dense portions of the region should resemble a grid pattern, with 
minimum coverage of a 1-mile grid and 15 minute peak hour service.  Only two primary 
north/south service even approaches these levels: Snelling and Rice.  Fifteen-minute peak hour 
service should be instituted on all primary north/south streets.  This will not only bolster 
ridership on the LRT and serve transit-dependent populations, it will also take pressure off of 
informal park & ride/hide and ride along a corridor which will lose most of its on-street parking. 

The City recommends enhanced at least 15-minute peak-hour service (15-minute frequency 
or better) on Rice, Dale, Lexington, Snelling, and Fairview/Raymond as part of the overall 
LRT project. 
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The discussion in section 6.3: Other Transportation Impacts raises some concerns about the other 
transportation elements in the Central Corridor which will have important impacts on the overall 
success of LRT on University Avenue. 

• The SDEIS outlines the long-term effects of the project on Parking (6.3.3.3, 
including text on pp 6-29 and 30.  The issues and City concerns are outlined in 
Section III, #7 of this review. 

• The SDEIS outlines the long-term effects of the project on Bicycling (6.3.3.4, p 6-
30).  The report discusses bicycle crossings in relationship to paving and track 
heights.  The City, however, has done a good deal of planning for bicycles in the 
Corridor, and could be referenced in the document.  That planning is reflected in 
the text on p 6-25 

• The SDEIS discusses Access to Properties and Businesses (p 6-31) and references 
earlier work done in downtown St. Paul, much of it dating back to the early 
1990s.  In addition, much of the south side access on University Avenue east of 
Marion will be affected by LRT.  Further and updated analysis needs to be done 
for both downtown and the eastern end of University Avenue. 

The City suggests acknowledging the need to do further analysis during the Preliminary 
Engineering phase in downtown St. Paul and on University Avenue east of Marion Street 
with respect to property access. 

7) Technical Comments/Corrections: 

• P 1-22, Section 1.4, Planning Context, add Saint Paul Downtown Development 
Strategy and Saint Paul on the Mississippi Development Strategy 

• P 2-37, Land Use, Consistent with Zoning: the Maintenance and Storage Facility 
site will require a rezoning. 

• P 3-3, Table 3-1, Downtown St. Paul Alignment/Stations add: “The diagonal 
alignment allows for a direct connection to the skyway system” and “The 
diagonal alignment provides the greatest impetus to redevelopment of the 
4th/Cedar block.” 

• P 3-3, Table 3-1, Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility, add: “Will need to 
comply with Sec. 68.400 of the Zoning Code, River Corridor Standards and 
Criteria.  It is also in the RC4 River Corridor Urban Diversified Overlay 
District.” 
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• P 3-29, Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility, second paragraph: needs a 
citation for Airport Zoning. 

• P 3-36, Figure 3.2-2 has Quest in the wrong location at Kellogg and Wabasha (the 
hotel site) and should be on block bounded by 4th/St. Peter/Kellogg/Market. 

• P 3-37: ‘Valley Recreation Center’ should be ‘Valley Play Area’ and the Museum 
Park is NOT maintained by the City, but rather the McNally Smith College of 
Music 

• P-3-38, Figure 3.2-3: Erikson is misspelled, it has no “c.”  Add label to the 
History Theater the “McNally Smith College of Music.” 

• P-3-59, Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility is now property of the Ramsey 
County Regional Railroad Authority 

• P-3-62, Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility – ibid 

• P 3-93, 94: Should there be mention as to the long-term vibration impacts on the 
two churches, Conservatory of Music and Athletic Club? 

• P 3-106, Table 3-12: It appears there are permanent impacts to the Downtown 
Children’s Play Area.  That should be reflected in the table and discussed in the 
text. 

• P 3-108, Table 3-13: Hamm Plaza is owned by the City’s Parks and Recreation 
Department; add Wacouta Commons, bounded by 9th/8th/Wacouta/Sibley 

• P 3-112, Table 3-14:  Add the Children’s Play Area (“yes” on short- and long-
term effects), Mears Park and Kellogg Mall Park (“no” on short- and long-term 
effects). 

• P 4-21: Xcel Energy is misspelled in the last paragraph 

• P 4-64: The text on the diagonal alignment should mention the Athletic Club as a 
historic resource. 

• P 4-81, Table 4-22, Downtown St. Paul Alignment/Stations: “diagonal reduces 
potential impacts to utilities in the street” 

• P 5-4, Section 5.2.1: dated statement should be removed about “…downtown 
Saint Paul is currently experiencing a boom in loft and condominium housing.” 

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 135

__________________________________________________________________________________________



23 

 

• P 6-2, 6.1.3.2 Baseline Alternative: The text states (l 11) that the enhanced Route 
50 would be identical to the service assumed for the LRT Alternative.  However, 
the Route 50 has two stops not planned for the LRT: Vandalia and Albert, and 
numerous stops in downtown. 

• P 6-25, 6.3.2.2 “Downtown St. Paul and Capitol Area,” second paragraph, the 
first sentence should read “The City of Saint Paul is in the final planning phases 
for adopting a citywide transportation plan with a strong focus on improving the 
bicycle system.”  And strike the sentence beginning on line 5: “The ten-year 
goal…” 

• P 6-26, line 3: amend to read “…and integrating at least one east/west bicycle 
route parallel…” 

• P 6-26 Midway East/Midway West add text reflecting that a separate plan done 
by Saint Paul in Fall/Winter, 2008 will specifically study and recommend bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations and connections. 

• P 6-26 Midway East/Midway West could include clarifying language 
“…bicyclists frequently travel along segments of University Avenue as par of 
their commute due to the unusually wide outer traffic lanes.”  And also 
potentially add “Bicycle storage is largely unavailable for residents, employees or 
customers along University Avenue in Saint Paul.” 

• P 6-27 Midway East/Midway West the SDEIS is incorrect in assuming that 
because pedestrian conditions are poor, people do not walk in the area.  It would 
be more accurate to say on P 6028, last sentence “Pedestrian activities are lower 
in this area due to development patterns and traffic conditions.  However, because 
of the high percentage of households without vehicles in the adjacent 
communities, walking is a necessary part of every day transportation in these 
neighborhoods.” 

• P 9-5 City Actions are a bit too literal. Soften language in the following: 

University Avenue Park at Raymond Redevelopment: “A new green 
space is envisioned in the vicinity of the intersection…” 

Hmong Market Garden: “New public square and open space is envisioned 
between Arundel…” 

Lexington-Chatsworth Block open space development: “Opportunity for 
open space to provide a focus…” 
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Raymond Village Park development, replace the first comment with: 
“Potential redevelopment may consider new open space in the area near 
Raymond and Charles.” 

University Avenue Park at Raymond Development: This mistakenly 
repeats from P 9-5. Delete 

Lexington Park development: “A new green space is envisioned in the 
vicinity of the intersection of Lexington and University” 

Rondo Square park development: “An opportunity for new open space 
could be incorporated as a part of future redevelopment of UniDale 
Mall.”  to replace the first comment. 

• P 9-15, Transit effects: Mention the loss of high-frequency service and the impact that 
may have on the population that uses it to go short distances, including those with 
disabilities. 

• P 9-17, Effects on other transportation facilities and services, Impacts fro AA/DEIS 
mentions on-street parking removal, but is not echoed in the next three columns.  It 
should be. 

• P 9-22, Mitigation: at the end of the third paragraph, add a list of exceptions to this 
final statement. 
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Council File #  

Green Sheet #  

RESOLUTION 
CITY OF SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA 

Presented by  
 

WHEREAS, a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS), for the Central Corridor 
Light Rail Transit project was released for public review by the Metropolitan Council on June 26, 2008; 
and 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

 
WHEREAS, the SDEIS addresses nine project elements altered or added since the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement was issued in June 2006;  and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has reviewed the SDEIS and prepared a report, “City of Saint Paul Review of Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project,” outlining issues and 
concerns with the nine new project elements;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of St. Paul adopts the attached 
report and requests that it be transmitted to the Metropolitan Council by August 25, 2008 and entered into 
the public record; and 
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that the City Council highlights the following elements of the attached 16 
report: 17 

18   
1. The City recommends the inclusion of the three infill stations as part of the initial 19 

construction of the Central Corridor LRT project. Further, if fewer than all three are funded 20 
as part of the initial construction, the City should have a central role in choosing priorities.  21 
Finally, the City will press for construction of any remaining of the three stations quickly 22 
after the initial completion of the project. 23 

2. The City recommends the development of a mitigation program for the loss of on-street 24 
parking, whereby, the City and Metropolitan Council staff work with affected property 25 
owners and tenants to maximize parking on and near University Avenue.  And that the City 26 
and Metropolitan Council staff work together over the next two months to estimate costs 27 
and apportion them between the City and the project in an equitable manner.   28 

3. The City recommends that the visual impacts be incorporated into the streetscape, station 29 
design and public art work being done within the Preliminary Engineering phase and 30 
encourages active community engagement, including working with Public Art Saint Paul. 31 

4. Construction impacts on current skyway connections in the Athletic Club block must be 32 
included in the mitigation text, as well as a plan for mitigating such disruption, either 33 
through a temporary structure to support the existing connection, or construction of a 34 
temporary, heated skyway connection. 35 
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36  

 
 Yeas Nays Absent 
Bostrom    
Carter    
Harris    
Helgen    
Lantry    
Stark    
Thune    
     

Adopted by Council: Date  

Adoption Certified by Council Secretary 

By:  

Approved by Mayor: Date  

By:   

Requested by Department of: 

 

By:  

Approved by the Office of Financial Services 

By:  

Approved by City Attorney 

By:  

Approved by Mayor for Submission to Council 

By:   
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Housing, Community Works & Transit                                        Phone:  612-348-9260 
417 N. Fifth Street, Suite 320       Fax: 612-348-8532 or 612-348-9710 
Minneapolis, MN   55401-3206                       www.hennepin.us 

 
Date:    August 25, 2008 
 
To:        Kathryn L. O’Brien 
             Environmental Service Project Manager, Central Corridor Project Office 
  
From:    Joseph Gladke 
             Manager, Engineering and Transit Planning, Hennepin County 
   
Subject: Comments to Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
              Statement  
 
 
 

Comments to the Central Corridor Project Office 
 

Concerning the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS) 

 
On April 11, 2008, comments were sent from Hennepin County and Hennepin County Regional Railroad 
Authority after review of the SDEIS documents and prior to the beginning of the official comment period. 
 
Upon review the documents received July 2nd, 2008, I would like to highlight several areas where our 
suggested changes were to be made, but appear not to have been changed. 
 
The changes which I believe still need to be included are as follows: 
 

• Chapter 1, Section 1.4 Planning Context, page 1-23, 2030 Transportation Plan, December 2004 
 
Please note the following update for the Bottineau Transitway (aka Northwest Corridor): 
 
Since the 2030 Transportation Policy Plan was adopted in 2004, a re-evaluation of the transit needs in the 
Bottineau Corridor, formerly called the Northwest Corridor, has occurred.  Plans to serve this corridor with 
Bus Rapid Transit have been deferred.  Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) is currently 
sponsoring an Alternative Analysis study to determine the best mode and alignment. 
 

• Chapter 1, Figure 1-11, page 1-24 
 
Recommend a revision for the title of this figure to: 
 

Figure 1-11 
Planned Transitways 

Source: 2030 Transportation Policy Plan, adopted 2004 
 
 
 
 

Hennepin LOUnty Memo
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• Chapter 11, Table 11-1 Key Project Issues, pages 11-12 through 11-16 
 
Issue No. 20: What is the meaning of the asterisk (*) following Hennepin County in the column called 
“Involved Public Agencies/Local Units of Government”? 
Issue No. 36 should include Hennepin County as an Involved Unit of Government  
Issue No. 37 should include all project funding partners as Involved Public Agencies/Local Units of 
Government 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this document. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C: Marthand Nookala 
            Brent Rusco 
            Joseph Scala 
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Marisol Simon
Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration, Region V
200 West Adams Street, Suite 300
Chicago, IL 60606

Kathryn L. O'Brien
Metropolitan Council
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55410

Re: Central Corridor Project
St. Paul and Minneapolis
Ramsey and Hennepin Counties
SHPO Number: 2007-1118

Dear Ms. Simon and Ms. O'Brien:

We are writing to provide comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (SDEIS) for the proposed Central Corridor Project.

As you know, this project is being reviewed under the provisions of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. That process, governed by the regulations found in 36 CFR 800, is
designed to identify historic properties that are listed on or eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places, and to seek ways to avoid, reduce, and mitigate adverse effects to
these properties. Our office has been involved in the Section 106 process throughout the
project planning sequence, and consultation with us and other interested parties is ongoing.
Ultimately, we expect that a Programmatic Agreement will be completed to outline measures to
be taken to address issues related to the historic properties in the project area.

The SDEIS focuses on nine topic areas not covered in the earlier DEIS. It also includes more
detailed information on historic properties located throughout the entire corridor. This letter
provides an update on our concerns about significant issues that will need to be addressed as
the Section 106 process continues. Other historic property issues identified in the DEIS,
SDEIS, and by various interested parties (including those who have requested consulting party
status) will need to be considered as well.

1. Table 3-10 (pages 3-77 through 3-79) of the SDEIS lists those properties in the
project's area of potential effect that are listed on or eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. We note that further information on these properties is found
in several other reports, which are also available for review. For the purposes of the
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Section 106 review of this project, we concur with the eligibility determinations
documented in Table 3-10.

2. Table 3-9 (pages 3-66 and 3-67) and Table 3-11 (pages 3-85 - 3-97) of the SDEIS
list potential project effects on historic properties. The project as a whole has
substantially greater potential for adverse effects to historic properties than implied in the
introduction to the Cultural Resources section on page 3-65. As the project design
moves towards completion, a good deal of work remains to be done to ensure that the
elements of the project relate well to adjacent historic properties. If this design work is
not successful, adverse effects to historic properties may result.

We acknowledge that there has been substantial consultation among project designers,
our office, and other interested parties over the past several months to identify design
issues related to many of the historic properties. It is crucial that frequent, regular
consultation continue during the completion of the project design. Consultation during
design will usually produce better results than review and comment after the design is
done.

Listed below are several areas where the project design needs to be compatible with
adjacent historic properties. The first two - the St. Paul Union Depot and the Capitol
area - are of particular concern. In both of these areas, the proposed locations of project
elements presented in the SDEIS are in basic conflict with character-defining features of
historic properties. Even with the best work on a compatible final design, it is highly
probable that the current project plans will result in adverse effects. Indeed, for the St.
Paul Union Depot, current project plans create substantial adverse effects on three sides
of the property. It would be truly unfortunate if a laudable effort to revitalize St. Paul's
grand historic transportation center for future transportation needs was to significantly
diminish the historic character of the facility. Other adverse effects are possible in some
of the remaining areas as well.

(Note: In the following discussion the term "station" refers to all elements of a station
facility, including the platform, shelter, ramps, walkways, and other built elements, and
the term "track/structures" refer to all built elements of the line outside of station areas,
including the track itself, poles, catenary, and other built elements.)

A. The Union Depot station, traction power substation, track/structures
from the station to the maintenance facility, and the maintenance facility
itself. This design needs to take into account the relationship between the
project design and the historic Union Depot (including the head house and
approach, concourse, and entire elevated train deck) as well as the Lowertown
Historic District. The most troublesome elements included in current proposals
are the taking of a sixteen foot section of the historic front green space of the
depot approach, the Wacouta mid-block alternative for the track (which has
significant adverse effects on the historic setting of the depot within the city street
grid, as well as on an adjacent historic warehouse), and various proposed track
configurations which require removal of substantial portions of the historic train
deck structure.

B. The Rice Street station and track/structures from Rice Street to Robert
Street. This design needs to take into account the relationship between the
project design and the State Capitol Mall Historic District (most primarily the

Section 106 review of this project, we concur with the eligibility determinations
documented in Table 3-10.

2. Table 3-9 (pages 3-66 and 3-67) and Table 3-11 (pages 3-85 - 3-97) of the SDEIS
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diminish the historic character of the facility. Other adverse effects are possible in some
of the remaining areas as well.

(Note: In the following discussion the term "station" refers to all elements of a station
facility, including the platform, shelter, ramps, walkways, and other built elements, and
the term "track/structures" refer to all built elements of the line outside of station areas,
including the track itself, poles, catenary, and other built elements.)

A. The Union Depot station, traction power substation, track/structures
from the station to the maintenance facility, and the maintenance facility
itself. This design needs to take into account the relationship between the
project design and the historic Union Depot (including the head house and
approach, concourse, and entire elevated train deck) as well as the Lowertown
Historic District. The most troublesome elements included in current proposals
are the taking of a sixteen foot section of the historic front green space of the
depot approach, the Wacouta mid-block alternative for the track (which has
significant adverse effects on the historic setting of the depot within the city street
grid, as well as on an adjacent historic warehouse), and various proposed track
configurations which require removal of substantial portions of the historic train
deck structure.

B. The Rice Street station and track/structures from Rice Street to Robert
Street. This design needs to take into account the relationship between the
project design and the State Capitol Mall Historic District (most primarily the
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Capitol Building and the Leif Erickson Lawn), the Ford Motor Company Building,
and the Norwegian Evangelical Lutheran Church (Christ Lutheran Church). The
most troublesome elements included in current proposals are the imposition of
the station structure/sidewalk on a portion of the Leif Erickson Lawn, and the
location of the station structure, that walls off one of the three edges of the open
lawn and creates a barrier between the lawn and the historic buildings located on
the north side of University Avenue. We note that this effect is largely the result
of moving the station from west of Rice Street to east of Rice Street, and of
lengthening the structure to a three-car station (both subjects of the SDEIS). The
design of all walls, railings, walkways, and other site elements near the Capitol is
also of concern in this area.

C. The 4th Street station, traction power substation, and track/structures
through the block. This design needs to take into account the relationship
between the project design and the St. Paul Athletic Club and the St. Paul Urban
Renewal Historic District. Potential removal of a contributing building in the
district will need to be addressed.

D. The 10th Street station, traction power substation, and track/structures
from 12th Street to 7th Street. This design needs to take into account the
relationship between the project design and St. Louis King of France Church,
Central Presbyterian Church, St. Agatha's Conservatory (Exchange Building),
and the two southernmost lawn panels of the Capitol approach (between 12th

Street and 10th Street). The Cedar Avenue lawn panels will be adversely
affected. Problems of access and other issues raised by the two church
properties need to be addressed.

E. The Snelling Avenue station and track/structures between Fry and
Simpson Streets. This design needs to take into account the relationship
between the project design and the Quality Park Investment Company (Midway
Books).

F. The Raymond Avenue station, traction power substation, and
track/structures from Highway 280 to Hampden Avenue. This design needs
to take into account the relationship between the project design and the buildings
of the University-Raymond Historic District. The project is located in the center of
the district.

G. The track/structures between St. Mary's Avenue Southeast and Emerald
Street. This design needs to take into account the relationship between the
project design and the Prospect Park Historic District and the Prospect Park
Water Tower and Tower Hill Park. Specific issues that need to be addressed
include the potential taking of portions of three landscaped triangles at the
entrances to the historic district, and concerns related to traffic and parking.

H. The West Bank station, East Bank station, traction power substation,
bridge, and track/structures from 35W to Oak Street. This design needs to
take into account the relationship between the project design and the University
of Minnesota Campus Mall Historic District, East River Parkway, the Washington
Avenue Bridge (including buildings/structures built as part of the bridge
approaches on both banks), and Fire Station G/Engine House 5 (Mixed Blood
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Theatre). In addition, other effects may relate to Pioneer Hall, the Mines
Experiment Building, and the University of Minnesota Old Campus Historic
District. Additional discussion is needed with regard to potential traffic issues
related to the closing of Washington Avenue to vehicles.

I. The placement and design of the poles and catenary are issues in several
of the areas listed above. The design of other segments of the pole and catenary
system outside of these areas but near other historic properties also needs to be
addressed. These include the KSTP Production Studios and Transmission
Tower; Fire Station No. 25; the Great Lakes Coal and Dock Company Office
Building; the Minnesota Transfer Railway Company bridge; the Krank Building;
Porky's Drive-in; the Griggs, Cooper & Company Sanitary Food Manufacturing
Plant; the St. Paul Casket Company Factory; the Raths, Mills, Bell and Company
Building; the Brioschi-Minuti Company Building; Fire Station No. 18; the Owens
Motor Company Building; the Minnesota Milk Company Building; the St. Paul
Urban Renewal Historic District; the Minnesota Building; the Pioneer Press
Building; the Endicott Building; The First National Bank Building; and the
Lowertown Historic District.

J. The placement and design of traction power substations are included in
several of the areas listed above. Other substations located outside these areas
but near individual historic properties also need to be addressed. These include
substations in the vicinity of the Krank building, Porky's Drive-In, and the
Brioschi-Minuti Company building. Consultation should begin as site decisions
are made, and not delayed until substantial design has been completed.

3. Other issues that will need to be addressed in the Programmatic Agreement include
the following:

A. Any specific protective and/or mitigation measures that are needed to
address noise and vibration issues at historic properties.

B. Any specific provisions and/or mitigation measures that are needed to deal
with parking and access issues related to historic properties. These issues
include the removal of parking, particularly near commercial properties, as well
as potential increases of parking on residential streets adjacent to the corridor.

C. A strategy that addresses the design of the three proposed future stations.

D. Provisions for any needed archeological surveys. The discussion should
include a review of the surveys completed in the corridor to date.

E. Any specific provisions and/or mitigation measures that are needed to deal
with temporary impacts to historic properties during the construction process.

4. The SDEIS acknowledges potential long-term effects to cultural resources located
along the corridor. Redevelopment of the corridor has the potential to result in the
removal of historic properties as the intensity and density of land uses increase.
Indeed, such development along the Hiawatha Corridor in Minneapolis currently includes
a proposal to demolish a National Register eligible property. Measures to encourage the
rehabilitation of historic properties within the redevelopment context are needed. Such
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measures could include National Register nomination forms for those properties that are
eligible but that have not been listed (these forms would enable the State Historic
Preservation Office to nominate the properties for actual listing, which would make the
federal Preservation Tax Incentives available to developers and owners), other financial
incentives for historic properties, and educational/technical assistance to owners of
historic properties. Successful rehabilitation of historic properties along the corridor
would greatly enhance the overall character of the Central Corridor project as a whole.

We look forward to working with all interested parties as the planning process for the Central
Corridor project continues. Contact us at 651-259-3456 with questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

\t)~~~
Dennis A. Gimmestad
Government Programs & Compliance Officer

cc: Julie Atkins, Federal Transit Administration
David Werner, Federal Transit Administration
Jackie Sluss, Minnesota Department of Transportation
Blythe Semmer, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Consulting parties:
Carol Carey, Historic Sl. Paul
Bonnie McDonald, Preservation Alliance of Minnesota
Joseph Ring, Prospect Park East River Road Association
Fr. Paul F. Morrissey, Sl. Louis King of France Church
Amy Spong, St. Paul Heritage Preservation Commission

Jack Byers, Minneapolis Heritage Preservation Commission
Lucy Thompson, City of Sl. Paul
Nancy Stark, Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board
Wayne Waslaski, State of Minnesota Department of Administration
Kathleen O'Brien, University of Minnesota
Jim Litsheim, University of Minnesota
John Anfinson, National Park Service
Jim Von Hayden, National Park Service
Judd Rietkerk, Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board
Steve Morris, RCRRA
Rev. David Colby, Central Presbyterian Church
Jeff Nelson, Minnesota Public Radio
Heather Koop, Minnesota Historical Society
Marjorie Pearson, Hess Roise
Joe Trnka, HDR
Evelyn Tidlow, Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

Transportation Building
395 John Ireland Boulevard
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155-1899

August 25) 2008

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave North, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Subject: Mn/DOT Comments on Central Corridor Light Rail Transit
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS)

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

Staff of the Minnesota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) have reviewed the
above-referenced document during the public review/comment period and submit the
following comments for your consideration.

General Comments
• Many of the comments in our June 5,2006 comment letter on the DEIS appear

not to have been addressed in the SDEIS. We anticipate that the Final EIS will
include responses to our previous letter as well as this letter.

• Any use of or work within or affecting Mn/DOT right-of-way requires a permit.
This includes any drainage modifications in or affecting flows to MnlDOT right~

. of-way.
• There are multiple partners and organizations working on the Central Corridor

project. The work products of the organizations provide valuable and detailed
insights into a number of the areas addressed in the SDEIS. These work products
could be referenced in the SDEIS as desirable outcomes, without having to
replicate the information for the SDEIS. An example of this is the City of St. Paul
Central Corridor 7 Station Plans, prepared by a consultant and published June 13,
2008. The Station Plans document contains valuable information on pedestrian
circulation in the station areas. Each station plan contains a chapter called
"Movement-Connecting the Corridor" with sections addressing "Connections"
and "The Mobility Enhancement Area." While not design documents, station
plans and similar materials can guide the thinking of the designers.

• Some SDEIS maps (e.g., figures S-I, S-2, and others) do not show the new
Downtown Minneapolis Ballpark Station. It is difficult to locate the five stations
shared with the Hiawatha LRT when only four are shown on the maps. [Figure 2­
1 does show the Downtown Minneapolis Ballpark Station.]

Traffic Data/Operational Assessment/Potential Impacts to Trunk Highways
• Outdated traffic volumes were used in the SDEIS traffic analysis. This issue was

also noted in our 2006 comments on the DEIS.

An equal opportunity employer
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This includes any drainage modifications in or affecting flows to Mn/DOT right­
of-way.

• There are multiple partners and organizations working on the Central Corridor
project. The work products of the organizations provide valuable and detailed
insights into a number of the areas addressed in the SDEIS. These work products
could be referenced in the SDEIS as desirable outcomes, without having to
replicate the information for the SDEIS. An example of this is the City of St. Paul
Central Corridor 7 Station Plans, prepared by a consultant and published June 13,
2008. The Station Plans document contains valuable information on pedestrian
circulation in the station areas. Each station plan contains a chapter called
"Movement-Connecting the Corridor" with sections addressing "Connections"
and "The Mobility Enhancement Area." While not design documents, station
plans and similar materials can guide the thinking of the designers.

• Some SDEIS maps (e.g., figures S-1, S-2, and others) do not show the new
Downtown Minneapolis Ballpark Station. It is difficult to locate the five stations
shared with the Hiawatha LRT when only four are shown on the maps. [Figure 2­
1 does show the Downtown Minneapolis Ballpark Station.]

Traffic Data/Operational Assessment/Potential Impacts to Trunk Highways
• Outdated traffic volumes were used in the SDEIS traffic analysis. This issue was

also noted in our 2006 comments on the DEIS.
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• There is no SDEIS discussion of traffic impacts to the regional system. This
project will impact 1-94, I-35W, TH 51 (Snelling Avenue) and TH 280, and we
would like to see those impacts quantified. For example, placing LRT on the
Washington Avenue bridge will reduce traffic capacity from an important river
crossing, presumably forcing traffic onto other roadways, such as 1-94 and I-35W.
It is unclear if a new bridge or reduced capacity on the existing bridge was
considered in the traffic modeling.

• Due to our experience at signalized intersection operations on Hiawatha and 34th
Avenue after the construction of the Hiawatha LRT, the Central Corridor LRT
should not preempt the traffic signal at Snelling and University. Signal
preemption would cause severe impacts to vehicular traffic operation that cannot
be mitigated.

• Similar to our comments in the DEIS review letter dated June 6, 2006, under
Traffic Data/Operational Assessment, Appendix 9.8, we note that the Hiawatha
LRT resulted in substantial vehicle traffic delays on Hiawatha Avenue. It would
appear that the Central Corridor LRT at-grade crossings will likely significantly
increase traffic congestion in this corridor, similar to Hiawatha Avenue. How can
what we have learned from the Hiawatha experience improve the intersection
level of service for the Central Corridor LRT?

• Chapter 1: Figure 1-9 - The 2030 volume on 1-94 just east ofTH 280 appears to
be wrong. It increased only 1000 in 25 years.

• Figure 1-10 - No Park and Rides are shown on the Central Corridor.
• Page 1-19, line 19-21 states: "Half of the locations on both University and

Washington Avenues were projected to be operating near capacity in Year 2000
(Metropolitan Council, 2000), and the projections for Year 2030 show traffic
growth at every location along these arterial roadways." Mn/DOT Comment ­
Figure 1-9 shows decreased traffic volumes on University Avenue between
Snelling Avenue and Rice Street. The figure runs counter to the statement in the
SDEIS.

• Page 6-5 - Average auto occupancy of 1.2 seems high.
• Page 6-12 -A reference should be provided for the LOS Table at the bottom of the

page.
• Page 6-16 - In Table 6-5, the heading that says "2006 ADT" should say "2005

ADT".
• Page 6-17, 6-18 - Is Option 303 the preferred alternative? Mn/DOT has concerns

with the proposal that stops I-35W exit ramp traffic onto 4th Street because of
likely freeway impacts.

• Page 9-5 - The Lafayette Bridge project has been advanced to 2010.
• Page 9-17 - Impacts discussed under the third column of the chart on this page

will likely divert traffic to 1-94. We don't agree with the statement in the fifth
column that 1-94 congestion may grow at a less rapid rate with implementation of
the Central Corridor LRT, and there is no data in the SDEIS to support the
statement in the table.
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Air Quality Analysis
We reiterate our general comment from our June 5, 2006 letter that, given our comments
regarding traffic volumes and level of service, the air quality hot spot analysis for
selected intersections may need to be re-evaluated.
Specific comments regarding Section 4.5 include the following:

• Table 4-4: Should note/identify the five intersections that are proposed for further
air quality analysis within their appropriate planning segment. It appears that
there are no impacts and there will be no further analysis.

• Section 4.5.4.2, first paragraph: The statement regarding regional emissions
analysis is misleading; if conformity requirements are met; they're met. Third
paragraph: it would be helpful to include a summary table of the AA/DEIS
detailed air quality analysis results for the intersections analyzed.

• Section 4.5.6 Mitigation: How will "excessive emissions" be determined?

Mitigation
• Traffic mitigation analysis for the FEIS needs to be developed in coordination

with the Mn/DOT Metropolitan District.

Pedestrians, Bicycles and Transit
• Safely integrating pedestrians and bicycles into the at-grade LRT alignment

through the University of Minnesota will be crucial for the successful operation of
the LRT. Removing vehicles from that portion of Washington Avenue will help
mitigate some conflicts; however providing loading areas for pedestrians and
bicyclists while at the same time keeping them away from moving trains will take
considera1:Jle planning and education.

• Last paragraph in Section 6-20 (page 6-18) discusses access to Washington Ave
Bridge from Pleasant Street but fails to discuss the level of traffic impact on
pedestrian circulation across Pleasant Street that may be expected to occur as a
result of this change.

• The current existing raised median in the middle of University Avenue serves as a
pedestrian refuge and sidewalk. With the median eliminated, some people may
have difficulty crossing.

• Because of the ease of boarding and alighting associated with light rail transit, the
CCLRT is an attractive option for a variety of pedestrians including people with
disabilities. Some may use Metro Mobility to arrive at the LRT station. Consider
mobility drop off zones at points where the passenger may arrive by mobility bus.
For example, passengers with disabilities may choose to be dropped of at Union
Depot or the U of M as they start their travel days. A mobility zone assures that
should there by a problem with the loading or unloading, other mainline buses are
not caught in a queue waiting for the problem to resolve.
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Bicycle Operations and Safety
• Limited space may cause cyclists to use sidewalk when it is not appropriate to do

so. Consider providing alternative routes to University Avenue, and connections
to CCLRT corridor from these alternative routes especially for bike commuters
who need a fast, seamless trip. The project should allow for a seamless route
from U ofM transit mall to Washington Ave. Bridge to downtown Minneapolis.

• NOTE: The accommodations for bicycle and pedestrians users should not i'llways
be described together. Bicycles are legally vehicles and must follow laws that
pertain to motorized vehicles.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Central Corridor
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Please contact us if you have any
questions regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

Frank W. Pafko, Director
Office of Environmental Services
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JANICE RETTMAN
Serving District 3

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

August 25, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. N., #200
St. Paul, MN 55 J04

SDEIS Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project Comments

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

As one of the Ramsey County Commissioners who represents part of the Central
Corridor Route in Saint Paul (including all of Frogtown and the North End and parts of
Summit-University and Midway area), I feel it is critical for my office to individually
respond to the document on behalf of the people, residents and businesses we represent.

Jhope and believe that "we hold these truths in common that the people most affected
who currently live and work on and in the corridor should be able to continue to Jive and
work in the Corridor, have better not less transit options, have better not less ingress and
egress into their businesses and homes, should not disproportionately bear the burdens of
the project, and the project must be fiscally responsible, minimize gentrification,
maximize employment opportunities for the affected neighborhood's current residents,
and built with employees who are paid prevailing wages and benefits, and be on time and
on budget."

My voice is raised for those who have made the University and Central Corridor a
working person's area for many generations and ethnic groups who are afraid they are not
the ones this multi-million dollar investment is meant for and who will be the forgotten
ones and who will be left behind or forced to move.

After reviewing the 2 SDEIS vollunes we will address the following issues:

• Parking
• Mitigation
• Gentritication
• Fences and Access

220 Courthouse
Ph: 651-266-8360

15 West Kellogg Boulevard Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102
www.co.ramsey.mn.us Fax: 651-266-8370
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• Jobs
• Bus Service
• Stations--three car and additional stations
• Substation locations, design and ROW
• Capitol Segment

o The Rice Marion jog
o The approach and alignment
o The trench
o Churches and historical building
o MPR and Macy's
o Cedar

• Community Involvement

Parking

Citations in Document (pages)

1-22; 3-3 (table 3-1); 3-33; 3-38: 3-54; 3-153; 6-20-23; 6-26 thru 6-29

The presenting problem(s)

Interestingly your document clearly identifies a pre-existing condition of a shortage of
parking. Yet, the SOEIS disregards the finding and instead exacerbates the problem
beyond any neighbor, resident, or business's wildest imagination. This l1agrant
disregard of the need for on-street parking and the almost 100% ofloss parking along
University Avenue, especially in the lower and moderate income areas, is an affront
to the people who are here and tells them they do not matter.

Talking about "shock and awe"--there is anger, hurt, and absolute loss of faith in
the process and project.

And to pretend the side streets are not being used by residents and businesses right now
between Rice and Hamline is short-sighted and further pushes the impact farther into the
residential area where many homes have limited parking options (small lots, no garages,
etc. and often already share spaces with local businesses).

Equally, there is already a shortage of parking in downtown and nothing is addressing the
mitigation for this pre-existing shortage or the further loss of downtown on-street
parking along the corridor.

And coupled with the statement "that adverse impacts are equal opportunity based" even
though the majority of the Central Corridor neighborhoods (espeeially in St. Paul) are
minority, low income, etc., then we submit, "How can the impacts not be
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disproportionate?" Since the SDEIS only applies to the proposed changes, then are we
to assume that the additional 3 stations are NOT needed or adverse?

Then what about the reduction in the # 16 Bus service, including time between schedules,
and the fact that there will be even a further reduction for the midnight shift workers
when no LRT runs after 2 and before 5 AM. Have you ever ridden the #16 at 2 or 2:30 or
3 or 4 AM? They are the hard working people who are doing the cleaning and baking,
garbage hauling and loading trucks, and delivery drivers and nurses. Who speaks for
those workers and residents?

And who speaks for the ADA and seniors and those who can only walk a few yards to
their stop from the bus or from their car to their destination? The light rail means nothing
for them.

And where will the deliveries be made when there is no parking? Food, UPS, auto parts,
essential medicines, etc. Who speaks for them?

And there is no mention that parked cars give safety and visibility to the businesses and
suggests "come on in" to the visitors.

And there is no snow removal plan.

And are the wider sidewalks for pedestrians or for mini patios for coffee shops and bars
and a different population than the hard working people CURRENTLY there who have
added a vitality and a welcoming atmosphere for years for low and moderate income
people and families to find an affordable homes and/or businesses and/or jobs?

And if your document still contends that there is no disproportionate impact, the
gentrification resulting from the future development previously acknowledged in your
document and its implications does not send you a strong reality check of what it does to
the small and minority owned businesses and residences, then you are not hearing the
people speaking loud and clear.

Equally, your document clearly states no mitigation is proposed at this time. This is
unaeceptable. The most your document states is that it will not reduee the traffic
lanes. Again an unacceptable response.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Met Council has declared they see themselves as facilitators of the talk on parking---but
NO FINANCIAL SUPPORT IS GIVEN.

THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE AND PARKING MITIGATION $$$$ MUST BE A PART
OF THE CEI AND THE PROJECT.

o and M should and must pay for snow removal.
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o and M must pay for any parking permits and enforccment.

Are three car stations mandatory? If not, construct 2 car stations with a 3-car footprint
until we see ridership and parking requirements.

Consider shifting rails to allow parking on at least one side of University Ave.

Consider eliminating the extra green space and unnecessary concrete to create more
opportunities for on street parking.

Since Saint Paul is not contributing dollars to the construction; then, perhaps all meter
revenue should be retained by Ramsey County to procure additional parking and to
assure turnover of on street parking spaces.

Met Council must include additional park and ride lots inside and outside of St. Paul to
assure suburban ridership and proteet neighbors/businesses from park and hide patrons
using residential and small business parking.

The Met Council must replace all of the roughly 1,000 PUBLIC parking spaces and
employ a variety of mitigation efforts included but not limited to building medium and
small scale innovative environmental parking accommodations strategically located in
the areas of greatest need and dependence especially between St. Paul Downtown and
Hamline.

Parking during off peak hours, in front of the University Avenue businesses and homes,
might be one option to be looked at carefully by Met Council.

Mitigation

Citations in Document (pages)

3-138 thru 3-154; 4-60, 6-32

The pt'esenting pl'Oblem(s)

The SDEIS states that "These concerns (parking, accessibility, elder mobility, safety,
community cohesion and neighborhood preservation) have been considered and the
analysis determined that minority or low-income populations within the study area are
not subject to any disproportionate impacts associated with the development of the
Central Corridor LRT; furthermore, the benefits of the project are fairly distributed. No
mitigation is proposed at this time."

This is not an acceptable analysis or response.
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Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Respectfully, the combination of having to beg for the three stations in the most
economically/ethnically diverse area of the St. Paul portion of the Central Corridor, the
absolute loss of almost 100% parking, and the disregard of the concerns for neighborhood
eharaeter and history, and the not so subtle tones of building for the future rather than for
the people here today (gentrification), the response that no mitigation is needed is
inaccurate.

The committees that have been listened to the most by Met Couneil and consultants and
staff are not necessarily the poor, the transit dependent, or the workers who has no time to
come to meetings. Those who have spoken out felt they got a sales job rather than a
willing listener. The businesses and residents have some very clear ideas and requests for
mitigation and those should be incorporated into your mitigation plan and funding plan.

Funds must be provided for both short and long-term impacts as part of the project costs.

Gentrification

Citations in Document (pages)

S-15; Chart S-2; 1-27; 2-38; 3-38; 3-119; 3-130; 3-138; 3.8.1 and 3.8.2 and 3.8.6; 9-1

The presenting problem(s)

The Environmental Justice chart shows "no anticipated dispropoltioned impacts with
construction and use will directly impact small and minority businesses and residents".
We respectfully disagree.

Although the SDEIS articulated goals say" facilitate the preservation and enhancement
of neighborhoods in the Central Corridor LRT Study area" and "acknowledge the
individual character and aspirations of each place served and of the region as a whole",
the details and lack of action to assure no gentrification gives the "vision" of the project
as being for those of the future not for those currently in and on the corridor.

How, in good faith, can the document mticulate that the minority and low income
population would not be served under the "no build" when the #16 bus is the most used
bus and is serving the low income and minority population right now. In fact, the #16 Bus
for many years, as been the bread and butter line for the entire system. Yet your
documents opine that no disproportionate impacts are perceived with other options.

Your Midway East section essentially promotes gentrification especially #2 and #3.

The proposed infill stations should have been included in the project from day one and
the omission of the 3 stations was an overt action and hints of social selection and subtle
gentrification rather than a transit decision.
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In the Capitol Area Alignment the word of "pleasant" for the Leif Erickson Lawn and the
word "moderate" impact for the users belies the fact that this is MINNESOTA AND WE
HAVE WINTER HERE 5 MONTHS OF THE YEAR.

Again, the SDEIS states that "These concerns (parking, accessibility, elder mobility,
safety, community cohesion and neighborhood preservation) have been considered and
the analysis determined that minority or low-income populations within the study area are
not subject to any disproportionate impacts associated with the development of the
Central COlTidor LRT; furthermore, the benefits of the project are fairly distributed. No
mitigation is proposed at this time."

This is not an acceptable analysis or response.

Suggested aetion/strategies/remedies

Because this project is primarily in low/moderate income areas, it must be reviewed by
how it impacts the area vs. the City and County and Metro Region as a whole. Currently,
it compares the low/moderate income area against itself.

Prohibit re-zoning for a period of at least 10 years following the completion of
construction.

Freeze property taxes, excepting inflation increases, for a period of 10 years for existing
owners or uses.

Prohibit the use of fees and assessments for any additional amenities not directly related
or necessary to the transit project.

The amenity that has been postulated in the SDEIS is this wonderful existence of an
economically diverse and ethnically diverse and transit dependent populations. The lack
of any strategies and flagrantly stating no mitigation is needed severs the roots of the
community and its dynamic vitality will die if not addressed. Mitigation must be
addressed.

Fence and Access

Citations in Document (pages)
6-31 and 6-32; 7-7

The presenting probIem(s)

There has always been a concern by residents and businesses about community access
and community building. The sentence "Additionally, various safety treatments and/or
landscaping may be installed to hinder pedestrian movement outside of legal crossing
areas" says to the community and those who already have a fenced corridor called 1-94
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and that is yet another balTier about to be built. Fences are good neighbors in back yards-­
not creating a wall between communities.

The access issues are not just during the time of construction--it is also beyond
construction and for the life and operation ofLRT. Be it in downtown St. Paul with the
Churches, Macy's, residential housing and businesses or in the corridor, access must not
be for the moment but a systemic and constant for all residents and businesses.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Let no wall or fence be built--so no one will have to say, "Met Council, take the wall
down. H

Citations in Document (pages)

There are none.

The presenting problem(s)

In the entire document, there is no memorialization of Met Council's original promise to
have ajobs component which would clearly recruit, train, and work with the Unions to
have local workers and residents of the Corridor hired. Again, a "talk" and a "promise" is
not worth the words said and is never implemented in this document.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

During the initial meetings, Met Council Staff presented to the neighborhood via Wanda
Kirkpatrick that ajob program was envisioned and would be implemented. That is the
last it has been formally addressed. This is unacceptable. A promise was made.

Perhaps the Met Council should includc some of the Port Authority requirements 01'70%
of the workers must come from the neighborhood, St. Paul, or Ramsey County.

All contracts must include provisions to meet Davis-Bacon requirements and local
initiatives to provide opportunities for minority and women-own businesses.

Apprenticeships with the Unions and Project Labor Agreements will allow for an on time
and on budget project. Incentives should be added to aid in bringing the project in early
and to increase segments being done on time.

There is an abundant supply of local skilled labor to make up the workforce needed to
build the project--especially if the aforementioned is used.

7

and that is yet another ban'ier about to be bui It. Fences are good neighbors in back yards-­
not creating a wall between communities.

The access issues are not just during the time of construction--it is also beyond
construction and for the life and operation ofLRT. Be it in downtown St. Paul with the
Churches, Macy's, residential housing and businesses or in the corridor, access must not
be for the moment but a systemic and constant for all residents and businesses.

Suggested action/s trategies/"emedies

Let no wall or fence be built--so no one will have to say, "Met Council, take the wall
down."

Citations in Document (pages)

There are none.

The presenting problem(s)

In the entire document, there is no memorialization of Met Council's original promise to
have ajobs component which would clearly recruit, train, and work with the Unions to
have local workers and residents of the Corridor hired. Again, a "talk" and a "promise" is
not worth the words said and is never implemented in this document.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

During the initial meetings, Met Council Staff presented to the neighborhood via Wanda
Kirkpatrick that ajob program was envisioned and would be implemented. That is the
last it has been formally addressed. This is unacceptable. A promise was made.

Perhaps the Met Council should include some of the Port Authority requirements of70%
of the workers must come from the neighborhood, St. Paul, or Ramsey County.

All contracts must include provisions to meet Davis-Bacon requirements and local
initiatives to provide opportunities for minority and women-own businesses.

Apprenticeships with the Unions and Project Labor Agreements will allow for an on time
and on budget project. Incentives should be added to aid in bringing the project in early
and to increase segments being done on time.

There is an abundant supply of local skilled labor to make up the workforce needed to
build the project--especiaJIy if the aforementioned is used.

7

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 157

__________________________________________________________________________________________

and that is yet another ban'ier about to be bui It. Fences are good neighbors in back yards-­
not creating a wall between communities.

The access issues are not just during the time of construction--it is also beyond
construction and for the life and operation ofLRT. Be it in downtown St. Paul with the
Churches, Macy's, residential housing and businesses or in the corridor, access must not
be for the moment but a systemic and constant for all residents and businesses.

Suggested action/s trategies/"emedies

Let no wall or fence be built--so no one will have to say, "Met Council, take the wall
down."

Citations in Document (pages)

There are none.

The presenting problem(s)

In the entire document, there is no memorialization of Met Council's original promise to
have ajobs component which would clearly recruit, train, and work with the Unions to
have local workers and residents of the Corridor hired. Again, a "talk" and a "promise" is
not worth the words said and is never implemented in this document.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

During the initial meetings, Met Council Staff presented to the neighborhood via Wanda
Kirkpatrick that ajob program was envisioned and would be implemented. That is the
last it has been formally addressed. This is unacceptable. A promise was made.

Perhaps the Met Council should include some of the Port Authority requirements of70%
of the workers must come from the neighborhood, St. Paul, or Ramsey County.

All contracts must include provisions to meet Davis-Bacon requirements and local
initiatives to provide opportunities for minority and women-own businesses.

Apprenticeships with the Unions and Project Labor Agreements will allow for an on time
and on budget project. Incentives should be added to aid in bringing the project in early
and to increase segments being done on time.

There is an abundant supply of local skilled labor to make up the workforce needed to
build the project--especiaJIy if the aforementioned is used.

7



Funds need to be set aside to assist current Central Corridor St. Paul residents and
businesses to expand and/or create new businesses that will serve current residents and
businesses.

Bus Service

Citations in Document (pages)

2-38; 6-3

The presenting problem(s)

The current #16/94/50/Express/Circulator buses currently serve the University corridor
well especially for those who live, work and own businesses along University Ave. The
schedule and frequency and the number of buses are often full to the brim with riders.
Most of the riders stay within the Corridor. How can your document say there are no
disproportionate impacts?

There is a reduction in the #16 Bus service including time between schedules.
Additionally, there will be an even further reduction for the midnight shift workers as
there is no LRT after 2 and before 5 AM. Even the partiers won't have a ride. Have you
ever ridden the #16 at 2 or 2:30 or 3 or 4AM? They are the hard working people who are
doing the cleaning and baking, garbage hauling and loading trucks, and delivery drivers
and nurses. A 30-minute wait when you are tired or hungry or cold or sleepy or wet or
want to just get to work or home feels like a lifetime. Who speaks for those workers and
residents?

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

The current #16 bus schedule as of 08-08-08 must be funded from now through
construction and continued for at least 10 years 24/7 everyday after the LRT is
operational and the three additional stations are built and operational.

Feeder service within the corridor and suburbs must be included upon completion in
order to assure the success of the system.

Stations three car and additional stations

Citations in Document (pages)

S-9; S 2.4.2; 3-3; 3-28; 3-30 thru 33; 3-99; 3-100; 3-103; 6-20 thru 23
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well especially for those who live, work and own businesses along University Ave. The
schedule and frequency and the number of buses are often full to the brim with riders.
Most of the riders stay within the Corridor. How can your document say there are no
disproportionate impacts?

There is a reduction in the #16 Bus service including time between schedules.
Additionally, there will be an even further reduction for the midnight shift workers as
there is no LRT after 2 and before 5 AM. Even the partiers won't have a ride. Have you
ever ridden the #16 at 2 or 2:30 or 3 or 4AM? They are the hard working people who are
doing the cleaning and baking, garbage hauling and loading trucks, and delivery drivers
and nurses. A 30-minute wait when you are tired or hungry or cold or sleepy or wet or
want to just get to work or home feels like a lifetime. Who speaks for those workers and
residents?

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

The current #16 bus schedule as of 08-08-08 must be funded from now through
construction and continued for at least 10 years 24/7 everyday after the LRT is
operational and the three additional stations are built and operational.

Feeder service within the corridor and suburbs must be included upon completion in
order to assure the success of the system.

Stations three car and additional stations
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The presenting problem(s)

None of the ADDITIONAL loss of on-street parking spaces due to the 3 car platforms
instead of 2 car platforms at any of the Stations along the Corridor have been addressed
in either the DElS or SDEIS.

Your document only states" The extra platform length needed to accommodate the three
car trains would typically require eliminating 3-4 additional parking spaces per
platform... "

Additionally:

I. Under key project elements, the language appears to have no real commitment to
building any of the additional stations with the project. Further, there is no money for the
stations included within the budget currently.

Equally, the loss of parking escalated by the 3 car stations instead of two car stations is
blatantly ignored as an issue and again zero dollars are included anywhere to address the
problem.

Table 3-1 again does not address the loss of on street parking.

There are no mitigation plans or dollars, only talk.

2. "The enhancement of the potential for new higher density residential properties on
University Ave" ...which is "considered especially attractive for new higher density
residential uses on the existing low density residential properties" (quotes are right out of
the SDEIS) essentially says to the current residents, who have been riders of the #16 bus
for years and which is already the most used bus in the metro area are not valued. Equally
it gives rise that the small homes and businesses are not valued by the Met Council and
that there is a social gentrification plan rather than a transit plan. Clearly this is a direct
and disproportionate impact of the LRT on the East part of University Avenue.

3. It is interesting that the only place there are stations one mile apart are in the lower and
middle-income areas, which are the most diverse injobs, ethnicity, and language. This is
not consistent with "Met Council's objectives to preserve affordable housing" and will
drive out these residents in favor of market rate or upscale housing.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Build the three stations as part of the project construction.

Substations location, design and ROW

9

The presenting problem(s)

None of the ADDITIONAL loss of on-street parking spaces due to the 3 car platforms
instead of 2 car platforms at any of the Stations along the Corridor have bcen addressed
in either the DElS or SDEIS.

Your document only states" The extra platform length needed to aecommodate the three
car trains would typically require eliminating 3-4 additional parking spaces per
platform... "

Additionally:

I. Under key project elements, the language appears to have no real eommitment to
building any of the additional stations with the project. Further, there is no money for the
stations included within the budget currently.

Equally, the loss of parking escalated by thc 3 car stations instead of two car stations is
blatantly ignored as an issue and again zero dollars are included anywhere to address the
problem.

Table 3-1 again does not address the loss of on street parking.

There are no mitigation plans or dollars, only talk.

2. "The enhancement of the potential for new higher density residential properties on
University Ave" ...which is "considered especially attractive for new higher density
residential uses on the existing low density residential properties" (quotes are right out of
the SDEIS) essentially says to the current residents, who have been riders of the #16 bus
for years and which is already the most used bus in the metro area are not valued. Equally
it gives rise that the small homes and businesses are not valued by the Met Council and
that there is a social gentrification plan rather than a transit plan. Clearly this is a direct
and disproportionate impact of the LRT on the East part of University Avenue.

3. It is interesting that the only place there are stations one mile apart are in the lower and
middle-income areas, which are the most diverse in jobs, ethnicity, and language. This is
not consistent with "Met Council's objectives to preserve affordable housing" and will
drive out these residents in favor of market rate or upseale housing.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Build the three stations as part of the project construction.

Substations location, design and ROW

9

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 159

__________________________________________________________________________________________

The presenting problem(s)

None of the ADDITIONAL loss of on-street parking spaces due to the 3 car platforms
instead of 2 car platforms at any of the Stations along the Corridor have bcen addressed
in either the DElS or SDEIS.

Your document only states" The extra platform length needed to aecommodate the three
car trains would typically require eliminating 3-4 additional parking spaces per
platform... "

Additionally:

I. Under key project elements, the language appears to have no real eommitment to
building any of the additional stations with the project. Further, there is no money for the
stations included within the budget currently.

Equally, the loss of parking escalated by thc 3 car stations instead of two car stations is
blatantly ignored as an issue and again zero dollars are included anywhere to address the
problem.

Table 3-1 again does not address the loss of on street parking.

There are no mitigation plans or dollars, only talk.

2. "The enhancement of the potential for new higher density residential properties on
University Ave" ...which is "considered especially attractive for new higher density
residential uses on the existing low density residential properties" (quotes are right out of
the SDEIS) essentially says to the current residents, who have been riders of the #16 bus
for years and which is already the most used bus in the metro area are not valued. Equally
it gives rise that the small homes and businesses are not valued by the Met Council and
that there is a social gentrification plan rather than a transit plan. Clearly this is a direct
and disproportionate impact of the LRT on the East part of University Avenue.

3. It is interesting that the only place there are stations one mile apart are in the lower and
middle-income areas, which are the most diverse in jobs, ethnicity, and language. This is
not consistent with "Met Council's objectives to preserve affordable housing" and will
drive out these residents in favor of market rate or upseale housing.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Build the three stations as part of the project construction.

Substations location, design and ROW

9



Citations in Document (pages)

3-33; 3-54; 3-97 thru 100; 3-35; 4-53

The presenting problem(s)

1. At no time were people and businesses made aware during any of the process that there
would be need for acquisition. In fact, just the opposite was asserted for both stations and
substations that no acquisition would be needed in the St. Paul portion of the Central
Corridor. Again, this is paradoxical with the current residents, people and businesses that
although the area between Rice and Snelling has the fewest LRT stations but the most
substations.

2. Further your document states "specific sites have not yet been identified but the TTPS
are not anticipated to have adverse effects on neighborhood cohesion." Do you live here?
What about the visual design, fencing which could be unattractive, especially in a
residential area? And since you have no public process identified, what is it?

3. Such structures and design present poor visual presence that implies a lack of safety
and devalues neighboring properties. Also, what materials will be used to cUltail graffiti?

4. TPSS would add significantly to background noisc especially at night. Your response
is that the noise level is already a certain level does not meet the higher standards of
being a good neighbor.

5. And what about the SHPO concerns for Churches in the downtown St. Paul area and
the downtown alignment? Again your mitigation efforts appear silent and non-existent.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Stations must be designed and constructed to eliminate all additional noises.

TPSS must not be located near residential or historically sensitive properties.

Capitol Segment

Citations in Document (pages)

3-91 thru 94; 3-130; 6-31

The presenting problem(s)

The Churches (Central Presbyterian and St. Louis and others) and MPR and the
businesses are concerned about access closure and/or ingress and egress plus the
possibility ofTPSS in the area. Hundreds of years of history cumulatively will be hurt by
the loss of parking and access.
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And what about the SHPO concerns for Churches in the downtown St. Paul area and the
downtown alignment? Again your mitigation efforts appear silent and non-existent.

Equally, there is already a shortage of parking in downtown (as noted in DEIS and
SDEIS) and nothing addresses mitigation ofthis pre-existing shortage or the further loss
of downtown on street parking along the corridol',

There is no mention of the issue with the alignment near the Capitol and the
proposed trench.

The Capitol Area Alignment and Stations and the" Marion street jog" appears to be more
for appearance rather than convenience for the people living and working west of Rice
Street who have farther to walk to access LRT.

The Capitol plan restricts access to 10 driveways along Cedar Street including the
Churches.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

As Representative Alice Hausman has been the Champion of the Central Corridor and
has a vast knowledge on the Capitol area, we would suggest you meet with her for
additional insight.

Community Involvement

Citations in Document (pages)

There appears to be a reference to the Central Corridor LRT Ongoing Coordination and
Project Partner Involvement in the Decision Making Process Beyond Municipal Consent.

The presenting problem(s)

The document is lacking in depth, financial commitment and references a Public Input
process that has yet to be written (when last we called for a copy) and clearly has been
omitted from being the hallmark which this LRT project should have as its core value.

Suggested action/strategies/remedies

Sadly, the people in the core of the Central Corridor area have lost faith in the Met
Council public process and feel that the staff are to be the salespeople of the project
rather than their allies and committed to communities. Only an extreme change will
correct this problem.
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Final Thoughts

We remained silent on Hennepin County, MPLS, and the U ofMN as they have
"received a high degree of attention from the Met Council and have executed a MOU
addressing their issues, the problems and remedies for mitigation."

All mitigation and attention cannot be focused on the West side of the river, we must
demand $$$, more than talk, for those we represent.

Over the years, my staff and I have attended most all of the meetings regarding Central
Corridor. Our comments are well documented in the documents we are attaching with
this letter. Our intent has always been to make sure the people here on the Corridor were
not getting mixed messages and were a part of the solution. The people's concerns, issues,
and their wanting to be a player in making the decision have never been part of the
problem.

There is a book written by Doug Woods entitled Old Turtle. At two different points in the
book Old Turtle says, "STOP". What Old Turtle's message was that everyone and every
thing has something special to offer to the solution so that together no one is left behind
and evetyone is going forward together.

I offer these issues to the Met Council with hope the STOP will be heard and there will
truly be a new commitment to the people and businesses most impacted so the project can
be a win win.

Sincerely,

1Y~.....,,~~~,·'<J~,,- ­
( Janice Reitman'

Ramsey County Commissioner

Attachments (dated 6-4-06 w/multiple attachments; 6-19-08; and 7-25-08)

sdcis cOlllmcnts8·08 for Illet council
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Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

6560 Ramsey County Government Center West, 50 Kellogg Boulevard West
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 (651) 266-2760/ FAX (651) 266-2761

August 22, 2008

Ms. Katluyn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55104

Deal' Ms. O'Brien,

Enclosed is the resolution for the Comments on the Central Corridor Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The resolution was passed by the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority on Tuesday, August 19,2008. A fully executed copy of the
resolution will be sent to you when available.

~ ,/d~
~~h"7
Director

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

6560 Ramsey County Government Center West, 50 Kellogg Boulevard West
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 (651) 266-2760/ FAX (651) 266-2761

August 22, 2008

Ms. Katlu'yn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue
S1. Paul, MN 55104
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~~h7
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RESOLUTION
Board of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

Date: August 19, 2008 No: R08-33

(Page 1 of 2)

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Council has prepared a Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Central Corridor light rail transit line; and

WHEREAS, Public hearings on the SDIES have been held to gather comments on the
project; and

WHEREAS, Public input continues to raise issues such as pedestrian crossings,
gentrification and economic disparity, number of stations and public art as important aspects of
the project yet to be resolved; and

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Council has committed to continue to work with the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and other project partners to resolve outstanding
issues; Now, Therefore Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority generally supports the
changes outlined in the SDEIS and provides the following comments; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That the Metropolitan Council must work with the neighborhoods, local
businesses and other project partners to satisfactorily respolve outstanding issues; and Be It
Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority staff will continue to work
with project staff to refine the LRT component of the Union Depot multi-modal transit hub; and
Be It Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority staff will continue to work
with project staff to satisfactorily address the issues listed in Rail Authority Resolution R06-33,
dated May 23, 2006, and those raised in the Preliminary Design Plan Public Comment Record
compiled by Ramsey County in June 2008, and in the document entitled "Central Corridor LRT
Ongoing Coordination and Project Partner Involvement in the Decision Making Process Beyond
Municipal Consent;" And Be It Further

RESOLVED, That the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority will continue to work
with the Metropolitan Council and other project partners to ensure the project, as built, best
meets the needs of the citizens of Ramsey County.
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WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Council has prepared a Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Central Corridor light rail transit line; and

WHEREAS, Public hearings on the SDIES have been held to gather comments on the
project; and

WHEREAS, Public input continues to raise issues such as pedestrian crossings,
gentrification and economic disparity, number of stations and public art as important aspects of
the project yet to be resolved; and

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Council has committed to continue to work with the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and other project partners to resolve outstanding
issues; Now, Therefore Be It

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority generally supports the
changes outlined in the SDEIS and provides the following comments; and Be It Further

RESOLVED, That the Metropolitan Council must work with the neighborhoods, local
businesses and other project partners to satisfactorily respolve outstanding issues; and Be It
Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority staff will continue to work
with project staff to refine the LRT component of the Union Depot multi-modal transit hub; and
Be It Further

RESOLVED, That Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority staff will continue to work
with project staff to satisfactorily address the issues listed in Rail Authority Resolution R06-33,
dated May 23, 2006, and those raised in the Preliminary Design Plan Public Comment Record
compiled by Ramsey County in June 2008, and in the document entitled "Central Corridor LRT
Ongoing Coordination and Project Partner Involvement in the Decision Making Process Beyond
Municipal Consent;" And Be It Further

RESOLVED, That the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority will continue to work
with the Metropolitan Council and other project partners to ensure the project, as built, best
meets the needs of the citizens of Ramsey County.



RESOLUTION
Board of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

(Page 2 of 2)

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
YEA NAY OTHER

Tony Bennett
Toni Carter
Jim McDonough
Rafael E. Ortega
Jan Parker
Victoria Reinhardt
Janice Rettman

Jim McDonough, Chair

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

By: _
Tony Bennett, Secretary

RESOLUTION
Board of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

(Page 2 of 2)

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
YEA NAY OTHER

Tony Bennett
Toni Carter
Jim McDonough
Rafael E. Ortega
Jan Parker
Victoria Reinhardt
Janice Rettman

Jim McDonough, Chair

x
x
X
X
X
X
X

By: -----, _
Tony Bennett, Secretary
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RESOLUTION
Board of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

(Page 2 of 2)

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY
YEA NAY OTHER

Tony Bennett
Toni Carter
Jim McDonough
Rafael E. Ortega
Jan Parker
Victoria Reinhardt
Janice Rettman

Jim McDonough, Chair

x
x
X
X
X
X
X

By: -----, _
Tony Bennett, Secretary



 
 
 
 
 

AA-ADA-EEO Employer 

HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
Paul Clifford Larson, Chair 

 

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 
Christopher B. Coleman, Mayor 

COMMERCE BUILDING 
8 Fourth Street East, Suite 200 
St Paul, Minnesota 55101-1024 

Telephone: 651-266-9090 
Facsimile: 651-266-9124 
 

 
Kathryn L. O’Brien 
Environmental Service Project Manager 
Central Corridor Project Office 
540 Fairview Avenue 
St. Paul, MN  55410 

 
Re:  Comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

    Central Corridor Light Rail Transit 
       Federal Transit Administration, June 2008 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien: 
 
Thank you for submitting a copy of the Central Corridor Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS) to the Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC) for 
consideration.  The HPC discussed the document at their August 14 Business Meeting and 
made the following comments and observations at that time: 
 

1. The light rail will run through two locally designated historic districts, Lowertown and 
University-Raymond, and will pass by several other designated and determined 
eligible historic sites.  In order for the HPC to safeguard St. Paul’s historic resources 
there are a wide range of considerations the HPC will deliberate to determine whether 
the proposed work complies to appropriate preservation standards and guidelines and 
whether any negative impacts to cultural resources are appropriately mitigated. 

2. The SDIES appears to be a comprehensive compilation of identified historic resources 
with a variety of potential impacts taken into consideration.  The HPC did not, at this 
time, make any specific recommendations or decisions regarding the identified 
impacts to cultural resources in the SDIES.  

3. Because the HPC is both a formal consulting party through the Section 106 Process 
and will be hosting public hearings on the proposed changes within the two historic 
districts, the HPC involvement with this project is fluid and on-going.   

4. The HPC anticipates that any issues with the proposed project and negative impacts to 
cultural resources will be worked out through both the Section 106 Process and the 
HPC public hearings. 

5. Also, keep in mind the HPC has not forwarded any recommendations regarding 
cultural resources and the SDEIS to the City Council or Mayor’s office. 

 
Please feel free to call me with any questions or comments you may have at (651) 266-9079. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Amy Spong 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
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Cc:  Donna Drummond, Allan Lovejoy, PED 
City Council 
Mayor’s office 
Dennis Gimmestad, SHPO   
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Twin Cities Campus    University Services    317 Morrill Hall 
      Office of the Vice President   100 Church Street S.E. 
           Minneapolis, MN  55455 

           Office:  612-624-3557 
           Fax:  612-626-2278 
           www.uservices.umn.edu 
 
August 25, 2008 
 
Kathryn O’Brien 
Environmental Service Project Manager 
Central Corridor Project Office 
540 Fairview Avenue 
St. Paul, MN 55410 
 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien, 
 
Attached please find detailed comments from the University of Minnesota in response to the 
Central Corridor Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  As you are aware, the 
University of Minnesota will be a key component of the Central Corridor Transit Line, and 
therefore has taken considerable steps to be an engaged partner throughout this process. 

• Over one-fourth of the projected ridership on the Central Corridor will be to or from the 
University of Minnesota. 

• The University already has a very high usage of transit to and on campus. Two-thirds of the 
trips to and from our campus are made via alternative transportation modes, and over 
20,000 students and employees use transit as their primary means of commuting.  

 
Not only will the Central Corridor pass through a campus that attracts 80,000 people on a 
typical day, but it will pass through the heart of the campus’ most vibrant and busy areas. 

• Washington Avenue is the hub for University residence halls, Coffman Memorial Union, the 
graduate and professional schools, the Institute of Technology, the University libraries, and 
scores of heavily used classrooms.  It’s a twenty-four/seven environment. 

• The University’s Academic Health Center, hospitals, and major biomedical research facilities 
are on the corridor. Over 500,000 people visit the outpatient clinics, alone, each year.  
Cutting edge research in the areas of cancer, AIDS, heart disease, muscular dystrophy, 
paralysis, diabetes, stroke, infectious disease, drug discovery, bone disease, and Alzheimer’s 
is conducted in the laboratory most impacted by the CCLRT line.  In addition, other 
significant technical research also occurs along the avenue. 

• On Washington Avenue, “rush hour” occurs ten times per day—at the beginning of every 
class period.  Washington Avenue is one of the densest, liveliest pedestrian environments in 
Minnesota. 

 
The SDEIS lists five issues that justify the need for transportation improvements in the Central 
Corridor: traffic congestion, increased traffic demand, increased travel times, decreased safety, 
and lack of available and affordable parking.  The attached detailed comments reflect the 
University’s attention to these principles, as well as to our own design principles that have 
guided our work:  

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
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• The optimal operation of the Central Corridor LRT line is vital to a strong, regional, 
multimodal transportation system.   

• Safety is fundamental to the successful operations of the Central Corridor. 

• The Central Corridor should realize development opportunities while reducing impact to the 
urban environment. 

• The functionality and aesthetics of the University campus must be enhanced.  
 
As you review these comments, please know that we look forward to continuing to work with 
you and all of our regional partners throughout the next phases of the project to ensure a 
corridor that will be well used, safe, accessible, efficient, and a net benefit to the urban 
environment. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Central Corridor light rail line. If you have specific questions regarding the 
University’s comments, please contact Bob Baker, Executive Director of Parking and 
Transportation Services, at 612-625-9543, or baker006@umn.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kathleen O’Brien 
Vice President, University Services 
 
 
cc: President Robert H. Bruininks, University of Minnesota 

Peter Bell, Chair, Metropolitan Council 
 Mayor Chris Coleman, City of St. Paul 
 Commissioner Jim McDonough, Ramsey County  

Commissioner Peter McLaughlin, Hennepin County 
 Mayor RT Rybak, City of Minneapolis 
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CENTRAL CORRIDOR SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

University of Minnesota  
General Comments 

 
 

The SDEIS identifies many significant unresolved environmental issues and notes 
that the impact and mitigation will be detailed in the FEIS.   A more thorough 
identification and analysis of unresolved environmental impacts and potential 
mitigations is necessary.   

 
The unresolved issues that the SDEIS identifies are significant, and many of these issues are of 
particular concern to the University.  For example, the following information is not included in 
the SDEIS:   

1. The final analysis of impacts on historic resources, including the Campus Mall Historic 
District, the Old Campus Historic District, the Mines Experiment Station Building, East 
River Parkway, Pioneer Hall, and the Prospect Park Historic District.  

2. Certain traffic analyses for the University of Minnesota area.  

3. The design of the Washington Avenue Mall from Pleasant to Walnut, including station 
and platform design and location. 

4. The design of the West Bank Area. 

5. The impact of vibration (both construction-related and from ongoing operations) on 
University research and operations.  

6. The impact of electromagnetic interference (EMI) on University research and operations.  

7. Detailed air quality modeling and analysis.  

8. The evaluation of forty-two additional sites where there may be hazardous or regulated 
materials, several of which are on University property. 

9. Detailed analysis of the project’s “contribution to regional goals.”  

10. The impact of modifications to the Washington Avenue Bridge.  
 
By not identifying and analyzing the extent of these issues and potential mitigations as part of 
the SDEIS, the Metropolitan Council may not have information addressing these issues when it 
considers whether to adopt a revised Locally Preferred Alternative (“LPA”) for the Central 
Corridor LRT project.  The goal of the SDEIS is to provide “the informational basis for a decision 
by the Metropolitan Council to adopt a revised LPA” (10-5).  However, the SDEIS identifies a 
number of “unresolved issues” that it does not discuss in detail.  Rather, the SDEIS states that 
FTA and the Metropolitan Council will analyze the issues for the first time in the FEIS.  (See 
SDEIS at 10-5 and detailed comments below.)  Given that the Metropolitan Council intends to 
decide whether to adopt a revised LPA before the FEIS is complete, the Metropolitan Council 
may not have information with respect to the unresolved issues when it considers the revised 
LPA. 
 
To address these issues, the Metropolitan Council may wish to explain in the SDEIS, or in 
elsewhere in the administrative record (such as in response to comments on the SDEIS), the 
information that is currently known regarding the unresolved issues stated above as well as the 
other unresolved issues included in the document.  
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Additional detail as to the University’s concerns regarding these issues is outlined below and in 
the University’s detailed comments that follow.   

 
1. Vibration and electromagnetic interference (EMI) impacts on the University 

As noted above, the SDEIS does not adequately identify the potential impacts of vibration 
(both construction-related and operational) and EMI on University research.  Rather, the 
SDEIS notes that these issues will be addressed in the FEIS.  The CCPO has provided the 
University with initial reports that predict significant vibration and EMI impacts and propose 
potential mitigations for such impacts.  These reports are preliminary and conceptual in 
nature, and do not provide adequate detail as to the effectiveness of these mitigation 
strategies on the University’s most sensitive research.  Nor do the reports address impacts 
on research continuity, research study schedules, future monitoring and on-going 
maintenance of the proposed mitigation measures.   
 
For example, the nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) facility in Hasselmo Hall, which will be 
less than 80 feet from the LRT tracks, supports $110 million in grant funding, 160 
researchers, across 22 University departments, as well as undergraduate and graduate 
teaching.  The cutting edge research conducted in this lab has advanced discoveries and 
treatments in the areas of cancer, AIDS, heart disease, muscular dystrophy, paralysis, 
diabetes, stroke, infectious disease, drug discovery, bone disease, and Alzheimer’s.   
Examples of particular research impacted by the construction and operation of LRT include:  

• A large group led by Drs. Hiroshi Matsuo and Reuben Harris has used this facility to 
discover the structure of APOBEC3G, a protein that restricts HIV infection.  This work 
was published in Nature, the most prestigious scientific journal. 

• Dr. Kylie Walters and coworkers published a study in Nature that helps pave the way 
for treatment of Parkinson’s disease.   

• Drs. Gianluigi Veglia and David Thomas published a series of papers in the 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences that unlocks the protein structural 
changes that can cure congestive heart failure.  

• Dr. Kevin Mayo has used the facility to discover a new class of cancer drugs.   
 
Another laboratory impacted is the Chemistry NMR facility in Kolthoff Hall.  This lab supports 
over 400 researchers as well as undergraduate teaching, and includes research in the areas 
basic chemistry, drug discovery, and environmental advancements in such areas as 
biodegradable plastics and biofuels. 
 

A. Vibration:  
At a meeting with University faculty and staff on Monday, August 11, the Central 
Corridor Project Office (CCPO) presented its initial report on vibration impacts and 
mitigations.  The CCPO stated the need to do additional testing sometime in the near 
future.  Additional testing is required due to anomalies in the tests results on the 
existing Hiawatha line.  These results serve as a baseline for the predictions made 
for the vibration impacts of the CCLRT line.  This calls into question the validity of 
the predictions made in the report.  In addition, since the CCPO conducted initial 
testing in May, additional research labs have been identified as having sensitive 
equipment.   
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The CCPO consultant is unsure of University’s NMR magnets’ sensitivities to specific 
frequencies and thus is unsure of the appropriate recommended mitigations.  The 
CCPO consultant admitted that in certain cases, the proposed mitigation – floating 
slab construction -- could do more harm than good.    
 
In addition, there has not been any analysis of construction vibration impacts on 
such research nor any proposed mitigations for such construction-induced vibrations.  
Since many experiments occur over days and even weeks, the equipment would 
need to be relocated or replaced at another site in order for research to continue 
during the construction period.  Impacting study schedules could impact their grant 
requirements. 
 
The report’s uncertainty regarding the NMRs, the questions as to the validity of the 
assumptions made and the resulting mitigations proposed, and the lack of analysis 
as to construction-induced vibrations raise significant concerns for the University, 
which we consider critical to our operations.   
 

B. EMI: 
The CCPO also has provided the University with a preliminary analysis and 
conceptual design for a strategy to mitigate the impacts of EMI on the University’s 
sensitive research equipment along Washington Avenue.  While promising, the 
conceptual design does not include specific site conditions that will need to be 
addressed that could impact the effectiveness of the mitigation strategies.  The 
extremely close proximity of the line to the University’s laboratories remains an issue 
and further work during preliminary and final engineering is required in order to 
ensure the effectiveness of the mitigation strategy.  The report concludes that the 
geomagnetic perturbations “should be within the 2 milligaus limit at 77 feet” (the 
approximate distance from the rail to one of the University’s unshielded NMR 
magnets).  The word “should” does not provide the University with the certainty it 
needs to support such mitigation, and could ultimately require relocation of these 
facilities. 
 
In addition, the proposed mitigations do not address impacts to U research as 
equipment becomes more advanced, thereby limiting the future use of University 
facilities along the corridor.  

 
2. Adverse Effects on Historic and Cultural Resources 

Adverse Effects to our historic resources that may be caused by the introduction of a light 
rail system have yet not been identified.  Therefore, subsequent mitigation efforts can not 
be proposed or approved until after all anticipated adverse effects are identified and 
documented.  The University looks forward to working with the project, SHPO, MnDOT, 
National Park Service, MNRRA, Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board and other partners 
to ensure the project’s impacts to historic and cultural resources are sufficiently mitigated.  

 
3. West Bank Area 

The Hiawatha LRT connection reviewed in the SDEIS requires the southwest ramp to 
Cedar Avenue from Washington Avenue to be reconstructed.  The preliminary engineering 
process also has identified the need to modify the other ramps to Cedar Avenue in order 
to accommodate the station at 19th Avenue.  These roadways are being reconstructed in 
such a way that will preclude future development in the area around the station.   
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The municipal consent design of the road connections in the southeast quadrant of Cedar 
Avenue and Washington Avenue will create confusion and operational problems.  This 
area has not been addressed in any of the traffic studies or in the SDEIS.  As stated in the 
memorandum of understanding between project partners, the west bank station area 
must be redesigned to accomplish traffic calming, safe interactions of pedestrians, and 
creation of developable parcels.   

 
4. Washington Avenue Mall Design 

The University and partners are working together to identify a design and engineering 
solution for the Washington Avenue Mall.  The University looks forward to resolving the 
outstanding design and operations issues in order to develop a plan that will meet the 
University’s approval, as specified in the Memorandum of Understanding. 

 
5. Traffic Mitigations  

All general purpose traffic is being rerouted through campus as a result of putting the LRT 
at-grade on Washington Avenue.  The SDEIS does not address all of the specific 
improvements required to accommodate the increased traffic.  Roads within campus will 
need to be reconfigured and new connections constructed.  The University will work with 
the project partners to put together an acceptable street traffic improvement plan to 
mitigate the traffic rerouting, as specified in the Memorandum of Understanding. 
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Central Corridor Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 

University of Minnesota 
Detailed Comments 

 
SECTION/TABLE PAGE COMMENTS 
SUMMARY 

S.2.2 S-5 Alternatives Evaluated in the AA/DEIS 
This discussion does not explain how the Northern Alignment was evaluated and the 
reasons for its dismissal during the scoping process.  
 

 S-6 Stations 
Station platforms should be expanded to 300 feet to accommodate three-car trains. 
 

S.2.4.4 S-8 Key Project Elements – University of Minnesota Alignment 
The Washington Avenue Mall should extend from approximately the Washington 
Avenue Bridge (Pleasant Street) to Walnut Street.  
 
Discussion of the University of Minnesota alignment does not include exploration of the 
Northern Alignment and the decision to proceed with the Washington Avenue 
alignment during the more recent process. 
 

Table S-1 S-13 -17 Table S-1 summary statements fail to capture many important impacts on the 
University and surrounding neighborhoods that occur with the LPA changes 
documented in the SDEIS.  These impacts include traffic, cultural resources, pedestrian 
and bicycles, business takings/relocations, and pedestrian/bicycles as well as indirect 
and cumulative impacts related to these topics.  Further, many issues of concern to 
the University (e.g. vibration and electromagnetic concerns) are deferred until the FEIS 
precluding sufficient opportunity to review the full effects of the changes to the LPA. 
 

 S-13 Physical and Operating Characteristics of Proposed Changes to AA/DEIS LPA – 
Environmental Effects 
The proposed changes to AA/DEIS LPA column under the University/Prospect Park 
area should include an explanation of the transit mall section from Pleasant to Walnut 
in the East Bank area.   
 

  The proposed changes to AA/DEIS LPA column under the University/Prospect Park 
area should include an explanation of the proposed design for the West Bank station 
and surrounding area. Problems with the current design for the West Bank are: it 
negatively effects the regional transportation network, it creates an unsafe pedestrian 
environment, and it limits future building site development. 
 

Table S-2  S-16 Comparative Evaluation of the AA/DEIS and Proposed Changes  
Determine effects of on campus mitigations for closure of Washington Avenue to 
vehicular traffic. 
 

 S-17 Specific short-and long-term effects (including construction-related effects) to the 
bike/pedestrian facilities on the U of M campus should be explained in greater detail. 
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SECTION/TABLE PAGE COMMENTS 
S.2.6 S-19 The discussion of Agency Coordination does not reflect the extent of interaction with 

the University of Minnesota, the high degree of concern expressed by the University in 
regards to changes in the project definition to remove the tunnel and opt for a 
Washington Avenue at-grade alignment. 
 

CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
Table 1-2 1-9 The University would like clarification on the characterization of employment in the U 

of M area as it exists today; what is included--industrial, dependant on railroad service. 
How were the University figures calculated?  
 

1.3.1 1-14 Chapter 1 does not adequately discuss the character of trips to the University campus 
beyond those as an employment center.  The University provides many services to the 
public, including a vast number of medical services, as well as entertainment and 
sports venues, which bring numerous visitors to the campus each day, many of whom 
visit this area infrequently. 
 

1.4.2.3 1-30 –  
1-31 

Portions of the SDEIS appear to accurately describe the actions of the CCMC and the 
Metropolitan Council on February 27, 2008.  For example, Chapter 2 of the SDEIS 
discusses the Metropolitan Council’s action of February 27, 2008 as approval of an 
“option” to “refine the scope” of the proposed LRT project and “thereby set the scope 
of the project for inclusion in the SDEIS” (2-23).  However, this section of the SDEIS 
inaccurately describes the Metropolitan Council’s action.  For example, the SDEIS 
terms the Metropolitan Council’s action on February 27, 2008 as a “project decision 
day” (1-30) and states that “this SDEIS will determine the environmental effects of the 
revised LPA prior to the development of an FEIS” (1-31).    
 

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 2-13 No.2 U of M Alignment East Bank 

The reader would benefit from more specific discussion of the fiscal constraints and 
cost-effectiveness concerns that led to the abandonment of the AA/DEIS tunnel 
concept. 
 

 2-15 At-Grade LRT Alignment with Traffic Alternative 
The description of LRT at grade with traffic does not explain why it is not a feasible 
alternative. The description suggests that it would function acceptably. 
 

 2-15 University of Minnesota Alignment – East Bank 
The Washington Avenue Mall will extend from Pleasant to Walnut. The type and 
location of the platforms/stations are yet to be determined. 
 

 2-18/19 Three-Car Operations 
Station platforms should be expanded to 300 feet to accommodate three-car trains. 
 

 2-20 Washington Avenue Bridge 
The upper deck of the Washington Avenue Bridge currently accommodates bicycles in 
addition to pedestrians. This should continue after the construction/operation of LRT.  
Structural redundancies will need to be added to the Bridge to address the “fracture 
critical” designation. 
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SECTION/TABLE PAGE COMMENTS 
 2-20-21 Other Key Project Elements Determined Through the On-Going Decision-Making 

Process to Have Potential Significant Impacts to Human and Natural Environments 
The reader would benefit from a more complete description of the Northern Alignment, 
including key dates and the process of agreement between the Metropolitan Council 
and the University permitting the University to conduct the study. 
 

  The reader would benefit from a complete definition of “CEI” and a fuller explanation 
of cost effectiveness considerations. 
 

 2-21 The conclusion that the Washington Avenue at-grade alternative avoids direct impact 
to a historic resource should be further explained, as neither the Section 106 
determination of effect nor the Section 4(f) use status of the Campus Mall Historic 
District and Knoll area or Washington Avenue Bridge has been determined.   
 

Table 2-1 2-24 Physical and Operating Characteristics of Proposed Changes to AA/DEIS LPA The 
proposed changes to AA/DEIS LPA column under the University/Prospect Park area 
should include an explanation of the transit mall section from Pleasant to Walnut in the 
East Bank area.   
 

Figure 2-3, 2-5 2-27 and 
2-32 

Central Corridor LRT Project Description 
The Washington Avenue Mall will extend from Pleasant to Walnut. The type and 
location of the platforms/stations are yet to be determined. 
 

Figure 2-5 2-32 University of Minnesota Alternatives 
Transit mall will extend from Pleasant to Walnut. The type and location of the 
platforms/stations are yet to be determined. 
 

Table 2-4 2-39 Comparative Evaluation of the AA/DEIS LPA and Proposed Changes to AA/DEIS LPA – 
Environmental Effects – Noise and Vibration 
Continue to work with University to identify sensitive areas and mitigation strategies, 
especially for construction period.  
 

 2-39 Comparative Evaluation of the AA/DEIS LPA and Proposed Changes to AA/DEIS LPA  – 
Environmental Effects – Electromagnetic Field and Utilities 
Continue to work with University to identify sensitive areas and mitigation strategies, 
especially for construction period.  
 

CHAPTER 3 SOCIAL EFFECTS 
Table 3-1 3-6 Summary of Land Use, Zoning, and Socioeconomic Impacts for the Key Project 

Elements 
Add detail to specify the block of businesses noted is between Harvard Street and 
Walnut St on Washington Avenue.  
 

3.1.4.2 3-31 University of Minnesota Alignment 
This description needs better discussion/acknowledgement of the change in traffic 
patterns associated with the Washington Avenue Mall impacts on the land use and 
social setting in the broader University neighborhoods.  
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SECTION/TABLE PAGE COMMENTS 
 3-31 Key Project Elements University of Minnesota Alignment 

On-street parking will be acquired to construct the Washington Avenue Mall. A one-
block stretch of retail on Washington Avenue, between Harvard Street and Walnut 
Street, will not have direct access to vehicles. 
Station types and locations have not yet been determined. Church Street is not the 
definite, final location of the East Bank station. 
 
 

3.2 3-33 Neighborhoods, Community Services, and Community Cohesion –  
 U of M Alignment 
Proposed alignment will shift traffic from Washington Avenue to other areas on the 
campus and surrounding neighborhood streets. Connectivity between neighborhoods 
may be decreased as a result of this and other circumstances. Specific examples of 
how neighborhood connectivity will improve would be helpful.   
 

 3-33 This description needs better discussion/acknowledgement of the change in traffic 
patterns associated with the Washington Avenue Mall impacts on the land use and 
social setting in the broader University neighborhoods. 
 

 3-34 Washington Ave Bridge 
Specific examples of how neighborhood connectivity will improve as a result of 
modifying the bridge would be helpful.  
 

 3-49 University of Minnesota 
Mariucci Hockey Arena and Williams Arena are located in the Stadium Village Area, not 
the Dinkytown area.  
 

 3-49 University of Minnesota 
Future on campus development will occur; five new biomedical research buildings and 
supporting infrastructure are planned and funded for the East Gateway District in the 
immediate future.  Additional development is expected to occur over the next 20 
years. 
 

3.2.3.2 3-55 University/Prospect Park 
The intra-campus bus system efficiently provides connector services between the East 
and West Bank. Specific examples of how LRT service will improve connectivity 
between the East and West would be helpful. 
 

 3-56 University of Minnesota Alignment 
Bikes should be recognized as a possible mode accommodated on the Washington Ave 
Mall.  In addition, examples of how the mall will improve the connectivity of activities 
within the East Bank campus would be helpful. 
 

  This description needs better discussion/acknowledgement of the change in traffic 
patterns associated with the Washington Avenue Mall impacts on the land use and 
social setting in the broader University neighborhoods. 
 

  University of Minnesota Alignment 
Traffic displacement may make the streets surrounding Washington Avenue unsafe for 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  
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SECTION/TABLE PAGE COMMENTS 
  University of Minnesota Alignment 

Depending on the design of the Huron Blvd/University Ave/Washington Ave 
intersection, connectivity between Prospect Park, Stadium Village, and the U of M 
campus could be worsened. 
 

 3-56 Downtown Minneapolis 
Buses already connect the University Twin Cities Campus to downtown Minneapolis. 
What type of additional connections will the LRT provide? 
 

3.2.5 3-57 Mitigation 
All traffic mitigations must be completed prior to the closure of Washington Avenue for 
LRT construction/operation.   
 

3.3.4 3-61 Long-Term Effects 
The alignment of the TCF Bank Stadium was changed, which no longer required the 
acquisition of the four buildings discussed.  
 

3.3.4.5 3-63 U of M/Prospect Park - U of M Alignment 
The University-owned portion of identified right of way required for the project needs 
to be further defined in terms of square feet. This should address whether the 
identified portion includes the University Transitway’s right of way. 
 

 3-63 Three-Car Platforms 
The University-owned portion of identified right of way required for the three-car 
platforms needs to be further defined in terms of square feet. 
 

3.3.6 3-64 Mitigation 
A process for transfer of property ownership for the purpose of construction of 
mitigation measures and its subsequent return or transfer to another party should be 
established. For example, what would occur if the U transfers a street to project 
control and returns it to the city’s control or reassumes control? 
 

Table 3-9 3-67 Summary of Potential Effects to Cultural Resources from the Key Project Elements – 
University/Prospect Park 
Three-car platforms: Add “Bank” after “East” 
 

Table 3-11 3-85-86 Potential Impacts to Eligible or Listed National Register of Historic Places Properties – 
Washington Avenue Bridge,  East River Parkway, Pioneer Hall 
The University has the expectation that its historical resources will be protected. The 
University insists upon protecting its current and future research capabilities.  
 

  The construction of Central Corridor will require the reconfiguration of four 
intersections on East River Parkway: Arlington Street, Delaware Street, Harvard Street, 
and Fulton Street.  
 

  Potential Impacts to Eligible or Listed National Register of Historic Places Properties – 
U of M Old Campus Historic District (the Knoll) 
There is a lack of clarity between the statements provided in the summary table and 
the text as to potential for adverse effect; e.g. the summary table provides the 
statement “Would not be considered an adverse effect” while the text reports that 
“[p]otential effects have not been identified at this time. 
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Table 3-11 3-87 Potential Impacts to Eligible or Listed National Register of Historic Places Properties – 

U of M Old Campus Historic District (the Knoll) 
In addition to Pillsbury Drive and Pleasant Street, Arlington Street will be affected due 
to the closure of Washington Avenue.  
 

3.4.3 3-100 University/Prospect Park - University of Minnesota Alignment 
Mitigations regarding visual impact to the campus and traffic displacement on and near 
campus as a result of LRT need to determined, in consultation with the University, 
SHPO, and Mn/DOT, in greater detail. There is a lack of clarity between the statements 
provided in the summary table and the text as to potential for adverse effect; e.g. the 
summary table provides the statement “Would not be considered an adverse effect” 
while the text reports that “[p]otential effects have not been identified at this time. 
 

 3-100 University/Prospect Park - University of Minnesota Alignment 
Placement of the on campus traction power substations (TPSS)needs to be determined 
and shared with the University. Any mitigation required as a result of the TPSS 
placement needs to be determined as well. 
 

 3-101 Washington Avenue Bridge 
There is a lack of clarity between the statements provided in the summary table and 
the text as to potential for adverse effect; e.g. the summary table provides the 
statement “Would not be considered an adverse effect” while the text reports that 
“[p]otential effects have not been identified at this time. 
 

3.4.6 3-104 Mitigation 
Explanation of possible mitigations with regard to University historical and cultural 
resources is needed. 
 

 307-311 Parks 
A figure is needed here to relate these resources to the project. 
 

Table 3-14 3-112 Parks, Recreation Areas and Open Spaces Located Within 350 Feet of the Central 
Corridor LRT Key Project Elements 
There will be short- and long-term impacts on Northrop Mall and East River Parkway 
as a result of LRT construction.   
 

3.6.3 3-123 University/Prospect Park - At-Grade Transit/Pedestrian Mall 
Change “Washington Avenue” to “University Avenue” in the statement: “The proposed 
Stadium Village Station will be located midway between the Transitway on the north 
and Washington Avenue on the south.” 
 

 3-126 University/Prospect Park 
Add a description of the Stadium Village Station 
 

3.6.4.2 3-130 University/Prospect Park - At-Grade Transit/Pedestrian Mall 
The cultural resources section appearing earlier in the document refers to SHPO 
concern about visual effect and notes that a determination of effect on the Campus 
Mall District has not yet been made.  This is not mentioned in the visual effects 
analysis and should be. 
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  The current municipal consent plan design of the Washington Avenue Mall encroaches 

on green space and eliminates established trees. 
  

3.7.2 3-133 Existing Conditions 
UMPD provides public safety and security services on campus. They should be 
mentioned early on in the summary much in the same way as the Metropolitan Transit 
Police are handled. 
 

3.7.2 3-133 Existing Conditions 
UMPD provides public safety and security services on campus. They should be 
mentioned early on in the summary much in the same way as the Metropolitan Transit 
Police are handled. 
 

3.7.2.2 3-134 University/Prospect Park 
UMPD also handles crime prevention services. 
 

 3-134 University/Prospect Park 
Last statement would be more accurate with the following edits: 
“A pedestrian tunnel under Washington Avenue between the parking ramp on the 
north and the University Medical Center on the south provides an alternative for 
safe crossing in the vicinity of Union Street.”  
 

 3-134 University/Prospect Park 
Minneapolis Police Precincts One and Two also provide crime prevention services for 
Prospect Park. 
 

 3-152 Environmental Justice – University of Minnesota Alignment 
This discussion does not address the requirements of the Environmental Justice 
executive order.  There is no discussion or conclusion regarding the presence of low-
income or minority populations nor high or disproportionate effects to those 
populations. 
 

CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
Table 4.4 4-31-32,  The discussion indicates that some air quality modeling has been done, and that the 

2004 Metropolitan Council Transportation Policy Plan excludes the project from air 
quality analysis.  However, the Executive Summary indicates that air quality analysis 
will be deferred until the FEIS.  The reader would also be better informed if the five 
worst-case intersections were identified and could somehow compare University area 
intersections with those five. 
 

4.5.4.2 4-42 U of M Alignment (At-Grade Transit/Pedestrian Mall 
The discussion indicates that some air quality modeling has been done, and that the 
2004 Metropolitan Council Transportation Policy Plan excludes the project from air 
quality analysis.  However, the Executive Summary indicates that air quality analysis 
will be deferred until the FEIS.  The reader would also be better informed if the five 
worst-case intersections were identified and could somehow compare University area 
intersections with those five. 
 

4.6.5.2 4-55 Noise: U of M Alignment 
Potential noise impacts in areas receiving the redirected vehicular traffic from 
Washington Avenue are not addressed. 
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4.6.7.2  4-56 Mitigation – Short Term 

Construction will need to be scheduled in coordination with the University to 
accommodate teaching and testing schedules and other University events and research 
that may be impacted by noise, vibration, and electromagnetic interference. 
 

4.7.4 4-60 Existing Conditions 
Existing Conditions section needs to be updated to reflect the current information 
regarding vibration levels along the Central Corridor. 
 

4.7.4.1 4-61 University of Minnesota 
Kolthoff Hall and Molecular and Cellular Biology Building need to be added and defined 
as vibration-sensitive buildings on the campus.  
 

 4-62 Future on-campus construction of the Science Classroom Building and research park in 
the East Gateway district could be effected by LRT vibration and should be identified 
as such.  
 

4.7.5.2 4-66 University of Minnesota Alignment 
Information regarding vibration-sensitive buildings needs to be updated; specifically, 
Hasselmo Hall needs to be addressed as a sensitive site. 
 

4.7.7 4-67 Operational Vibration Mitigation 
Research activities at the University must be protected—ambient vibration levels 
cannot be worse along than corridor than today’s existing conditions.  
  

 4-67 Operational Vibration Mitigation 
The Central Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Vibration 
Technical Memo is not in the SDEIS. 
 

 4-68 Construction vibration will shut down research in the NMR facility in Hasselmo Hall. 
This impact needs to be mitigated. A possible solution is creating a temporary facility 
in a location far outside of the construction zone.  
 

4.9.1.2 4-82 The University needs clarification/confirmation on whether University is considered a 
public utility. 
 

4.9.3.1 4-83 Electromagnetic Fields 
There are additional University research facilities that utilize and house EMF-sensitive 
equipment. EMF/EMI could affect the University’s research function. 
  

4.9.3.2 4-83 Existing Utilities – Water Service 
The University needs clarification/confirmation on service to University buildings in the 
area of the West Bank station is privately owned. 
 

 4-84 Existing Utilities – Communication Service Lines 
The University needs clarification/confirmation on what University communication 
utilities it owns/is responsible for and the implications of that ownership/responsibility. 
 
 

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 181

__________________________________________________________________________________________



 University of Minnesota – Page 13 

SECTION/TABLE PAGE COMMENTS 
4.9.4.2/5.1 4-85 Long-Term EMF/EMI 

The University could experience long-term effects on research activities from EMF/EMI 
if the mitigation strategies are not implemented effectively.  
 

4.9.5.2 4-87 U of M Alignment 
The University Transitway will need to be moved to the north to accommodate the 
relocation of the storm drainage pipes. Clarification on the safety of running LRT on 
top of a storm drainage pipe needs to be provided. 
 

4.9.6.2 4-88 Second paragraph belongs with the EMF section. 
 

CHAPTER 5 ECONOMIC EFFECTS 
5.2.5 5-6 University/Prospect Park 

Biomedical research facility expansion should be added to the East Bank/Stadium 
Village overview. It is a legislatively-bonded, 60-acre development with an estimated 
value of $250 million. 
 

CHAPTER 6 TRANSPORTATION EFFECTS 
6.1.3.3 6-3 Proposed Changes to AA/DEIS LPA 

A more descriptive location of the Stadium Village Station should be provided. 
 

 6-5 The LRT operating speed for the campus portion of the corridor, including the 
Washington Avenue Mall, needs to be determined. The SDEIS states the average 
operating speed is 16 mph.  Given the nature of the Washington Avenue Mall, the 
operating speed must be less in order to provide a safe, pedestrian-oriented 
environment. 
 

 6-5 The specifics of how the LRT and buses will interface, with each other and other 
modes, are not yet determined. The on-campus bus routes are not yet determined. 
 

6.2.2 6-13 Existing Conditions 
Changes at the University of Minnesota 
The University requires clarification as to how the TCF Stadium affected the alignment 
for the planned Granary Rd. 
 

6.2.3.2 6-18-20 University of Minnesota Alignment 
The University has significant concerns regarding the diversion of traffic from 
Washington Avenue onto other campus area streets. Many of these streets are 
smaller, two-lane roadways accommodating many pedestrians, bicycles, and small 
motorized vehicles (e.g. scooters), and vehicular traffic. Even smaller increases in 
vehicular traffic, within the “capacity” of the roadway, may conflict with other roadway 
functions and the overall campus quality. Also, the University has concerns regarding 
access to facilities used by the broad public and general wayfinding within the campus 
area. The University has numerous infrequent visitors to the campus, particularly 
visitors to the University medical facilities. These facilities rely on easy, convenient 
access for populations who may be elderly or infirm. 
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6.2.3.2 6-18-20 There is not sufficient information as to where these 20,000 - 25,000 vehicles using 

Washington Avenue each day will divert. Will they cross the Mississippi River in other 
locations, or will they continue to use the Washington Avenue Bridge and divert to 
other campus streets? What will be the impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists as well as 
to the intersection capacity? Specifically what improvements are referred to on 
page 6-20 (e.g. left-turn lanes) and how might these improvements affect other 
campus resources? How will these diversions affect wayfinding and access to 
University facilities? 
 
Further, this traffic diversion is not well documented throughout the remainder of the 
document in terms of impacts to noise, air quality, cultural resources, visual impacts 
and other potential concerns.  These potential impacts should be specifically discussed 
in terms of indirect and cumulative impacts. 
 

  University of Minnesota Alignment 
Transit mall will extend from Pleasant to Walnut. The type and location of the 
platforms/stations are yet to be determined. 
 

 6-18 Bikes should be recognized as a possible mode accommodated on the Washington Ave 
Mall. 
 

 6-19 “Riverside Avenue” should be 4th Street 
 

 6-19 The University requests additional details on the “potential strategies” to improve 
operations at the intersections identified as experiencing unacceptable levels of 
service. 
 

 6-20 4th Street SE does not access the Washington Avenue Bridge—meaning here is 
unclear. 
 

 6-20 The following should be examined as possible “distressed” intersections: University 
and Pleasant; 4th Street SE and 15th ; Church/17th & University; Fulton & Huron. 
 

 6-19 “Riverside Avenue” should be 4th Street 
 

6.2.4  6-23 Increased operating costs for the University of Minnesota shuttle bus system need to 
be accounted for in the traffic management plan and construction sequencing plan. 
 

6.2.5 6-23 CCPO needs to continue to work with the University to determine on-campus traffic 
mitigations—some have already been identified. 
 

6.3.3.3 6-29 Parking Impacts 
Loading (space occupancy data) for on-street parking should be included—not all of 
the identified spaces are utilized.  
 

 6-29 Parking Impacts 
Identify the number of Radisson Hotel parking spaces lost to accommodate the Beacon 
Street extension. The cost of replacement cost and revenue loss should be included.   
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6.3.3.6 6-31 A circulation and access plan should be developed for on-campus ground floors to 

direct pedestrians to specific crossings. 
 

6.3.5 6-32 Mitigations on campus need to account for pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicular access 
to parking facilities. 
 

 6-32 The University has concerns with the mitigation measures planned for the Washington 
Avenue Mall area. More detail and collaboration is needed in this area. 
 

6.3.5 6-32 The University has concerns with the mitigation measures planned for the Washington 
Avenue Mall area. More detail and collaboration is needed in this area. 
 

CHAPTER 7 SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 
Table 7-1 7-5-7-8 Preliminary Review for Potential Use of Historic Property and related text 

This is a confusing, and potentially inaccurate, summary of 4(f) use decisions, relating 
the determination entirely to the Section 106 Finding of Effect.  Further, the lack of 
determination of effect regarding cultural resources makes it difficult for the reader to 
comment on these issues. 
 

7.2.2 7-9 Any mitigations required on campus must be completed by the project as project 
costs.  
 

7.2.3  7-12 Changes in the Central Corridor design had shifted impacts to the University’s 
property. 
 

7.4 7-13 The agency coordination meeting focused on the Campus’ Historic Mall region—there 
has not been coordination on 4f impacts of parklands on/off University property. This 
discussion should include other alternatives that would avoid 4(f) resources, and why 
those alternatives were determined infeasible.  
 

  This paragraph appears to imply that a Programmatic Agreement addressing historic 
properties would also address other 4(f) resources.  Please clarify. 
 

CHAPTER 9 INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
9.2.4 9-3 Campus development of the East Gateway district will extend beyond 2009.  

 
Table 9-2 9-5 Opus development on Washington Avenue between Oak and Ontarios should be 

added. 
Multimodal transportation hub development should include a planned bike center. 
 

CHAPTER 10 EVALUATIONS OF ALTERNATIVES 
Table 10-1  10-3 EMI should be added under “Goal 2: Preserve and Enhance Communities and Support 

Healthier Environments” where vibration is represented. 
 

 10-3 On campus mitigations for closure of Washington Avenue should be added in “Goal 3: 
Improve and Increase Transportation and Mobility.” 
 

10.3 10-5 Issues to be Resolved 
This area is lacking in necessary detail. All the specific issues regarding transportation 
impacts, including bicycles and pedestrians, traffic rerouting, etc. should be detailed 
here.  
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Appendix G Northern Alignment Feasibility Study  
  While the University is not submitting a detailed, point-by-point, analysis challenging 

factual components of the CCPO’s letter to the FTA regarding the Northern Alignment 
study, the University believes that the CCPO takes liberties in offering general 
terminology such as “may,” “likely,” “appears,” “underestimated,” and “unusual” to 
describe specific technical data.  The CCPO letter to the FTA does not present an 
accurate portrayal of the technical findings and/or the level of required analysis 
performed. 
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United States Department of Agriculture

~NRCS
Natural Resources Conservation Service
375 Jackson Street, Suite 600
SI. Paul, MN 55101-1854

July8 2008

Phone: (651) 602·7900
FAX: (651) 602·7914

File Code: 190-15-13

IN REPLY REFER TO: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project SDEIS, Hennepin and Ramsey
Counties, MN

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. NOlth, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Dear Ms. Obrien:

The United States Department of Agricultme (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), thanks you for the opportunity to review the subject Light Rail (SDEIS).

Since your project will not affect prime agricultmalland within the proposed Central Light Rail
Transit Project, linking downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties,
MN this will preclude the need for any further action on this project by our agency the RCS as
required by the federal Farmland Policy Protection Act (FPPA). If you have any fmther questions
concerning this matter, please call me at 651-602-7883.

Sincerely

Received

JUL 9 2008

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
CCPO/Met Council

United States Department of Agriculture

~NRCS
Natural Resources Conservation Service
375 Jackson Street, Suite 600
SI. Paul, MN 55101-1854

July8,2008

Phone: (651) 602-7900
FAX: (651) 602-7914

File Code: 190-15-13

IN REPLY REFER TO: Central Conidor Light Rail Transit Project SDEIS, Hennepin and Ramsey
Counties, MN

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. North, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Dear Ms. Obrien:

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), thanks you for the opportunity to review the subject Light Rail (SDEIS).

Since your project will not affect prime agricultural land within the proposed Central Light Rail
Transit Project, linking downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties,
MN, this will preclude the need for any further action on this project by our agency, the NRCS, as
required by the federal Farmland Pol icy Protection Act (FPPA). If you have any further questions
concerning this matter, please call me at 651-602-7883.

Sincerely,

Received

JIlL 9 2008

I\n Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer CCPO/Met Council
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File Code: 190-15-13

IN REPLY REFER TO: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project SDEIS, Hennepin and Ramsey
Counties, MN

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. North, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Dear Ms. Obrien:

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), thanks you for the opportunity to review the subject Light Rail (SDEIS).

Since your project will not affect prime agricultural land within the proposed Central Light Rail
Transit Project, linking downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties,
MN, this will preclude the need for any further action on this project by our agency, the NRCS, as
required by the federal Farmland Pol icy Protection Act (FPPA). If you have any fUlther questions
concerning this matter, please call me at 651-602-7883.

Sincerely,

Received

JlJL 9 2008

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer CCPO/Met Council
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO, IL 60604·3590

MJG 2'12006

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

E -19J
Marisol Simon
Regional Administrator, Region 5
Federal Transit Administration
200 West Adams Street, Suite 300
Chicago, IL 60604

Re: Comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN Central Corridor Project, CEQ No. 20080268

Dear Ms. Simon:

In accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency responsibilities under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA), we
have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
Minneapolis. St. Paul, MN Central Corridor Project. This project proposes to create a new light
rail transit scrviee between the downtowns of Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minnesota, while
serving the University of Minnesota campus and the neighborhoods along University Avenue.
This will be the second branch of the TWin Cities light rail system.

EPA participated in an early scoping meeting for this Central Conidor project in June
2001. We provided comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on June 5,
2006. Seoping comments for this SDEIS werc made 011 March 18, 2008. This lettcr provides
comments based upon our review of the SDElS and participation in an August 6,2008 site visit.
The SDEIS presented important project infommtion that was not provided in the DEIS, including
changes to the Local Preferred Alternative. OUT commcnts on the DEIS raised concerns on the
following issues: traffic impacts, especially in environmental justice (EJ) communities;
hazardous waste sites; noise; karst geology and related ground water; air; and historic properties.
We also requested an explanation why some alternatives were retained and others dropped.

EPA concerns with the DEIS that have been fUlly or pal'tiallt addre.~sed

Traffic impacts
The Metropolitan Council (MC), as project managcr, created an eight-member

community outreach team, representing the principal language and etlmi,c groups in the EJ
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communities to be served by this project. In response to public conCerns about vehicle and
pedestrian connectivity across University Avenue, the project has incrcased the frequency of
stop-light-controlled .interscctions to quarter-milc intervals and the frequency of pedestrian
crossings of the rail line to eighth-mile intervals. These changes and their impacts were not
presented ill the SDEIS, but should be discussed in the Final EIS (FEIS). We understand that
additional Transportation Management System efforts will divert traffic from some of the busiest
intersections along the proposed route, and will facilitate train and emergency vehicle
movements through the Central Corridor traffic lights. However, these changes and their impacts
were not evaluated in the SDEIS and sbould be in the FEIS.

Reacting to community input, the SDEIS analyzed the impact ofthree additional stations
alon~ University Avenue to better serve these communities. The SDErS indicated that some
preliminary infi'astrucrurc will be included in the initial project dcsign to accommodate the
possible future construction of these additional stations. l'he PETS should describe this
preliminary infrastructure. The relocation of the University West Station and realignment of
track serving that station, as presente<.1 and analyzed in the SDEIS, will affor<.1 easier access and
better service to the EJ and university communities in Ihat vicinity. The SDEJS provided an
upgraded traffic analysis to the year 2030, and determined a need to increase train capacity to
three cars and exten<.1 station platfomls to accommodate these longer trains. The increased train
and station lengths are analyzed in the SDElS.

The relocation oftlie Capital Campus station and the traekrealignrnent to 12th Street has
alleviated our noise issues at those locations. Public concerns over disruption of a major utility
center at the comer of 4th and Cedar Streets in S1. Paul may be resolved by the proposed.
realignment oflhe track diagonally through the middle of the adjacent block and the creation of a
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Alternatives
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Traffic impacts
The revised plan, as described in the SDETS, will sti.l1 result in a worse Level of Service

(LOS) at fourteen intersections, many of them in the low income neighborhoods. This is an EJ
issue as well as a safety concern.

Hazardous waste sites
A nwnber of potential hazardous waste sites were idcntified in the SDEIS, both in and

adjacent to the project right of way, with potential to be directly impacted by the project's
construction. The FEIS should specifically delineate these sites and their contaminants, and
discuss what measures will be taken to deal with them. Other sites within the project area would
potentially be disturbed due to project-induced development. Since one of the stated project
goals is to induce secondary transit-oriented developments (TOO) for economic enhanecment
along this corridor, FTA and the MC should consider such induced impacts in the FEIS. The
FEIS should also discuss options for financing the assessment, cleanup, and redevelopment of
such TOO-candidate sites.

This project must demonstrate transportation confomlity with the State Implementation
Plan for air quality in the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area. Air eonforn1ity modeling and
detcnninations should be presented in the FEIS using current air quality data and approved
methodologies.

Historic properties
Subsequent to the DEIS, the project has identificd additional properties in the project area

that llJay be potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic .P Iaces. We
reiterate our earlier request that the fmal Memorandum of Agreement with the State Historic
Preservation Office, addressing all historic properties ill the project area, be includcd in the FE1S,
once signed.

EPA concerns related to project changes as presented in the SDEIS

Northern alternative
The University of Minnesota proposed a northern alternative to service the eampus and

analyzed its impacts. The MC considered this alternative and determined that it would be Jess
effective in meeting the project purpose and need. Subsequently, a Memorandum of
Understanding was negotiated with the University to affirnl the University's support for the
preferred alternative designated in the SDEIS. The SDEIS pr.ovided a clear explanation of why
this alternative was dropped.

Parking
The SDEIS describes the loss of parking spaces along and adjacent to the project corridor

that are attributable to the project. Most ofthcse losses will occur in the EJ communities. No

3
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parking replacement or mitigation for the communities or local businesses is presented. The
FEIS should present what mitigation will be provided.

Washington Avenue Bridge
The SDEIS indicated that the remodeling and restructuring of the Washington Avenue

Bridge is proposed to be accomplished by working from the existing roadway, and not by
working directly in the Mississippi River. However, those engineering and associated historic
preservation measures have not actually been worked out, so potential impacts can not be
defmitively concluded. This nee<:1s to be resolved IUld clearly presented in the FElS. Mississippi
River wildlife and their habitat upstream and downstream of the bridge were alluded to in the
SDETS, with the assumption that these species therefore must paSS through the Washington
Bridge area. 'rhe project should study what species are in the vicinity of the bridge and whether
any of those species require protection during construction and/or operation of the project. Please
present that information in the FEIS. Although this bridge has an upper pedestrian walkway that
is covercd, this does not preclude all mnoff impacts. Salting or other ice removal operations on
this bridge and the resulting impacts, including to salt-sensitive species, should be fully assessed
in the FEIS.

Station modifications
Two new pedestrian mall stations are proposed in the SDETS, one at the University center

and one in downtown St. Paul. These arc significant concepts tbat were just recently incorporated
into the project. Howcver, no comprehensive impact assessment of them was provided in the
SDElS. A full assessment of their impacts should be included in the FEIS.

The relocation of the Stadium Village Station and modifications to the track pathways to
service this stati01) were necessary due to construction of the new UJliversity rCF Bank Stadium
upon the former proposed station site. This station is also bcing considered as part of a
University Transit Center. The FEIS should describe tbese changes in terms of the project
purpose and need, including how these changes affect the stated project goal of serving the EJ
communities along University Avenue.

The relocation and realignment of the Rice Street Station and track will optimize bus
connections and reduce traffic impacts related to road geometry, but increase impacts to the Leii
Ericson Park. Based upon Figures 2-7, 3-2-3, 3-4-2, 7-1, and the statemcnt on page 7-13 that
coordination with park officials is ongoing, the SDEIS implies that impacts to this park will
occur, but those impacts are )]ot adequately desc1~bed or analyzed, nor are any mitigation. .

measures proposcd. The FEIS should address these issucs.

Vihration
Vibration impacts arc now anticipated in several University laboratory buildings and are

noted in the SDEIS as a new coneem. The extcnt of these impacts and possible mitigation being
negotiated with the University should be presented in the FEIS.
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Electromagnetic Force
The SDEIS indicated that electromagnetic forces related to the traction power statioJJS

and catenary overhead power lines are potential impacts that will be studied and presented in the
FEIS, This issue should be presented in a way lhat will be understandable by the general public,

Maintenance and Storage Facility
The project will require a new maintenance and storage facility to accommodate the additional
train cars for this project, It will be located on a fonner railroad site, along a new proposed
extension of track east of the station proposed at St. Paul Union Station, This light rail station
could eventually serve a future 81. Paul Transportation Center on the south side ofUnion Station,
This site presents potential hazardous waste issues, The FEIS should evaluate and discuss current
conditions and the potential impacts of the proposed maintenance and storage operations,

fonclusions

We are pleased that several of the concerns we raised in our review oflbe DEIS have
been resolved in the SDEIS, The SDEIS has not resolved somc earlier concerns regarding lbis
proposed project related to explanation of alternative decisions, traffic impacts, hazardous waste,
air quality, and historic properties, We are raising additional concerns based Ollllew information
presented in the SDEIS or subsequently durilJg the August 6,2008 site visit, including parking,
the Washington Avenue Bridge remodeling, station modifications, vibration, EMF, and a new
maintenance and storage facility. We find that the SDEIS is not a stand-alonc document,
depending heavily upon referenec to the DETS and other documents, some ofwhich are still to be
created, A significant amount of infonuation is not yet available for public comment and is
promised in the FEIS. We therefore retain our rating of "EC-2" (environmcntal concerns,
insufficient information) for the SDEIS, We refer you to the enclosed Summary of Rating
Definitions Sheet for a fuller defmition, This rating and a summary of our comrnentswill be
published in the Federal Register,

We appreciate the opportunity to review and commenl on this SDETS for the Central
Corridor Project. ShouJd you have any questions regarding these conunents, please feel free to
contact me or Nonn West of my staff at 312-353-5692 or west.norrnan@epa.gov.

Sincerely, • ) ~

,~<f~
" ./
Kenneth A, Westlake, Chief
NEPA Implementation Section
Office ofScience, Ecosystems and Communities

Cc: Mark Fuhrmann, Project Director, MelTOpolitan Council
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTION'

Environmental Impact of the Action

kO-Laok ofObjedions
The EPA review has not identifi(;d any potential ~n"irOlUllental impacts requiring substantive changes to· the
proposal. The: review may have disclosed opportunities for applicntiOlJ of mitigntlon measures that could be
accomplished with no mOTC than minOT changes to the propogaL

ECwEnvil'onmental Concerns
The EPA review h.os identified environmental impacts dlat should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alterna.tive or application of mitigation
measm'cs that ean reduce tbe environmental impacts. EPA w01l1d like to work with the lead agency to reduce thcse
impacts.

EO~Envi..ronmcntal Objections
i'he EPA review· has identified significant environmental impacts that ronst be avoided in order to provide adequate
pl'Otectjon for lhe envil'onment. Corrective measures may requln;; ~ubstantlal changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no aelion alternative or a new alternative). EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU-Environmentally Unsatisfactgn:
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental illlpact~ that ate of suflicient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the 'tandpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. IfdIe potential unsatisfactory impacts are not conected at the final ElS
sate, thi, pmpos.l will be reC\llnmended for refcrrallo the CEQ.

Adcquacy of tbe Impart Statement

Category I-Adequate
1'he EPA believes the draft ElS adequately sets forth the environmental irnpact(s) of the preferred alterative and
those of the altcmalives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collecting is
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We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS. Please feel free to contact me with
any questions regarding our review ofthe document and future coordination. I can be reached at
(651) 291-6120.

Sincerely yours,

~b~Ov~~
Environmental Engineer

CBM/jer

cc: 1 FTA - Bill Wheeler
1 Martin
1 RF
DMS - "FHWA Comments on Central Corridor SDEIS"
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

August 21, 2008

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave North, Suite 200
St Paul, MN 55104

Great Lakes Region
Minneapolis Airports District Office
6020281

1\ Ave S, Room 102
Minneapolis, MN 55450

r"~~P:ee;Ee:j;iv;;;e;:::d""--

/ ~ilr; 26 2008

i .•S~~)OIMet C
---_..::Junci/

Re: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project Supplemental Draft EIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

The Minneapolis Airports District Office has no objections to the proposed Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit project provided:

1. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is notified of construction or alterations as
required by Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
Paragraph 77,13. Please note that Part 77 includes temporary construction vehicles and
equipment. The Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation Form 7460-1 may be
obtained and filed online at l)ttps://oeaaaJaa.gov or mailed to:

Express Processing Center
FAA Southwest Regional Office

Obstruction Evaluation Service, ARJ-32
2601 Meacham Boulevard

Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

2. The FAA technical operations are contacted to identify any possible impacts to aircraft
navigation and/or communication equipment. The MSP Technical Support Center Manager
can be reached at (952) 997-9261 or in writing at:

FAA - Minneapolis Technical Support Center
Attn: MSP TSCM

14800 Galaxie Ave, Suite 300
Apple Valley, MN 55124

If not already includcd in your distribution list, please consider giving St Paul Downtown Airport
an opportunity to provide input and comments.

Great Lakes Region
Minneapolis Airports District Office
602028"' Ave S. Room 102
Minneapolis, MN 55450

~ iiI; 26 2008
eel'--< O/Met C---__9U nci!

/
--- ..-._--
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I
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August 21, 2008

U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave North, Suite 200
St Paul, MN 55104

Re: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project Supplemental Draft EIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

The Minneapolis Airports District Office has no objections to the proposed Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit project provided:

I. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is notificd of construction or alterations as
required by Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
Paragraph 77,13. Please note that Part 77 includes temporary construction vehicles and
equipment. The Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation Form 7460-1 may be
obtained and filed online at 1)ttps://oeaaaJaa.gov or mailed to:

Express Processing Center
FAA Southwest Regional Office

Obstruction Evaluation Service, ARJ-32
2601 Meacham Boulevard

Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

2. The FAA technical operations are contacted to identify any possible impacts to aircraft
navigation and/or communication equipment. The MSP Technical Support Center Manager
can be reached at (952) 997-926101' in writing at:

FAA - Minneapolis Technical Support Center
Attn: MSP TSCM

14800 Galaxie Ave, Suite 300
Apple Valley, MN 55124

If not already includcd in your distribution list, please consider giving St Paul Downtown Airport
an opportunity to provide input and comments.
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I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS for the proposed Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit Project. Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information.

SincereIY,;---

4~:;t?~-
Kandice Krull
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA - Minneapolis Airport District Office
612-713-4362
Kandice. KrulI@faa.gov

--.~ )
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I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS for the proposed Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit Project. Please contact me jf you have any questions or need further information.

Sincerely,

Kandice Krull
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA - Minneapolis Airport District Office
612-713-4362
Kandice. Krull@faa.gov
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Kandice Krull
Environmental Protection Specialist
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U.S. Depar Imenl
of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

Minnesota Division

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave orth, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Re: Comments on Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit SDEIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

August 25, 2008

380 Jackson Street
Galtier Plaza, Suite 500
Sl. Paul, MN 55101-4802

651.291.6100
651.291.6000 fax

www.fhwa.dot.gov/mndiv

Received

AUG 26 2DDB

cCPO/Met Council

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Minnesota Division Office, as a cooperating
agency for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS), offers the following comments on the document:

1. The SDEIS is unclear as to possible effects to the Interstate system (I-35W, 1-35E and 1-94)
due to the LRT construction and operation. We request a meeting with FHWA staff to better
understand the potential effects to Interstate operations and right of way from the project.

2. The FHWA is the lead federal agency for the development of the Union Depot multi-modal
transit hub. It is critical that the Central Corridor LRT proposal and Union Depot proposal are
consistent in describing the proposed projects. We recommend that close coordination occur
between our offices to ensure consistency between the two projects. The proposed use of the
Union Depot by the Central Corridor LRT will help define the purpose and need for the Union
Depot multi-modal facility,

In addition, since the Union Depot is a listed property on the ational Register ofHistoric Places
and located within the Lowertown ational Register Historic District, the Section 106 process
must continue to be closely coordinated between the two undertakings, We recommend a
continued series of meetings with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, Minnesota
Department ofTransportation's Cultural Resources Unit and consulting parties to understand the
affects to these properties.

3. We recommend that the FHWA be included in the development of a tr'affic management plan
as part of the mitigation for traffic impacts.
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Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave NOlth, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Re: Comments on Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit SDEIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

August 25, 2008 Received.----

AUG 2 2DDB

cCPO/Met Council

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Minnesota Division Office, as a cooperating
agency for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS), offers the following comments on the document:

1. The SDEIS is unclear as to possible effects to the Interstate system (I-35W, 1-35E and 1-94)
due to the LRT construction and operation. We request a meeting with FHWA staff to better
understand the potential effects to Interstate operations and right of way from the project.

2. The FHWA is the lead federal agency for the development of the Union Depot multi-modal
transit hub. It is critical that the Central Corridor LRT proposal and Union Depot proposal are
consistent in desclibing the proposed projects. We recommend that close coordination occur
between our offices to ensure consistency between the two projects. The proposed use of the
Union Depot by the Central Corridor LRT will help define the purpose and need for the Union
Depot multi-modal facility.

In addition, since the Union Depot is a listed property on the National Register of Historic Places
and located within the Lowertown National Register Historic District, the Section 106 process
must continue to be closely coordinated between the two undertakings. We recommend a
continued selies of meetings with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, Minnesota
Department ofTransportation's Cultural Resources Unit and consulting parties to understand the
affects to these properties.

3. We recommend that the FHWA be included in the development of a traffic management plan
as part of the mitigation for traffic impacts.
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Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave NOlth, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Re: Comments on Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit SDEIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:
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due to the LRT construction and operation. We request a meeting with FHWA staff to better
understand the potential effects to Interstate operations and right of way from the project.
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transit hub. It is critical that the Central Corridor LRT proposal and Union Depot proposal are
consistent in desclibing the proposed projects. We recommend that close coordination occur
between our offices to ensure consistency between the two projects. The proposed use of the
Union Depot by the Central Corridor LRT will help define the purpose and need for the Union
Depot multi-modal facility.

In addition, since the Union Depot is a listed property on the National Register of Historic Places
and located within the Lowertown National Register Historic District, the Section 106 process
must continue to be closely coordinated between the two undertakings. We recommend a
continued selies of meetings with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, Minnesota
Department ofTransportation's Cultural Resources Unit and consulting parties to understand the
affects to these properties.

3. We recommend that the FHWA be included in the development of a traffic management plan
as part of the mitigation for traffic impacts.



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments from Community 
Groups, Non-Profits, and Private 

Entities 



Comments submitted on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(SDEIS) for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project, located in Minneapolis 
and St. Paul, MN 
 
From:  Alliance for Metropolitan Stability    August 14, 2008 

2525 E. Franklin Ave.  
MPLS, MN 55406 
Contact: Russ Adams, Executive Director 
russ@metrostability.org 
612-332-4471 

 
The Alliance for Metropolitan Stability is a broad coalition of 20 faith-based, social justice 
and environmental organizations advocating for public policies that promote equity in land 
use and urban development. 
 
The Alliance for Metropolitan Stability is a member of the Transportation Equity/Stops for 
Us Coalition which represents a total of 67 constituency-based and/or citizen participation 
organizations. By invitation of University Avenue community organizations and as 
directed by the program committee of our board of directors, we have supported coalition 
efforts along University Avenue in response to the future development of the Central 
Corridor Light Rail Transit Project.  
 
Our collective focus is to ensure that three additional stops are built at Hamline Ave., 
Western Ave. and Victoria Street by the completion of the line. These stops are part of a 
larger equity strategy for the future development along University Avenue.  
 
A case for equitable outcomes by building additional stations at Hamline Avenue, 
Western Avenue and Victoria Street: 
 
The SDEIS claims that “the analysis determined that no impacts associated with the 
proposed changes to the LPA would be disproportionately borne by minority or low-
income communities” despite the omission of stations at Hamline, Victoria and Western 
located in the Midway East Segment of the Central Corridor LRT.1  We believe this is 
incorrect.  Without the addition of these three stations, the densely populated, minority, 
low-income, transit-dependent communities in the Midway East Segment of the Central 
Corridor LRT will experience a disproportionately limited access to transit.  
 
Based on census statistics from 2000, the Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy  
found that the population at (around or near or adjacent to) these stations is 82 percent 
minority versus an average 41 percent minority population near all other stations (see 
attached spreadsheet Central Corridor LRT Minority Populations by Stations Sheet 1). 
These communities are also living at 70 percent of the median income of Ramsey County 
(see attached spreadsheet Central Corridor LRT Median Household Income by Stations 
Sheet 2). 
 

                                                 
1 Central Corridor LRT Project SDEIS pg 3-138. 
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As stated in the SDEIS, “22 percent of the households in the Study Area are without a car, 
thus, a substantial percentage of the population depends on transit to get to work, health 
care facilities, shopping destinations, schools, and recreational facilities.”2 
 
Also documented in the SDEIS is the Central Corridor Population by Segment is that the 
Midway East Segment has the highest population density of any other segment along the 
line.3 
 
These statistics demonstrate the need to build stops at Hamline, Victoria and Western to 
serve the densely populated, minority, low-income, transit-dependent communities that 
will otherwise not experience the benefits of the Central Corridor LRT. The current plan 
for stations does not adequately meet the stated purpose and need to “provide better transit 
service and capacity to the diverse population of existing and future riders in the 
corridor.”4  
 
Furthermore, the current project scope of the Central Corridor LRT does not meet the 
standard for addressing the three fundamental environmental justice principles listed on the 
Environmental Justice web site of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s web site. These 
principals are:5 

• To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health 
and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in 
the transportation decision-making process. 

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits 
by minority and low-income populations.  

 
A letter sent by Kenneth Westlake, Supervisor NEPA Implementation, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency Region 5, to Kathryn O’Brien, Project Manager of the Central Corridor 
Project, on March 18, 2008, states “Three additional stations are being considered to serve 
the environmental justice neighborhoods at Hamline Avenue, Victoria Street and Western 
Avenue in St. Paul. A Central Corridor website…indicates these may be dropped from 
consideration due to cost factors. The SDEIS should provide a clear explanation of what 
factors…justify which stations are retained for detailed analysis or dropped from further 
consideration.”6 A clear explanation of these factors has not been articulated in the Central 
Corridor LRT project SDEIS. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
2 Central Corridor LRT Project SDEIS, June 2008, pg 1-8. 
3 Central Corridor LRT Project SDEIS, June 2008, Table 1-2 pg 1-9 and Table1-3 pg 1-11 
4 Central Corridor LRT Project SDEIS, June 2008, pg 1-4. 
5 “An Overview of Transportation and Environmental Justice,” U.S. Department of Transportation, found at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2000.htm , retrieved 8/8/08. 
6 Central Corridor website link Record of SDEIS Scope Comments received, pgs 56-57, retrieved 8/8/08 
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Community Involvement vs. Community Influence 
 
“To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process,” as stated on the Transportation and 
Environmental Justice web page of the U.S. Department of Transportation, requires 
“properly implemented, environmental justice principles and procedures (to) improve all 
levels of transportation decision making. This approach will: 

• Make better transportation decisions that meet the needs of all people. 
• Design transportation facilities that fit more harmoniously into communities.  
• Enhance the public-involvement process, strengthen community-based 

partnerships, and provide minority and low-income populations with opportunities 
to learn about and improve the quality and usefulness of transportation in their 
lives.  

• Improve data collection, monitoring, and analysis tools that assess the needs of, and 
analyze the potential impacts on minority and low-income populations. 

• Partner with other public and private programs to leverage transportation-agency 
resources to achieve a common vision for communities. 

• Avoid disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income 
populations.  

• Minimize and/ or mitigate unavoidable impacts by identifying concerns early in the 
planning phase and providing offsetting initiatives and enhancement measures to 
benefit affected communities and neighborhoods.”7  
 

The Metropolitan Council has provided many opportunities for community involvement 
throughout the planning process for the Central Corridor LRT. However, although the 
Metropolitan Council has dedicated resources to community involvement, this 
involvement has lacked full and fair influence in the Central Corridor planning process. As 
was commented by Anne White, Co-Chair of the District Council Collaborative, 
Community Advisory Committee member and active participant in the Transportation 
Equity/Stops for Us Coalition, in her testimony on the SDEIS, “there are several aspects of 
the current Public Engagement Process that we find lacking.” To illustrate this issue, she 
points out that the CAC has not been allowed to forward recommendations in the form of 
motions to the Central Corridor Management Committee, communication between CAC 
members has been discouraged, and there has been overall lack of responsiveness and 
transparency on the part of Metropolitan Council Central Corridor staff towards specific 
details and concerns of the CAC.8  
   
We think it is also important to contrast the significant staff resources of the Metropolitan 
Council and the Northern Alignment Steering committee9 which were dedicated to 

                                                 
7 “An Overview of Transportation and Environmental Justice,” U.S. Department of Transportation, found at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2000.htm , August 11, 2006 (August 7, 2008). 
8 Union Park District Council Testimony on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement August 
2008. 
9 Comprised of technical representatives from University of Minnesota, Metropolitan Council, Hennepin 
County Regional Rail Authority, Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority, Minnesota Department of 
Transportation, City of Minneapolis, and City of St. Paul 
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resolving the complex issues with University of Minnesota Alignment with the lack of 
staff resources dedicated to resolving the complex issues of transportation equity in the 
Midway East Segment of the Central Corridor LRT. The Northern Alignment Steering 
committee created an analysis of the alternative route of the Northern Alignment and 
traffic mitigation studies that included: four traffic studies, analysis of electromagnetic 
impacts, design criteria and an environmental analysis which resulted in a $24.6 million 
mitigation package for the University of Minnesota and its surrounding area. No 
comparable resources have been dedicated to mitigating the concerns of the environmental 
justice communities of east University Avenue.  
 
Community influenced the city of St. Paul when they unanimously passed a resolution on 
February 6, 2008, affirming the importance of stops at Hamline Ave., Western Ave. and 
Victoria Street and calling on the Metropolitan Council to take action on “the deliberate 
pursuit of every opportunity in phase one to include stops at Hamline, Western, and 
Victoria Avenues along the proposed Central Corridor light rail line.”10  
 
Also, the community successfully influenced the Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority 
to pass a similar resolution stating “The construction of at least one of these stations is 
Ramsey County’s highest priority during this phase of building the line” (Unanimously 
passed by the Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority, 2/12/08). 
 
The Alliance for Metropolitan Stability calls on the Metropolitan Council to 
acknowledge and resolve the disparities in the Central Corridor LRT Line by 
including three stations at Hamline, Victoria, and Western.  
 

 
 
10 City of Saint Paul, Minnesota Resolution 08-108, found at http://www.stpaul.gov/index.asp?nid=2128 
(8/8/08). 
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Station Total Hispanic White Black Native American/ Asian Hawaiian/ All Other Total %Minority
Population (Non-Hispanic) Alaska Native Pacific Islander Min. Pop.

HHH Station 133 12 77 37 2 3 0 4 56 42.11
U of M West Bank 892 32 565 94 5 172 4 44 327 36.66
U of M EastBank 580 20 496 23 2 36 1 5 84 14.48
Stadium Village 2733 68 2153 94 9 364 2 88 580 21.22
29th Avenue 1749 49 1123 298 51 161 0 134 626 35.79
Westgate 583 10 516 29 2 19 1 13 67 11.49
Raymond Avenue 342 14 261 43 4 17 0 6 81 23.68
Fairview Avenue 1674 172 1069 274 59 54 0 92 605 36.14
Snelling Avenue 1642 106 932 423 45 97 1 77 710 43.24
Hamline Avenue 1970 69 603 882 32 224 0 320 1367 69.39
Lexington Avenue 1545 87 603 529 17 278 6 56 942 60.97
Victoria Street 2944 210 461 1311 31 845 2 170 2483 84.34
Dale Street 2856 160 375 1264 34 901 2 242 2481 86.87
Western Avenue 3417 393 480 989 45 1360 1 299 2937 85.95
Rice Street 1365 232 248 449 42 304 9 171 1117 81.83
Capitol East 1140 63 484 295 10 262 0 52 656 57.54
10th Street 2370 115 1571 519 20 129 0 32 799 33.71
6th & Cedar 3738 251 2666 551 26 213 2 60 1072 28.68
4th Street Station 1701 160 1234 166 14 109 2 34 467 27.45
StPaulUnionStation 2524 87 2024 219 25 137 3 61 500 19.81
These figures represent the population within one-quarter mile radius of the proposed transit stop.
Data is taken from Census 2000 block level data ; blocks which fall fully or substantially within the .025-mi buffer were included; 
i.e. 'slivers', 'splinters' or proruptions (thin extensions, panhandles) were excluded.

Planned Stops Excluded Stops
White Minority Total White Minority Total Total Population
77 56 133 Areas Served by Selection Rejection
565 327 892 Potential Stops Included Excluded Rate Rate
496 84 580 White 17941 16397 1544 91.39% 8.61%
2153 580 2733 Minority 17957 11170 6787 62.20% 37.80%
1123 626 1749 Ratio 68.06%
516 67 583 Is selection rate for minorities 
261 81 342 <80% that for whites? Yes
1069 605 1674
932 710 1642

603 1367 1970
603 942 1545

461 2483 2944
375 2481 2856

480 2937 3417
248 1117 1365
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484 656 1140
1571 799 2370
2666 1072 3738
1234 467 1701
2024 500 2524
16397 11170 27567 1544 6787 8331
Percent Minority 40.52% 81.47%
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August 25, 2008 
 
Kathryn O’Brien 
Central Corridor Project Office 
540 Fairview Ave. North 
Saint Paul, MN 55104 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien, 
 
The following comments are being submitted by the Aurora/St. Anthony Neighborhood 
Development Corporation (ASANDC) in response to the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project.  
ASANDC has served, engaged, and advocated for low-income communities around 
University Avenue for 27 years.  Among our organizational goals is to work to ensure 
that the well-being of these communities are properly considered in public policy and 
planning decisions that will impact their quality of life.  Accordingly, assuring that NEPA 
regulations are upheld in the CCLRT project—and that all disproportionate impacts on 
low-income communities of color are considered and mitigated—is in accordance with 
our mission. 
 
Through both our internal analysis of CCLRT plans and our community outreach 
regarding the project, we have identified several mitigation strategies that would address 
some of the noteworthy disproportionate impacts this project—as currently designed—is 
likely to have on the low-income communities we serve.  We will identify some of  these 
solutions below, but first must address Section 3.8.6 of the SDEIS, which makes the 
(apparently unsubstantiated) statement that “minority or low-income populations within 
the study area are not subject to any disproportionate impacts associated with the 
development of the Central Corridor LRT; furthermore, the benefits of the project are 
fairly distributed.  No mitigation is proposed at this time.” 
 
We believe that this statement is inaccurate, and accordingly, that the SDEIS violates 
environmental justice standards required by state and federal law.  Consideration is not 
given to the following disproportionate impacts or inequitable distribution of benefits: 

• Access to LRT stations is unequally distributed.  Stations in our community 
are spaced at one-mile intervals, while they are spaced at half-mile or quarter-
mile intervals along other parts of the corridor.  While 41 percent of residents 
within one quarter mile of current stations are people of color, 82 percent of 
residents within one quarter mile of the omitted stations at the Western, 
Victoria, and Hamline intersections are people of color.  Regardless of CEI 
consideration, it is unreasonable to regard these facts and still reach the 
conclusion that benefits are equally distributed.  The SDEIS states on page 3-5 
that “neighborhoods have expressed concern about gentrification resulting 
from potential stations” and uses this statement as one justification for their 
exclusion, which is not representative of cumulative community feedback.  
During the public comment period in February 2008, support of the inclusion 
of the stations was by far the most frequent comment. 
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• The Route 16 bus service is utilized by an especially high number of low-
income people, and thus the remaining plans for reductions in its service will 
disproportionately affect a low-income population.  This statement is 
especially true given the limited access that many low-income residents would 
have to the CCLRT given the spacing of stations.  At a December meeting of 
the Central Corridor Community Advisory Committee, a Metropolitan 
Council staff person indicated that some residents would actually be suffering 
a net loss in transit, although she did not clarify that these residents would be 
disproportionately of color. 

• An especially high number of small businesses along the east end of the 
corridor are owned by minorities.  These businesses are more likely to be 
impacted by project construction and loss of parking incurred at completion.  
They are less likely to survive the loss in business that regularly occurs when 
a commercial corridor is under construction and more likely to be reliant on 
the on-street parking that is, for the most part, being permanently lost due to 
LRT construction.  These potential impacts were not analyzed. 

• Analysis was not given to the disproportionate impacts this project may have 
regarding local property taxes, and no mitigation was considered.  If property 
taxes were to increase, which is suggested in the SDEIS on pages 5-2 in the 
first full paragraph, low-income residents of the corridor would be 
disproportionately impacted because they are less likely to have disposable 
income to cover these increases, and as a result they would be more likely to 
be displaced. 

 
These failures to analyze disproportionate impacts and resulting mitigation, and the 
corresponding breach of environmental justice law, are coupled with what appears to be a 
misunderstanding of the term “disproportionate impact” itself.  On page 3-138 of the 
SDEIS, it is stated that “there will be a variety of short-term construction impacts, as well 
as long-term impacts such as loss of on-street parking and changes to property access that 
would be experienced by all residents and users of the corridor.  However, these impacts 
are not disproportionately borne by sensitive communities; rather they are borne by all 
communities along the corridor.”  As shown in the examples above, this statement is 
disputable at best, but furthermore, it fails to interpret Executive Order 12898 accurately.   
 
Executive Order 12898 states that “disproportionate or adverse impacts to minority or 
low-income populations are defined as those impacts that are predominantly borne by a 
minority or low-income population and are more severe or greater in magnitude than the 
impact felt by the community at-large.”  As SDEIS tables 3-15 and 3-16 show, the 
minority population and the population below the poverty level in the corridor area is 
significantly higher than in the entirety of Ramsey and Hennepin Counties.  Therefore, 
disproportionate impacts of the CCLRT project will by their very nature have a 
disproportionate impact on low-income and minority communities of Hennepin and 
Ramsey Counties.  The statement from page 1-138 quoted in the prior paragraph does not 
account for this aspect of the Executive Order.   
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The failure of the CCLRT planning process to comply with environmental justice 
requirements was identified in comments submitted responding to the DEIS by the 
Central Corridor Equity Coalition.  The potential oversight of these requirements was 
echoed in a letter the Central Corridor Project Office from Kenneth A. Westlake of 
NEPA Implementation on the date of March 18, 2008.  Neither of these comments, nor 
many other formal and informal comments made of the same nature to Metropolitan 
Council staff, received attention in the SDEIS.  Before the CCLRT project enters final 
design, its disproportionate impacts on environmental justice communities must first be 
acknowledged, and must be mitigated in accordance. 
 
Some potential mitigation strategies on the part of the Metropolitan Council follow: 

• The inclusion of LRT stations at Western, Victoria, and Hamline Aves. 
• The retention of Route 16 bus service at existing levels. 
• The provision of mitigation funds for small businesses suffering impacts due to 

construction and loss of parking and, perhaps, to incubate new small and/or 
minority-owned businesses. 

• A legally binding agreement between the Metropolitan Council, the City of Saint 
Paul, Ramsey County, and community members and organizations assuring that 
reasonable mitigations will be provided with the construction of the project. 

 
ASANDC is appreciative of the opportunity to provide comment and we anticipate your 
response.  If any clarification is needed, you may contact Community Development 
Assistant Daniel Kravetz at 651-222-0399 x102 or at daniel@aurorastanthony.org. 
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BONNER & BORHART LLP

August 14,2008

Ms. Kathryn L. O'Brien, AICP
Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North
Suite 200S
St. Paul, MN 55104

SUITE 1950

220 SOUTH SIXTH STREET

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55402

TELEPHONE 612.313.0711

FACSIMILE 612.455.2055

Thomas F. DeVincI<e, Esq.
Direct Dial No. 612/313-0735

Mr. David Werner
Federal Transit Administration
Region V
200 West Adams Street
Suite 320
Chicago, IL 60606

Re: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Central Corridor
Project

Dear Ms. O'Brien and Mr. Werner:

I represent that Aurora/St. Anthony Neighborhood Development Corporation, the
Community Stabilization Project and St. Paul Chapter of the National Association for the
Advancement ofColored People. I am writing to set forth my clients' position regarding the seriolls
deficiencies ofthe proposed Central Corridor Light Rail Transit ("CCLRT") proj ect' s Supplemental
Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("SDEIS"). If these deficiencies are not remedied in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement, my clients intend on taking forma11ega1 action and seeking
an injunction to compel compliance with applicable state and federa11aw.

I. The SDEIS Fails To Recognize The CCLRT'S Disproportionate Impact On Low
Income And Minority Populations.

The central failure of the SDEIS is that it is based entirely upon the conclusion that the
CCLRT does not have a disproportionate impact on low income and minority populations. This
conclusion is incorrect. As clearly set forth in the DEIS, this project runs directly through a series
ofneighborhoods that are all predominately low-income and/or minority. Further, your conclusion
that the CCLRT does not trigger environmental justice requirements is contrary to the plain language
of the USDOT Final Order implementing Executive Order 128908.

The USDOT Final Order mandates that the Operating Administration and shall detennine
whether programs, policies, and activities for which they are responsible will have an adverse impact
on minority and low-income populations and whether that adverse impact will be disproportionately
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high. The Final Order states that "disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and 10w­
income populations" means that either the effects are

(1) predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or

(2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be
suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population. See 62
F.R. 18380.

In this case, DOT has failed to recognize that environmental justice requirements are
triggered so long as the effect of the CCLRT are"predominate1y borne by a minority population
and/or low-income population." This failure may be based on your misunderstanding of the Final
Order (and misquote ofthe Final Order) that is set forth on page 3-138 ofthe SDEIS. There, under
section 3.8.2, you state that disproportionate or adverse impacts to minority or low-income
populations are defined as those impacts that are predominantly borne by a minority or low-income
population AND are more severe or greater in magnitude than the impact felt by the community at­
large." (Emphasis added). Your addition ofthe conjunctive in lieu ofthe disjunctive "or" has resulted
in your erroneous conclusion that simply because the benefits of the project are borne by all
communities along the corridor, no special mitigation measures beyond those already proposed are
necessary. See Summary ofKey Findings 3.8.1.

There is no dispute in this case that in fact the Central Corridor is dominated by people of
color and low income communities. In fact, based upon independent research, my clients have
determined that within a quarter mile radius of the proposed stations, approximately 40% of the
population is of color. Further, within a quarter mile radius of those corridor areas that are not
intended to have a station, approximately 80% of the population is of color. Moreover, both the
DEIS and SDEIS contain ample proofthat in fact the impacted communities are disproportionately
minority and/or low-income. Accordingly, your conclusion that this project does not trigger
Environmental Justice requirements is clearly erroneous.

II. The SDEIS Fails To Consider Whether This Project May Go Forward In Light Of
The DOT's Final Order.

Because you have failed to properly identify the disproportionate impacts of the CCLRT
project on low income and minority populations, you also failed to address the requirements of the
DOT's Final Order with respect to possible alternatives to the LocallyPreferred Alternative ("LPA").
The DOT's Final Order provides that Operating Administrators and other responsible DOT officials
ensure that any oftheir respective programs, policies or activities that will have a disproportionately
high and adverse effect on protected populations can only be carried out if:

(1)

(2)
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a substantial need for the program, policy or activity exists, based on the overall
public interest; and

alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations and that
still satisfy the need addressed by the project either:
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(i) would have other adverse social, economic, environmental or human health
impacts that are more severe, or

(ii) would involve increased costs of extraordinary magnitude.

Importantly, your consideration of the above-stated matters must be appropriately
documented in the environmental impact statement or other NEPA document prepared for the
program, policy or activity, or in other appropriate planning or program documentation. Again, you
have failed to document in the SDEIS whether the alternatives to the LPA satisfy DOT's own
internal guidance. This analysis is required by law, and it must be set forth in writing. If you have
in fact completed this analysis, please provide me with that documentation. Ifyou disagree with my
analysis of the SDEIS, I ask that you provide me with the page numbers of the SDEIS that contain
this required analysis.

III. The SDEIS Fails To Even Consider Environmental Justice Requirements With Respect
To Mitigation Of Impacts On Low Income And/Or Minority Populations.

DOT's guidance requires that the Operating Administrators and other responsible DOT
officials ensure that any of their respective programs, policies or activities that will have a
disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority populations or low-income populations will
only be carried out if further mitigation measures or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the
disproportionately high and adverse effect are not practicable. In determining whether a mitigation
measure is practicable, the social, economic (including costs) and environmental effects ofavoiding
or mitigating the adverse effects will be taken into account.

With respect to the CCLRT, you have failed completely to even discuss mitigation measures.
Instead, due to your erroneous conclusion that the CCLRT does not disproportionately impact a
minority and/or low-income population, you have concluded that consideration of mitigation
measures is not necessary. This failure ofanalysis gives no assurances to the affected communities
that you have fully considered the impacts of the LPA. For example, in the SDEIS section on
"Economic Effects", you state that "It is also expected that new development in this Central Corridor
LRT Study Area would capture an increasing share of residential and employment growth as
densities increase. Focused development in areas with existing infrastructure accrues benefits to the
taxing jurisdictions." See SDEIS, pp. 5-2. Obviously, increased taxes in the Central Corridor is a
negative impact that will disproportionately affect minority and/or low-income individuals and
businesses. As such, you are required to appropriately analyze mitigation of this impact.

Given that aforementioned reality that this project is cited in a low-income and minority
community, it is clear that you must ensure that you consider mitigation before moving forward with
the LPA. Possible mitigation measures that should be considered include, but are by no means
limited to:

1.
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officials ensure that any of their respective programs, policies or activities that will have a
disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority populations or low-income populations will
only be carried out if further mitigation measures or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the
disproportionately high and adverse effect are not practicable. In determining whether a mitigation
measure is practicable, the social, economic (including costs) and environmental effects ofavoiding
or mitigating the adverse effects will be taken into account.

With respect to the CCLRT, you have failed completely to even discuss mitigation measures.
Instead, due to your erroneous conclusion that the CCLRT does not disproportionately impact a
minority and/or low-income population, you have concluded that consideration of mitigation
measures is not necessary. This failure ofanalysis gives no assurances to the affected communities
that you have fully considered the impacts of the LPA. For example, in the SDEIS section on
"Economic Effects", you state that "It is also expected that new development in this Central Corridor
LRT Study Area would capture an increasing share of residential and employment growth as
densities increase. Focused development in areas with existing infrastructure accrues benefits to the
taxing jurisdictions." See SDEIS, pp. 5-2. Obviously, increased taxes in the Central Corridor is a
negative impact that will disproportionately affect minority and/or low-income individuals and
businesses. As such, you are required to appropriately analyze mitigation of this impact.

Given that aforementioned reality that this project is cited in a low-income and minority
community, it is clear that you must ensure that you consider mitigation before moving forward with
the LPA. Possible mitigation measures that should be considered include, but are by no means
limited to:

1.
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Funds set aside to address business interruption;
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2. Property tax increase moratorium;
3. Guarantees ofjobs for local minority and low-income individuals and businesses;

and
4 Grants to protect existing, locally owned businesses.

I offer these mitigation measures again as many were raised during the comment period for
the DEIS, but it is apparent that these mitigation measures were never considered.

Conclusion

If the final EIS fails to adequately recognize these disparate impacts, my clients will take
timely legal action and seek an injunction to halt the Central Corridor project construction. I close
with my clients' publicly supported mission statement:

We recognize the requirement, under the National Environmental
Policy Act, for disproportionate impacts to low-income and minority
communities to be disclosed for a federally-funded transit project to
go forward. We are certain that, in disputing the claim made by the
Metropolitan Council that 'the benefits of the project are fairly
distributed' and its sufficiency in addressing our issues, we are
upholding the law as it is intended. Until the Metropolitan Council
agrees to address our concerns adequately and give our community
equal benefits, we oppose the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit
Project and will stand against its construction through our
community.

I ask that you respond in writing to my clients' concerns no later than September 1,2008.
I look forward to hearing from you.

Very truly yours,

Thomas F. DeVincke
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Region Watershed District
1410 Ene.·gy Park Dr., Suite 4 St. Paul, MN 55108

Phone: (651) 644-8888 Fax: (651) 644-8894 www.capitolregionwd.org

August 20, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

,
Received

AIJ~ 22 2008

CCPO/Met Council

-

RE: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project - Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

Capitol Region Watershed District has conducted a review of the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project
- Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We have noted several of the recommendations
from our June 2, 2006 letter have been incorporated into the Supplemental Draft and want to thank you for
considering our earlier comments. Based on our review of the Supplemental Draft we offer the following
comments:

The Capitol Region Watershed District adopted Rules in September 2006 and as such the Central Corridor
Project will be required to obtain a permit from the CRWD. These rules, regardless of which alternative is
selected, will require the project to incorporate both short-term construction stormwater BMPs and
permanent, post construction volume reduction and water quality treatment BMPs.

Section 4.2 Water Resources, includes the following statement: "the net increase in impervious surface and
surface water runoff is expected to be negligible as compared to existing conditions. No long-term effects to
surface water runoffare anticipated... " The notion that there will be no long-term effects to water resources
because of negligible increases in impervious surfaces is incorrect. The current impervious surfaces are
contributing to stormwater pollution to the Mississippi River and therefore are having a long-term affect on
water resources. The reconstruction and "negligible increase" of impervious surfaces will therefore continue
this long-term affect on water resources. We would request to amend section 4.2 to include reference to
long-term affects to water resources that will be mitigated through permanent, post construction stormwater
BMPs.

We look forward to working with your staff to develop effective stormwater treatment practices for this
project. If you have any question please contact The District at (651) 644-8888.

I

c;z~
Robert P. Piram
President, Capitol Region Watershed District

W:\07 Progral11s\Permitting\CCLRT\Central Corridor\Central Cooridor Supplemntal DEIS 8-14-08.doc

"Our mission is to protect, manage, and improve the water resources ofthe Capitol Region Watershed District."
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CapitolRiver
Council

District 17

332 Minnesota Street SuiteW-l22 Saint Paul,MN 55101 (651)221-0488 fax(651)221-0581

Website: www.capitolrivercouncil.org E-mail: info@capitolriveercQuncil.org

August 19, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Manager, Environmental Analysis
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue Norlh
St. Paul, MN 55104

RE: CapitolRiver Council's Notes on 07-22-08 Meeting on SDEIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien

On July 22"d, 2008, CapitolRiver Council held a meeting of stakeholders to comment on the
SDEIS. Those attending the meeting included downtown residents as well as representatives of
two churches on Cedar Avenue and MPR, all of whom are located along the Cedar Street stretch
of the proposed LRT. Comments were solicited from the attendees, and are included.

Some of the comments were not germane to the SDEIS, since they deal with issues of alignment,
noise, and vibration along Cedar Street, which was part of the original DEIS. Nevertheless, we
have included them as wcll on a separate page, since they reflect a need for more communication
from the LRT Project Office to downtown stakeholders. Some of the additional comments are
also are genTIane to mitigation efforts that are currently under way..

CapitolRiver Council will be following the progress of the LRT Project with hope that many of
the Cedar Street issues can be resolved with good engineering. We are particularly concemed
about the issues of parking during funerals and access for disabled churchgoers, and are hopeful
they can be fully addressed and mitigated, since, to our eyes, an engineering solution is not
readily visible.

CapitolRiver Council will be submitting its own comments on the SDEIS in a separate mailing.
The comments from the July 22"d meeting are noted below.

Thank you.

~~
John C. Schachterle

CapitolRiver
Council

District 17

332 Minnesota Street SuiteW-122 Saint Paul,MN 55101 (651)221-0488 fax(651)221-0581

Websi Ie: www.capitolrivercQuncil.org E-mail: info@capitolriveercQuncil.org

August 19, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Manager, Environmental Analysis
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North
SI. Paul, MN 55104

RE: CapitolRiver Council's Notes on 07-22-08 Meeting on SDEIS

Deal' Ms. O'Brien

On July 22"d, 2008, CapitolRiver Council held a meeting of stakeholders to comment on the
SDEIS. Those attending the meeting included downtown residents as well as representatives of
two churches on Cedar Avenue and MPR, all of whom are located along the Cedar Street stretch
of the proposed LRT. Comments were solicited from the attendees, and are included.

Some of the comments were not germane to the SDEIS, since they deal with issues of alignment,
noise, and vibration along Cedar Street, which was part of the original DEIS. Nevertheless, we
have included them as well on a separate page, since they reflect a need for more communication
from the LRT Project Office to downtown stakeholders. Some of the additional comments are
also are genTIane to mitigation efforts that are currently under way..

CapitolRiver Council will be following the progress of the LRT Project with hope that many of
the Cedar Street issues can be resolved with good engineering. We are particularly concemed
about the issues of parking during funerals and access for disabled churchgoers, and are hopeful
they can be fully addressed and mitigated, since, to our eyes, an engineering solution is not
readily visible.

CapitolRiver Council will be submitting its own comments on the SDEIS in a separate mailing.
The comments from the July 22"d meeting are noted below.

Thank you.

~~
John C. Schachterle

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 212

__________________________________________________________________________________________

CapitolRiver
Council

District 17

332 Minnesota Street SuiteW-122 Saint Paul,MN 55101 (651)221-0488 fax(651)221-0581

Websi Ie: www.capitolrivercouncil.org E-mail: info@capitolriveercQuncil.org

August 19, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Manager, Environmental Analysis
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North
SI. Paul, MN 55104

RE: CapitolRiver Council's Notes on 07-22-08 Meeting on SDEIS

Deal' Ms. O'Brien

On July 22"d, 2008, CapitolRiver Council held a meeting of stakeholders to comment on the
SDEIS. Those attending the meeting included downtown residents as well as representatives of
two churches on Cedar Avenue and MPR, all of whom are located along the Cedar Street stretch
of the proposed LRT. Comments were solicited from the attendees, and are included.

Some of the comments were not germane to the SDEIS, since they deal with issues of alignment,
noise, and vibration along Cedar Street, which was part of the original DEIS. Nevertheless, we
have included them as well on a separate page, since they reflect a need for more communication
from the LRT Project Office to downtown stakeholders. Some of the additional comments are
also are genTIane to mitigation efforts that are currently under way..

CapitolRiver Council will be following the progress of the LRT Project with hope that many of
the Cedar Street issues can be resolved with good engineering. We are particularly concemed
about the issues of parking during funerals and access for disabled churchgoers, and are hopeful
they can be fully addressed and mitigated, since, to our eyes, an engineering solution is not
readily visible.

CapitolRiver Council will be submitting its own comments on the SDEIS in a separate mailing.
The comments from the July 22"d meeting are noted below.

Thank you.

~~
John C. Schachterle



Director

CC: Councilperson Dave Thune
Lucy Thompson, PED
Mark Fuhrman, CCLRT Project Manager
Dana Dellis, CCLRT Community Outreach Coordinator, Downtown
Nick Kaster (Outside Counsel for St. Louis Church)
Paul Morrissey (Priest at St. Louis Church)
Tom Kigin (VP/General Counsel at MPR)
Margaret Ann Hennen (Communications Director at MPR)
David Colby (Pastor at Central Presbyterian Church)
Jim Schueppert (Member of St. Louis Church)
Craig Rafferty (RRTL Architects)
Chip Lindeke (RRTL Architects)
CRC Board Members
Bob Spaulding (CRC Representative to DCC)
Paul Mohrbacher (Co-Chair, City's CCLRT Downtown Task Force)

Director

CC: Councilperson Dave Thune
Lucy Thompson, PED
Mark Fuhrman, CCLRT Project Manager
Dana Dellis, CCLRT Community Outreach Coordinator, Downtown
Nick Kaster (Outside Counsel for St. Louis Church)
Paul Morrissey (Priest at St. Louis Church)
Tom Kigin (VP/General Counsel at MPR)
Margaret Ann Hennen (Communications Director at MPR)
David Colby (Pastor at Central Presbyterian Church)
Jim Schueppert (Member of St. Louis Church)
Craig Rafferty (RRTL Architects)
Chip Lindeke (RRTL Architects)
CRC Board Members
Bob Spaulding (CRC Representative to DCC)
Paul Mohrbacher (Co-Chair, City's CCLRT Downtown Task Force)

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 213

__________________________________________________________________________________________

Director

CC: Councilperson Dave Thune
Lucy Thompson, PED
Mark Fuhrman, CCLRT Project Manager
Dana Dellis, CCLRT Community Outreach Coordinator, Downtown
Nick Kaster (Outside Counsel for St. Louis Church)
Paul Morrissey (Priest at St. Louis Church)
Tom Kigin (VP/General Counsel at MPR)
Margaret Ann Hennen (Communications Director at MPR)
David Colby (Pastor at Central Presbyterian Church)
Jim Schueppert (Member of St. Louis Church)
Craig Rafferty (RRTL Architects)
Chip Lindeke (RRTL Architects)
CRC Board Members
Bob Spaulding (CRC Representative to DCC)
Paul Mohrbacher (Co-Chair, City's CCLRT Downtown Task Force)



CapitolRiver Council

Comments to SDEIS - July 22"d Stakeholders Meeting

Attending: Paul Mohrbacher (Co-Chair, City's CCLRT Downtown Task Force), Lucy
Thompson (PED), Larry Englund (District 17 Resident - member LRT CAC) Bob
Spaulding (District 17 Resident), Rod Halvorson (City Walk Resident), Chip Lindeke
(RRTL Architects), Nick Kaster (Outside Counsel for St. Louis Church), Paul Morrissey
(Priest at St. Louis Church), Tom Kigin (VP/General Counsel at MPR), Margaret Ann
Hennen (Communications Director at MPR), Karl Karlson (District 17 Resident and
member LRT-CAC for CRC), Craig Rafferty (RRTL Architects), Chamath Perera
(District 17 Resident), Jim Schueppert (Member of St. Louis Church), Email Comments
from David Colby (Pastor at Central Presbyterian Church), John Schachterle ( CRC
Director and member of City's Station Area Planning Committee)

CEDAR DIAGONAL
• Skyway access needs to be maintained between the University Club and Alliance

Bank Center, with only the minimal necessary interruption for the reconfiguration
of the skyway itself.

• The age of the University Club, and impact on the historic building is a concern
• The noise produced on the turn is a concern, though the 45° turn should produce

less noise than the 90° turn.
• It will be important to maintain access to Ecolab's loading dock..

MAINTENANCE FACILITY
• A maintenance facility at this particular site seems fraught with problems,

conflicts with the overwhelming body of established planning direction for the
area, in conflict with significant recent investment in the surrounding area, and
will have serious consequences for the enjoyment of the surrounding
neighborhood and natural systems.

• There is concern over the facility's impact on the St. Paul downtown riverfront,
which has received careful attention and substantial investment over the last
decades, and is part of a river-focused National Park.

• As the City's Mississippi River Corridor Plan states, Industrial uses that don't
need to be tied to the river should be located away from the river.

• The maintenance facility contradicts the intent of several key plans for downtown:
o The Downtown Development Strategy
o The City Comprehensive Plan (Mississippi River Chapter and others)
o The River Gardens Plan of 1995 (a joint City and Lowertown

Redevelopment Corporation effort)
o The Urban Village Vision of 2005 (Lowertown Redevelopment

Corporation)
o Sl. Paul on the Mississippi Development Framework
o National Great River Park Plan
o Trout Brook - Lower Phalen Greenway Plan

• Significant noise will be made at the 90° turn off of 4th Street to access the
maintenance facility, which is likely especially true if the turn is at Broadway,
where it will have to be the sharpest
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• Significant noise will be made by the switching and turning taking place in the rail
yard of the maintenance facility, which would be within a National Park, and
adjacent to the Bruce Vento Nature Sanctuary

• The future possibility for creating green connections to the River through the site
will be severely diminished.

WACOUTA OR BROADWAY APPROACH TO MAINTENANCE FACILITY
• We are deeply concerned about the possibility of a maintenance facility being

located at this site. If a maintenance facility at that location is deemed
necessary, here are our observations about the maintenance facility.

• The turn to the maintenance facility will require a 90° turn, which will generate a
substantial and loud squeal every time a train passes through the area. That turn
will be the sharpest at Broadway, where it seems most likely to produce the most
detrimental sound.

• The sounds made by the turn at Broadway will also impact the greatest number
of nearby residents.

• The Broadway option goes right by one end of the Farmer's Market, which seems
to create unwise conflicts between tightly-packed crowds of people several days
a week, and passing trains. Any mitigation to help avoid conflict between these
groups, such as fencing, is likely to further detract from the market environment.

• The Broadway option also adds several more blocks of on-street LRT trackage,
resulting in diminished access for other modes of transportation.

• The Wacouta option takes away several developable parcels of land adjacent to
the depot.

RICE/UNIVERSITY
• Minimize the trench around the Capitol, and Robert Street - need more research

into exactly where the trench is proposed

GENERAL
• For several Items, particularly those related to noise and vibrations on Cedar

Street, there needs to be ongoing maintenance, monitoring, and review of the
proposed mitigations to ensure they are living up to their potential.
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Other Comments

10TH & CEDAR ALIGNMENT
• Parking on Cedar Street in front of St. Louis Church and Central Presbyterian

Church would be eliminated under current plans for LRT. This represents a loss
of 20-25 spaces (unverified). This parking is needed to provide access for
special church services. Funerals in particular need easy access to the front of
the church to gracefully carry the casket to the hearse. With the loss of these
spaces, access to the church for the disabled is very significantly diminished as
well.

• Access to the driveway between Central Presbyterian Church and the Church of
St. Louis is lost, further diminishing access to the church for events, and for the
disabled.

• A lane of automobile traffic will be lost on Cedar street, resulting in congestion,
particularly around the World Trade Center Ramp and other ramps

• The continuous vibration of trains could have an impact on the physical well­
being of the older structures in the area, including the Church of St. Louis, the
Exchange BUilding, and Central Presbyterian Church. Central Presbyterian
Church is on the National Register of Historic Places.

• The continuous vibration, noise, EMF, and RFI interference could have an effect
on sensitive sound and technology equipment, both at Minnesota Public Radio,
at the St. Paul Conservatory of Music, and at McNally Smith College of Music.

• There will be a change in track alignment to the East side of Cedar Street going
South as the train leaves the station. Changes in alignment tend to bring wheel
squeal which would impact many of the surrounding structures.

• Views up the Cedar Street axis to the Capitol will be diminished by the presence
of the station and overhead cables, which will encroach on the Cass Gilbert Plan
for the Capitol.

• There will be a significant impact on infrastructure under Cedar Street, in
particular as it will impact District Energy

CHARACTER WITHIN A HISTORIC DISTRICT
• The station at 10th & Cedar is surrounded by significant historic buildings and

sites, and should be designed with careful sensitivity to its place.
• The station at Union Depot will be in the Lowertown District, which is recognized

on the National Register of Historic Places, and as such, has its own design
guidelines. While this designation brings with it some specific standards to
ensure new structures would integrate well with the district, it does not require
the structure be strictly historicist in nature. In fact, it may be appropriate if the
architectural character of the station is more neutral in design so it doesn't detract
from the more authentically historic buildings nearby, and functions better as part
of the district.
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CENTRAL PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
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August 22, 2008

Central Corridor Project Office
Attn: Kathryn O'Brien
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200
Saint Paul, MN 55104

Comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS) about the Central Corridor Light Rail and

its impact upon Central Presbyterian Church

Approved by the Session of Central Presbyterian Church on August 19,2008

Dear Kathryn,

There is a story in the Bible about Jesus coming out of the temple in the capitol city of Jerusalem
with his disciples.

As he came out of the temple, one of his disciples said to him, 'Look, Teacher, what large
stones and what large buildings!' Then Jesus asked him, 'Do you see these great
buildings? Not one stone will be left here upon another; all will be thrown down.'
(Mark 13:1-2, New Revised Standard Version of the Bible)

Jesus was most certainly not speaking of the impacts of modern transportation upon the temple
but his teaching is still relevant today for our church at 500 Cedar St. which is listed on the
National Historic Register and home to a congregation founded in 1852, The proposed light rail
line can positively impact transportation in St. Paul and the metro region and many Central
Presbyterian Church members look forward to its completion. The SDElS is supposed to
address impacts and mitigation, but many of the impacts of LRT on Central Presbyterian remain
unresolved or incomplete. No Section 4 evaluation was completed for the Alternative Analysis
Draft in 2006 and section 7-4 of the current draft lacks clarity or specificity on how Central will
be "used" or affected by the light rail. With so many unresolved issues, Central believes the
SDEIS fails to adequately address issues that will adversely affect religious services, the
church structure, cultural and social events and the core operations of the church. We
request the Met Council adopt the measures below to minimize the negative impact of light rail
on Central Presbyterian Church:
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be "used" or affected by the light rail. With so many unresolved issues, Central believes the
SDEIS fails to adequately address issues that will adversely affect religious services, the
church structure, cultural and social events and the core operations of the church. We
request the Met Council adopt the measures below to minimize the negative impact of light rail
on Central Presbyterian Church:
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• Reduce vibration damage by using high-resilience track fasteners.
• Monitor vibration impacts to Central's building during construction and operation.
• Provide easy access for hearses and wedding vehicles.
• Minimize wheel squeal from train operations.
• Modify bell signals to not interfere with Central activities.
• Finalize plans for addressing thc loss of Central's only ADA entrance.
• Restrict train speed to 10 MPH in front of Central's building.
• Preserve traffic signal at Exchange and Cedar St.
• Maintaining or extending current sidewalk length/width.
• Work with Central to minimize financial hardship from relocating district utilities.

SELECTION AND PLACEMENT OF CEDAR STREET ROUTE
For many months in 2007 and into 2008, we were told by Met Council staff that no decisions had
been made on the location of the track alignment on Cedar Street. On April 1,2008, we were
told by Traffic Engineer Dan Soler that a decision had been made for months that the tracks
wonld be on the eastern side of Cedar, just 28 feet from front doors of the church and directly
abutting the sidewalk alongside our church. While we have appreciated clear connnunications
from Met Council staff since April 1, 2008, we have deep concerns about the prior process,
particularly the selection of Cedar Street as the locally preferred route. To our knowledge,
Central Presbyterian Church, its staff, or Session were never consulted in any ofthe previous
studies. The selection of Cedar Street for LRT and the preliminary design, without major
alterations, threatens the existence of two neighboring historic churches: Central Presbyterian
and the Church of St. Louis, King of France. These two churches are pictured on S-I in the
Executive Summary of the SDEIS.

VIBRATIONS
Vibration impacts are included in section 4-7 of the SDEIS. As a listed national historic
building, Central is particularly susceptible to the harmful impacts of vibrations during the
construction and operation oflight rail. Our building does not have a steel superstructure, it is
simply stone on stone. This architectural and cultural treasure with some of the best acoustics in
the Twin Cities, historical pipe organ, and stained glass windows is at risk.

Our concerns for harmful impacts of operational vibrations are shared by our neighbors
Minnesota Public Radio and the Church of St. Louis, King of France. The quality of worship
services, concerts, and recordings will be negatively impacted and compromised.

We appreciate that the Met Council took these concerns seriously and included us in a vibrations
analysis conducted by ATS Consulting. Their results show that vibrations from the train
operation would exceed the FTA impact threshold. ATS concludes that the impact can be
brought within the allowed FTA criteria through the use of high-resilience track fasteners.
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However, the analysis does not take into account the aging of rails, equipment, track fasteners, or
the existence of gaps in the rails near stations which produce additional vibrations. And at this
point we have no assurance that the FTA criteria will indeed protect these buildings.

We request:
Adequately tested high-resilience track fasteners from 10th Street to 7th Street.

Ongoing monitoring of vibration effects upon our structure during construction and
operation. Interference from vibrations might be immediate and noticeable, but damage
to the foundation may be gradual and not detected for years.

ACCESS TO SANCTUARY FOR FUNERALS AND WEDDINGS.
Current plans for the LRT alignment on the eastern side of Cedar will remove all current parking
along Cedar. This has a particular impact on our ability to conduct funerals, as caskets are only
able to enter and depart the sanctuary from the main doors on Cedar. Met Council staff,
including Traffic Engineer Dan Soler, have listened to our concerns, and have made verbal
commitments to modify current engineering plans so as to allow for zoned parking for hearses
and wedding vehicles. The RLUIP Act - Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
passed by Congress in 2000 bars government from enforcing zoning codes that impose a
substantial burden on religious assembly. In order to continue to function as an active church,
Central Presbyterian Church must be able to conduct funerals and weddings.

It is imperative for the function of our church that parking for hearses and wedding
vehicles be allowed on Cedar Street in close proximity to our main sanctuary doors.

NOISE
The SDEIS notes that noise levels are measured against ambient measures of the current
soundscape. We believe this to be a flawed measure of the impact of the light rail operation's
impact on worship services and other religious activities of Central. We have received
conflicting information from Met Council staff to the question of whether warning bells will
sound on all trains in front of our church at all times.

Persistent and predictable ringing of warning bells with every train, one each way every 7-10
minutes in front ofour sanctuary, will disrupt worship, concerts, recording sessions, speakers
and other cultural events in a way different than the current soundscape which is much more
random in nature. In addition, our historic sanctuary is not air-conditioned further preventing our
religious activities from being isolated from outdoor noise.

In addition, the ATS consulting report on vibrations and noise impact could not answer the
question of whether and to what extent we will experience what is called "wheel squeal" as the
train travels on a track alignment that changes from the middle of Cedar to the eastern side of
Cedar in the area immediately in front of our sanctuary.

We request a noise mitigation plan including these elements:
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1. Reduce wheel squeal by using as gradual an angle as possible as the LRT
line transitions from the middle of Cedar Street to the eastern side.

2. Change or clarify the Standard Operating Procedures for warning bells in
the area of track within hearing of our sanctuary,

3. Include measures to isolate our sanctuary from this regular and
disruptive noise.

ALLEYWAY ACCESS
With current engineering plans for LRT to go on the eastern side of Cedar, Met Council staff
have informed us that we will not have continued access to our alleyway (located off Cedar
Street on the north side of the church property). Page 238 ofthe SDEIS states that "Potential of
access closure; on street parking removed; closure ofaccess could be an adverse effect."

Closure of this access does have an adverse affect, since it is our only ADA-approved handicap
accessible entrance. Loss ofthis entrance is unacceptable and presents other legal implications.
LRT staff, including a traffic engineer and architect, have met on site to explore how the Central
Corridor Project could meet the ADA requirements resulting from the loss of this entrance.

Met Council must resolve the loss of this accessible entrance and have the resolution
measures accepted by Central Presbyterian Church. The costs must be included in
the overall project

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY
Central Presbyterian Church and the Church of Saint Louis, King of France have deep concerns
for the safety of pedestrians, some of whom have mobility issues, crossing Cedar Street to enter
either church. We have had conversations with Met Council staff on addressing these safety
concerns, but want to reiterate them.

We request that Central Corridor address these safety concerns by:
1. Preserving a traffic-signal for pedestrians at the intersection of Cedar and

Exchange,
2. Maintaining or extending the current sidewalk width,
3. Restricting train speed to less than 10 mph in front of our building.

RELOCATION of UTILITIES
We are customers of District Energy for heating and eooling, and all our utilities enter the church
building from Cedar Street. The selection ofCedar Street for LRT will require the costly
relocation of pipes and other structures that are below Cedar Street. According to District
Energy, the SDEIS is incorrect in stating the impacts of the proposcd LRT line on utilities costs.
These costs, if passed on to consumers, could prove too expensive a hurdle for Central
Presbyterian Church to absorb.
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We request that the relocation of utilities be taken seriously, understanding that the
costs involved are direct ramifications of the selection of Cedar Street

SUMMARY:
On page S-20 of the SDEIS there is a picture of St. Louis Church and part of Central
Presbyterian with the caption: "Churches in downtown St. Paul are a significant part of the
visual character of Cedar Street and are important historic landmarks." We understand the
complexity of project but want to make it clear that the current proposal threatens Central's
existence as a church. We feel the requests above fairly represent our concerns and provide the
Met Council with specific actions that can both ensure the ministry of Central and success of the
Light Rail project. We look forward to future discussions to resolve these matters.

On behalfof the Session,

Ci)aJ;JC{'£i
The Rev. Dr. David D. Colby

cc: Rev. Dr. Robert Cuthill, Executive Presbyter of the Twin Cities Area
The Honorable Betty McCollum, United States Representative
The Honorable James Oberstar, United States Representative
The Honorable Chris Coleman, Mayor of the City of St. Paul
St. Paul City Council member Dave Thune
Ramsey County Commissioner Rafael Ortega
William H. Kling of Minnesota Public Radio
Jeff Nelson of Minnesota Public Radio
Father Paul Morrissey of the Church of St. Louis, King of France
Dennis Gimmestad, Minnesota Historical Society
Paul Larson, St. Paul Historic Preservation Commission
Susan Foote, St. Paul Historic Preservation Commission
Jackie Sluss, Cultural Resources Unit of the MN Dept. of Transportation
Peter Bell, Met Council Chair
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Ms. Kathryn O’Brien 
Central Corridor LRT Project Office 
540 Fairview Avenue N., Suite 200 
St. Paul, MN 55104 
 
Mr. David Werner 
Federal Transit Administration 
Region V 
200 West Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, IL 60606 
 
Re: Comments of The Church of Saint Louis, King of France on the Central Corridor 

Supplemental Draft Impact Statement  
Our File No.: 10909 

 
Dear Ms. O’Brien and Mr. Werner: 
 

The Church of Saint Louis, King of France (the “Church” or “St. Louis”) submits the following 
comments on the Central Corridor Supplemental Draft Impact Statement (the “SDEIS”).    
 

Summary of Comments 
 

I. The Church of Saint Louis, King of France – Historical and Cultural Significance 
II. Section 4(f) Use of the Church  

a. Repeated Interruption by Signal Device Noise is a Use under Section 4(f) 
b. Vibration Impact on Plasterwork and Pipe Organ are Uses under Section 4(f) 

i. Vibration Impact on Plasterwork 
ii. Vibration Damage to Laura L’Allier and Raymond Houle 

Memorial Organ 
III. Noise Analysis Omits Probable Noise Sources and Relies on FTA Standards that 

are Clearly Disparate from the Actual Conditions Near the Church 
III. Interruptions of Religious Services, Limitations on Ability to Practice Funeral 

Rites, and the Adverse Effects on the Pipe Organ all Caused by the Project 
Violate the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act 
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Re: Comments of The Church of Saint Louis, King of France on the Central Corridor 

Supplemental Draft Impact Statement  
Our File No.: 10909 

I. The Church of Saint Louis, King of France – Historical and Cultural Significance  
 
 The Catholic parish of The Church of Saint Louis, King of France has had a presence in 
downtown Saint Paul for nearly 140 years, and is preparing to celebrate its 100th anniversary in its 
current location.  Presently, the parish is comprised of 700 families and 2,200 associates of the Church. 
 The Church also provides a quiet sanctuary to numerous other visitors on a daily basis. 
 
 The structure housing the Church and its adjacent rectory are eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places under Criterion C as the work of a master architect – Emmanuel 
Masqueray.  See Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority, Ramsey County Regional Railroad 
Authority, and Minnesota Department of Transportation, Phase I and II Cultural Resources 
Investigations of the Central Corridor Minneapolis, Hennepin County and St. Paul, Ramsey County, 
Minnesota (1995) (the “Cultural Investigation”).  Emanuel Masqueray was known as a premier 
architect of Midwest Catholic churches, designing the Cathedral of Saint Paul and the Basilica of Saint 
Mary. See A.K. Lathrop, A French Architect in Minnesota: Emmanuel Masqueray 1861-1917, 
Minnesota History Summer 1980, at 52.  Masqueray’s architecture with respect to the Church has been 
described as a 
 

complex interplay of eclectic styles and forms.  Its Latin cross plan is Romanesque, but the 
structure is decorated with Baroque bell tower, Romanesque windows, and a classical entrance 
entablature.  The exterior is articulated with two tiers of arched windows, denticulated cornices, 
columns and basket weave patterned brick detailing . . . Rather than appearing busy or uneasily 
encrusted with disparate decoration, the St. Louis Church is crisp and linear, almost sentinel-
like.  

 
See Cultural Investigation, at 9-60. Moreover, notwithstanding the fact that St. Louis was the first of 
Masqueray’s commissioned parish churches, it is “one of Masqueray’s finest efforts in small church 
architecture.”   See Lathrop at 53. 
 
 Additionally, the Church’s interior highlights French, French-Canadian, and early St. Paul 
French Canadian history and lore.   
 

The stained glass windows, with the exception of the rose transept windows, all depict ‘God’s 
deeds by the French.’  The five sanctuary windows portray the life of St. Louis, King of France 
 . . . The windows in the nave intermingle events in France, Canada, and the United States.  
One shows the first Mass of Canada, another depicts Father Hennepin planting the cross on the 
banks of the Mississippi.  Small sepia windows at the top and bottom of the nave windows 
show . . . the St. Paul Cathedral, and the present St. Louis Church itself.   

 

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 223

__________________________________________________________________________________________



Ms. Kathryn O’Brien 
Mr. David Werner 
August 25, 2008 
Page 3 
 
Re: Comments of The Church of Saint Louis, King of France on the Central Corridor 

Supplemental Draft Impact Statement  
Our File No.: 10909 

See Cultural Investigation, at 9-58. 
 
 In addition to providing parishioners, neighbors and guests a beautiful, serene environment for 
quiet reflection, St. Louis’s 1998 Casavant Organ, the Laura L’Allier and Raymond Houle Memorial 
Organ, draws guest organists from around the country to perform recitals and Tuesday “Lunch-time” 
Recitals. In fact, the Laura L’Allier and Raymond Houle memorial organ is regularly featured on 
American Public Media’s program “Pipedreams,” a national radio program celebrating pipe organ 
music. 
 
II.  Section 4(f) Use of the Church 

 
As a federally funded transportation program, the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project 

(the “Project”) must comply federal environmental protection and historic preservation laws, including 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. § 303(c) (“Section 4(f)”). See 
Valley Community Preservation Comm’n v. Mineta, 373 F.3d 1078, 1084 (10th Cir. 2004).  Section 4(f) 
applies to all transportation projects that may adversely affect historic site of local, state, or national 
significance.  A property is “historic” for Section 4(f) purposes if that property, like the Church and 
adjacent rectory, are eligible for listing on the National Registry of Historic Places. See 23 C.F.R. § 
771.135(e); Cultural Investigation, at 9-58. 

 
a. Repeated Interruption by Signal Device Noise is a Use under Section 4(f) 

 
  Under Section 4(f), the Secretary of Transportation shall not approve a transportation program 

or project requiring the use of land of a historical site of national unless  
 
(1)  there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and  
 
(2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the historic 

site resulting from the use.  
 

49 U.S.C. § 303(c). If historic property is used, the agency may not go forward with the project 
unless it complies with Section 4(f). See 49 U.S.C. § 303(c); 23 C.F.R. § 771.135(a). 

 
A “use” of protected property can be direct or constructive. Constructive use occurs when the 

project does not incorporate the land, but “the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the 
protected activities, features or attributes that qualify as a resource for protection under section 4(f) are 
substantially impaired.”  See 23 C.F.R. § 771.135 (p)(2). A constructive use occurs when:  

 
•The projected noise level increase attributable to the project substantially interferes with the 
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use and enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a resource protected by section 4(f), such as 
enjoyment of a historic site where a quiet setting is a generally recognized feature or attribute 
of the site’s significance;  
 
•The proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs esthetic features or attributes of a 
resource protected by section 4(f), where such features or attributes are considered important 
contributing elements to the value of the resource;  
 
•The vibration impact from operation of the project substantially impairs the use of a section 
4(f) resource, such as projected vibration levels from a rail transit project that are great enough 
to substantially diminish the utility of the building. 
 

See 23 C.F.R. § 771.135(p)(4)(i-v). 
 
Observation of the Hiawatha Line reveals that brake squeal and signal devices are a significant 

source of noise.  Indeed, the signal devices are estimated to have weighted sound levels of 90 dBA 
(horn) and 100 dBA (bell).   These observations also revealed that noise from brake squeal and signal 
devices occurred with a greater frequency at stations and intersections controlled by traffic signals.1  In 
light of the Church’s proximity to the Tenth Street Station and the signalized intersection at Tenth and 
Cedar the Church will be frequently subjected to intense noise from brake squeal and train signals. 
 

Based on estimates provided in the SDEIS, a train will pass in front of the Church every 7.5 
minutes during peak operating hours and every 10 minutes during off-peak hours.  See SDEIS at S-14. 
 Considering only regularly scheduled Church events, horn blasts and train bells will interrupt these 
events and services at least 282 times a week.2  The intensity and frequency of the noises generated by 
the Project will significantly and adversely affect the quiet and serene environment of the Church, 
supporting a determination that it is used under Section 4(f).  Because the Church is subject to Section 
4(f) use an examination of alternatives and mitigation is required before the Secretary of 
Transportation can approve the Project. 
 
 
 

1 The noise generated by train signals has been considered “extremely annoying to nearby residents.”  See Department of 
Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Impact (May 2006) at 2-7. 
2 This figure is based on the number of times a train will enter the Tenth Street Station and sound its bell/horn prior to 
entering or departing the station.  This figure does not attempt to estimate the frequency of brake squeal generated entering 
the station or in observation of the traffic signal on Tenth and Cedar.  This figure also excludes consideration of signal 
devise use prior to entering the Tenth and Cedar intersection after stopping for a red light.  Accordingly, the Church will 
likely be subjected to substantially greater interruptions than predicted here. 
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b. Vibration Impact on Plasterwork and Pipe Organ are Uses under Section 4(f) 
 

The current home to the Church is nearly 100 years old and “it appears now almost precisely as 
it did in 1915.”  See Cultural Assessment at p. 9-57. A significant part of the interior beauty of the 
Church is the plasterwork.  Tantamount to the beauty of the plasterwork, is the magnificence of the 
Laura L’Allier and Raymond Houle Memorial Organ. 

 
i. Vibration Impact on Plasterwork  

 
The interior plaster walls and plaster ceiling and were constructed using the building 

techniques of the early twentieth century.  Pursuant to such methods, wooden lathe was attached to the 
structural members within the walls and ceilings with each course of lathe spaced ¼ of an inch from its 
neighbor. Plaster mixed with horse hair was applied to the walls and ceilings in a manner to force the 
plaster into the spaces between neighboring courses of lathe. Application of the plaster in this manner 
caused the plaster curl around the back of the lathe, forming “plaster keys.”  The plaster keys are 
critical to the adherence of the plaster to the lathe.   
 

Due to the age of the plaster keys, they are particularly vulnerable to damage from vibrations. 
Based on conversations with structural engineers, the cumulative effect of relatively weak vibration 
events (less than 90 VdB) may be sufficient to critically damage the plaster keys resulting in 
significant damage to the Church and potential injury to parishioners and guests.3     
 

ii. Vibration Damage to Laura L’Allier and Raymond Houle Memorial Organ 
   

  The Laura L’Allier and Raymond Houle Memorial Organ is a 1998 Casavant Freres 
instrument that relies on 3,300 pipes to create its beautiful sound. The majority of organ pipes and 
supporting components are housed in an elevated choir loft that is located on the far western end of the 
Church – the wall closest to the train.  Of the 3,300 pipes used by the organ, 3,000 are flue pipes that 
create sounds similar to that of a flute or recorder. The others are primarily reed pipes that generate 
sounds similar to a clarinet or bassoon.4  Both are extremely vulnerable to vibrations.      

 
According to Denis Blain, Casavant’s technical director, pipe organs are particularly 

susceptible to vibrations and certain pipes can be rendered inoperable if particulate matter (e.g., dust, 
hair) enters certain pipes.  Mr. Blain stated that the tuning mechanism for flue pipes is one element that 

3 In an attempt to determine and document the state of the plaster keys, the Church is currently surveying the status of the 
plaster keys in the ceiling of the church.3  Preliminary investigation reveals a state consistent with their age. 
4 In addition to difference in sound created by the reed pipes and flue pipes, the mechanism though which sound is 
generated also differs.  Reed pipes generate sound by vibrating a brass strip (the “reed”); whereas, flue pipes, which 
contain no moving parts, generate sound solely through the vibration of air molecules. 
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can be adversely affected by vibrations.  To tune a flue pipe, a “slide” mechanism to alter the length of 
the pipe, thereby changing its sound.  The slide is held in position by friction between the slide and the 
pipe.  According to Mr. Blain, in some cases, relative weak vibrations can overcome the friction forces 
holding the slide in place, causing the slide to slip, and resulting in the organ being out-of-tune.5  
Frequent vibrations can render the organ’s flue pipes perpetually out-of-tune.   

 
Mr. Blain also expressed concern regarding the reed pipes. Different from flue pipes, reed pipes 

can be rendered entirely inoperable if particulate matter falls into the pipe.   A strand of hair is enough 
to prevent these pipes from operating.  Vibrations even if beneath damage threshold will likely create 
increased levels of dust in the Church, thereby, increasing the risk that significant elements of the 
Church’s organ will be rendered inoperable.  In light of the organ’s particularly susceptibilities to 
vibration, damage to the organ will likely occur at a significantly lower threshold.  In fact, had Mr. 
Blain known that the Church was to be subject to recurring vibrations, he would have recommended a 
comb style tuning mechanism for the pipes that is not susceptible to vibration.6 
 

Akin to noise generated from the Project, vibrations will also have significant affects on the 
Church.  The effects of the vibration on the plaster keys will significantly affect the beauty of the 
Church and could threaten the safety of parishioners and guests.  Additionally, Project-generated 
vibrations may render the Church’s pipe organ inoperable, or to prevent such an eventuality, will 
require the Church to incur significant cost to retrofit the organ in order to safeguard it from vibrations. 
The vibrations generated by the Project certainly affect the beauty and utility of Church and its pipe 
organ.  These effects support a determination that it is used under Section 4(f), and require a full 
examination of alternatives and mitigation measures before the Secretary of Transportation can 
approve the Project. 
 

III. Noise Analysis Omits Probable Noise Sources and Relies on FTA Standards that 
are Clearly Disparate from the Actual Conditions Near the Church 

 
As a condition precedent to the approval of a transportation project, Section 4(f) requires a 

complete investigation of the potential harms and potential mitigation measures to ensure the 
preservation of a historic site.  Here, Project staff and consultants have omitted known Project-
generated noises in the consideration of potential impact to the Church, and have relied on FTA 
standards that are obviously different from actual Project conditions.7  Consequently, the conclusion 

5 At this time, no information about the intensity or frequency of vibration needed to cause the slide to slip is available.  
The Church is currently seeking such information, and expects that similar efforts will be undertaken by Project staff or 
consultants.  The Church further expects that in the event no information is discovered, additional vibration analysis will be 
completed to ensure the organ will not be adversely affected by Project operations. 
6 A comb type tuning system could be retrofitted on the organ for approximately $100,000.00. 
7 The SDEIS relies on a FTA standard that assumes the distance from the source to the receiver is fifty feet; whereas, 
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that the Church is unlikely to be used by the Project, is not only suspect, but fails to satisfy the 
complete investigation and mitigation requirements of Section 4(f).  
 
 The methodology employed by Project staff and consultants to determine the impact of Project 
operations on the Church assumes the use of three-car trains and continuously welded track.  
Noticeably absent from these assumptions are the intense, frequent noises generated by brake squeal, 
wheel impact, and train signal devices.    Due to the Church’s proximity to the Tenth Street Station and 
the signalized intersection at Tenth and Cedar it will undoubtedly be frequently subjected to the 
intense noise from brake squeal and train signals.  The frequency and intensity of these noises will 
undoubtedly affect the sound energy reference levels stated in the SDEIS.8   

 
Additionally, the Section 4(f) analysis cannot rely on FTA standards that are obviously 

different from actual Project conditions. The FTA standard assumes a distance from source to receiver 
of fifty feet, whereas, under predicted project conditions the train will pass less than thirty feet from 
the front door of the Church.  Moreover, under certain conditions, the train will brake, idle, and sound 
its bell/horn immediately in front of the Church.  

 
In sum, Section 4(f) requires full consideration of the potential impacts of a transportation 

project on protected properties; satisfaction of this requirement necessitates an analysis of all the 
noises generated by the Project under conditions as the will exist near such a protected property.  Here, 
the SDEIS fails to satisfy Section 4(f) requirements.    

 
III. Interruptions of Religious Services, Limitations on Ability to Practice Funeral Rites, and 

the Adverse Effects on the Pipe Organ all Caused by the Project Violate the Religious 
Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act   

 
In addition to the protections afforded the Church under federal preservation and historic laws, 

the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc et seq. (“RLUIPA”) 
further protects the Church from infringements on religious exercise.  Specifically, RLUIPA prohibits 
the government from imposing or implementing a land use regulation in a manner that 
 

imposes a substantial burden on the religious exercise of a person, including a religious 
assembly or institution, unless the government demonstrates that imposition of the burden on 
that person, assembly, or institution  
 

predict Project conditions place the Church within 35 feet of the noise source.  See SDEIS at 4-49. 
8 Sound naturally attenuates due to distance.  With respect to point sources, such as the bell and horn, attenuation with 
distance is considerable – 6 decibels per doubling of distance.  See Impact Assessment at 2.3.   
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(A) is in furtherance of a compelling governmental interest; and  
 
(B) is the least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental interest. 

 
See 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc(a)(1) (emphasis added).  
 

Religious exercise is broadly defined “to the maximum extent permitted by the terms of this 
chapter and the Constitution” see 42 U.S.C.  § 2000cc-3(g), and includes “any exercise of religion, 
whether or not compelled by, or central to, a system of religious belief,” See 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-
5(7)(A).  Use of real property for religious exercise purposes is considered to be religious exercise 
under the statute. See 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-5(7)(B). 

 
As has been clearly established by the comments herein and the voluminous comments 

previously submitted by parishioners and friends of the Church, the Project will impermissibly infringe 
on the religious practices conducted in and around the Church. Put simply, the Project jeopardizes 
characteristics of the Church that are fundamental to the practice of the Catholic faith.  As a result of 
Project operations: 

 
•the Church’s ability to conduct dignified, solemn and respectful funeral processions in honor 
of friends and family members will be significantly diminished; 
 
•the quiet environment inside the Church essential for prayer and contemplation will be 
obliterated by repeated, loud horn blasts, brake squeals, and train bells; 
 
•Catholic rituals and rites will be repeatedly disrupted by train signal devices and other transit 
noises; and 
 
•the beautiful music included in religious rites and rituals will be marred by horns, bells, and 
squeals generated by the Project.  
 

These infringements on religious practices caused by Project Operations likely violate RLUIPA.  
RLUIPA buttresses protections afforded the Church by federal preservation and historic laws; thus 
warranting a more thorough examination of the means through which these adverse affects can be 
avoided or mitigated.  
 

The effects of noise and vibration generated by the project will have significant effects on the 
Church affecting every aspect of its religious practices.  Noise and vibrations generated by the project 
threaten the quality of music, the ability to carry out solemn rites in a quiet environment, and the 
ability to worship in a historically significant and beautiful building.  Accordingly, federal preservation 
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and historic laws and RLUIPA mandate a more exhaustive examination of the adverse effects 
operation of the Project will have on the Church and consideration of how these effects may be 
avoided or mitigated.    

 
 Preservation of the Church and its beautiful, serene environment are critically important to 

parishioners, Church associates, and visitors.  To that end, the Church looks forward to working with 
Project staff and consultants to ensure that the unique characteristics of the Church are safeguarded. 
 

      
Sincerely,     

  
      MEIER, KENNEDY & QUINN, CHARTERED 
 
      Nicholas J. Kaster      
 
      Nicholas J. Kaster 
 

NJK:vml 
cc: Reverend Paul Morrissey, Pastor, The Church of St. Louis, King of France 

Andrew Eisenzimmer, Chancellor of Civil Affairs, Archdiocese of St. Paul and Minneapolis 
David Colby, Pastor, Central Presbyterian Church 
Jeffrey Nelson, Public Affairs Director, American Public Media | Minnesota Public Radio

  
James Oberstar, Representative United States Congress, District 8, Minnesota 
 
 
 

Cl3\10909.SDEIS response 
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August 25, 2008 
 
Kathryn O’Brien, Project Manager 
Central Corridor Project Office 
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200S 
St. Paul, MN 55104 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien: 
 
The District Councils Collaborative of Saint Paul and Minneapolis (DCC) writes 
to provide comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(SDEIS) for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (CCLRT) Project, located in 
Minneapolis and Saint Paul, Minnesota. 
 
The DCC is a nonprofit organization, whose 15 members are city-recognized 
neighborhood planning organizations (ten in Saint Paul and five in Minneapolis) 
serving approximately 180,000 people living on or near the proposed CCLRT 
Project alignment.  The DCC is supportive of constructing LRT in the Central 
Corridor alignment and envisions the CCLRT as a “community connector” 
within a dual-hub, regional transit system.  Its mission is to facilitate community 
involvement in the CCLRT planning process and to ensure that the needs and in-
terests of the constituents of its member organizations are represented.  
 
The DCC has read the SDEIS and discussed its findings, conclusions, and mitiga-
tion recommendations.  The DCC Governing Council has approved these com-
ments; it should be noted that many individual member organizations are sub-
mitting comments as well.  The DCC is organizing its comments around the nine 
key project elements addressed in the SDEIS with other considerations addressed 
in the final section.  The DCC submitted comments regarding the Draft Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the SDEIS Work Scope.  The SDEIS does 
address some of these comments, but responses to other comments were de-
ferred to the Final Environmental Impact Statement. (see Attachment A)   
 
Because of the complexity and significance of transportation impacts resulting 
from the closure of Washington Avenue for a transit/pedestrian mall, the DCC 
has retained the transportation-consulting firm Howard R. Green to assist with 
preparation of SDEIS comments. Their comments have been incorporated into 
our document, and we request that they be included in their entirety.  
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Key Element 1.  Hiawatha/Central Corridor Connection 
The SDEIS recommends alignment option 303 as the best strategy for improving LRT operations 
and the physical connection with the Hiawatha LRT line.  However, this exact alignment bisects 
a large parcel of land between 15th and Cedar Avenues that the Cedar-Riverside community 
seeks to redevelop as part of their efforts to re-establish community cohesion in the aftermath of 
freeway construction.  (See Attachment B) 
 
There are several neighborhoods along the Central Corridor that were negatively impacted by 
major Federal Interstate Highway construction projects.  While it may not be the responsibility 
of the Central Corridor LRT project to mitigate for past negative impacts, it should not know-
ingly exacerbate past negative impacts if other alignment options are viable. 
 
The SDEIS should include in the Social and Economic Effects Sections the 15th Ave-
nue/Washington Parkway land use and redevelopment opportunity as identified by the West 
Bank Community Development Corporation.  Furthermore, Central Corridor Project Office 
(CCPO) and appropriate Project Partners should work with the West Bank CDC and Cedar-
Riverside Community to identify and test alignment adjustments that would retain the maxi-
mum amount of developable land and not preclude reconnecting 15th Avenue across Washington 
Parkway.  This investigation and the results should be included in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS). 
 
 
Key Element 2. Washington Avenue Transit/Pedestrian Mall on the East Bank of the Univer-
sity of Minnesota. 
The SDEIS discloses analyses of the impacts of creating a transit/pedestrian mall between Oak 
Street SE and Pleasant Avenue SE of the East Bank of the University of Minnesota.  At the Uni-
versity of Minnesota’s insistence, the Washington Avenue transit/pedestrian mall will be closed 
to through traffic.  Emergency vehicles and buses, however, will be permitted access.   
            Closing this segment of Washington Avenue will have significant impacts on adjacent 
neighborhoods.  Streets that are connected to river crossings and freeway ramps (e.g. Franklin 
Avenue, Riverside Avenue, University Avenue and Fourth Street) will see significant increases 
in traffic volumes and more intersections will operate at LOS F or lower.  The SDEIS proposes 
mitigation for the most severely impacted intersections, but proposes no mitigation to address 
neighborhood concerns about the diminished livability of neighborhood streets for residents 
and businesses, pedestrians, and bicyclists.             
            In response to this omission, the DCC retained Howard R. Green Company to assist in 
the preparation of SDEIS comments that clearly articulate neighborhood transportation issues to 
be addressed in the FEIS.  The product of this consultation is put forth in the following letter 
from Howard R. Green. 
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August 25, 2008 

 

Carol Swenson, Community Liaison      
District Councils Collaborative of Saint Paul and Minneapolis  

1080 University Avenue W. 

Saint Paul, Minnesota  55104 

 
Re:  Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Supplemental DEIS 

 

Dear Ms. Swenson, 
 

Howard R. Green (HR Green) has the following comments on the Central Corridor Light Rail 

Transit Supplemental DEIS (SDEIS) on behalf of the District Councils Collaborative of Saint 
Paul and Minneapolis (DCC).   
 
1.0 GENERAL COMMENTS 
 

This section of our comment letter identifies general issues that apply to the proposed project in 

general. 
 

1.1. Cumulative Effects 

 
Cumulative effects regarding traffic, parking, bicycle and pedestrian access and safety, neighborhood 
appearance and character, and short length bus service are not addressed in sufficient detail to allow 
decision-makers to determine if there are significant impacts related to the development of the Cen-
tral Corridor Light Rail Transit project when considered in conjunction with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

The FTA and other Federal agencies' are required to address and consider direct, indirect, and cumu-
lative effects in the NEPA process as established in the Council of Environmental (CEQ) Regulations 
for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 

§§1500-1508).   

A cumulative effect or impact is the impact on the environment, which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person is undertaking such other actions. Cu-
mulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 

over a period of time (40 CFR § 1508.7).   

A cumulative impact includes the total effect on a natural resource, ecosystem, or human community 
due to past, present, and future activities or actions of Federal, non-Federal, public, and private enti-
ties.  Cumulative impacts include the total of all impacts to a particular resource that have occurred, 
are occurring, and will likely occur as a result of any action or influence, including the direct and rea-
sonably foreseeable indirect impacts of a Federal activity.  Accordingly, there may be different cumu-

lative impacts on different environmental resources.  

~oward R, Green Company
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Source: FHWA 

At the state level, per the Minnesota Supreme Court ‘CARD’ decision (Citizens Advocating 
Responsible Development vs. Kandiyohi County), Minn. R. 4410.1700, subp. 7, item B, the 

environmental review process is required to identify any past, present or reasonably fore-
seeable future projects that may interact with the project in such a way as to cause cumula-

tive potential effects.  

Although the SDEIS identifies numerous current and future projects that would contribute to 

cumulative effects (Table 9-2), the analysis does not clearly identify how these actions are 

incorporated in the analysis of impacts on individual resources, in particular those that affect 
the human community-traffic, parking, bicycle and pedestrian access and safety, neighbor-

hood appearance and character, and short length bus service.  The SDEIS does not ad-

dress, in sufficient detail, impacts from the past, present or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects that may interact with the project in such a way as to cause cumulative potential ef-

fects, such as the SEMI, Granary Road, Grand Rounds including the bridge over the railroad 

to the Como Area, stadiums (the Gopher Stadium will be used for classes and administra-

tion offices as well as games), the bio-complex, Marcy Holmes redevelopment along the 
river, Sydney Hall and Dinkydome (198 units, 13 stories, plus commercial) Campus Cross-

roads (177 units, 9 stories, plus commercial), Weissman Museum Expansion, other projects 

as listed in Table 9-2, and the numerous other developments and projects. 

'" Reasonably foreseeable;
incl udes indi rect acti ons
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Actions

Impact
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1.2. Cost Effectiveness Index 

 
The LRT project is generally consistent with the goals of the DCC.  However, it is critical that 

impacts are appropriately evaluated and suitable mitigation measures are developed to en-

sure that project development does not significantly impact the human community living in, 

traveling through, and working in the area.  At local meetings the cost effectiveness index 
has been cited as a reason for not addressing some project impacts or the consideration of 

some potential mitigation measures. 

 
The cost effectiveness index implemented by FTA should not limit the types or level of detail 

of impact assessment or what mitigation measures can be considered.  The environmental 

review process should be conducted without regard for the effect it has on the index.  The 
determination of who will pay for identified mitigation measures should be made in a differ-

ent arena and not overflow into the environmental review process. 

 

1.3. Potential Mitigation Measures 
 

In addition, suitable mitigation measures were not identified. 

 
The traffic studies do not identify mitigation to intersections that currently experience con-

gestion problems and the SDEIS states, “The Metropolitan Council is evaluating a number 

of potential strategies to improve operations at intersections operating at a deficient LOS”.  
Improvements to these intersections need to be identified and incorporated into the traffic 

analysis. 

 

1.3.1. Traffic 
 

The traffic studies performed for the Central Corridor SDEIS have not addressed several 

neighborhood concerns.  The traffic generated and evaluated is underestimated since 
the cumulative effects of other projects were not specifically included in traffic projec-

tions.  In addition, the analysis performed was limited to the vehicular operations and did 

not address the pedestrian and bicyclist safety and operations along the corridor and vi-

cinity. 
 

The environmental review needs to identify which actions are included as part of the 

cumulative effect evaluations, average and peak traffic levels on all area streets and 
highways with all past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions included, and 

identify suitable mitigation measures to ensure that traffic impacts will not result in nega-

tive impacts to area neighborhoods, area businesses, University students and staff, oth-
ers driving though the area, as well as pedestrians and bicyclists.  The Washington Ave-

nue traffic studies also need to address the impacts from the increased miles driven 

along the diverted routes. 

• The traffic generated by each of the projects is not specifically identified and in-
cluded in the traffic analysis.  Each of these projects contributes to the overall 

traffic impacts and should be evaluated as part of the cumulative effect evalua-

tion.  Even if the traffic for an individual project is limited in duration, is periodic, 
occurs in an area that already has a failing level of service, and as a result was 

not included in the traffic model for the project it must be included in order to ad-

dress cumulative traffic impacts.   
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of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

August 21, 2008

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave North, Suite 200
St Paul, MN 55104

Great Lakes Region
Minneapolis Airports District Office
6020281

1\ Ave S, Room 102
Minneapolis, MN 55450
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Re: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project Supplemental Draft EIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

The Minneapolis Airports District Office has no objections to the proposed Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit project provided:

1. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is notified of construction or alterations as
required by Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
Paragraph 77,13. Please note that Part 77 includes temporary construction vehicles and
equipment. The Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation Form 7460-1 may be
obtained and filed online at l)ttps://oeaaaJaa.gov or mailed to:

Express Processing Center
FAA Southwest Regional Office

Obstruction Evaluation Service, ARJ-32
2601 Meacham Boulevard

Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

2. The FAA technical operations are contacted to identify any possible impacts to aircraft
navigation and/or communication equipment. The MSP Technical Support Center Manager
can be reached at (952) 997-9261 or in writing at:

FAA - Minneapolis Technical Support Center
Attn: MSP TSCM

14800 Galaxie Ave, Suite 300
Apple Valley, MN 55124

If not already includcd in your distribution list, please consider giving St Paul Downtown Airport
an opportunity to provide input and comments.

Great Lakes Region
Minneapolis Airports District Office
602028"' Ave S. Room 102
Minneapolis, MN 55450
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August 21, 2008

U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave North, Suite 200
St Paul, MN 55104

Re: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project Supplemental Draft EIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

The Minneapolis Airports District Office has no objections to the proposed Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit project provided:

I. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is notificd of construction or alterations as
required by Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
Paragraph 77,13. Please note that Part 77 includes temporary construction vehicles and
equipment. The Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation Form 7460-1 may be
obtained and filed online at 1)ttps:l/oeaaaJaa.gov or mailed to:

Express Processing Center
FAA Southwest Regional Office

Obstruction Evaluation Service, ARJ-32
2601 Meacham Boulevard

Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

2. The FAA technical operations are contacted to identify any possible impacts to aircraft
navigation and/or communication equipment. The MSP Technical Support Center Manager
can be reached at (952) 997-926101' in writing at:

FAA - Minneapolis Technical Support Center
Attn: MSP TSCM

14800 Galaxie Ave, Suite 300
Apple Valley, MN 55124

If not already includcd in your distribution list, please consider giving St Paul Downtown Airport
an opportunity to provide input and comments.
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Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave North, Suite 200
St Paul, MN 55104

Re: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project Supplemental Draft EIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

The Minneapolis Airports District Office has no objections to the proposed Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit project provided:

I. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is notificd of construction or alterations as
required by Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
Paragraph 77,13. Please note that Part 77 includes temporary construction vehicles and
equipment. The Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation Form 7460-1 may be
obtained and filed online at 1)ttps:l/oeaaaJaa.gov or mailed to:

Express Processing Center
FAA Southwest Regional Office

Obstruction Evaluation Service, ARJ-32
2601 Meacham Boulevard

Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

2. The FAA technical operations are contacted to identify any possible impacts to aircraft
navigation and/or communication equipment. The MSP Technical Support Center Manager
can be reached at (952) 997-926101' in writing at:

FAA - Minneapolis Technical Support Center
Attn: MSP TSCM

14800 Galaxie Ave, Suite 300
Apple Valley, MN 55124

If not already includcd in your distribution list, please consider giving St Paul Downtown Airport
an opportunity to provide input and comments.
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I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS for the proposed Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit Project. Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information.

SincereIY,;---

4~:;t?~-
Kandice Krull
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA - Minneapolis Airport District Office
612-713-4362
Kandice. KrulI@faa.gov

--.~ )

2

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS for the proposed Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit Project. Please contact me jf you have any questions or need further information.

Sincerely,

Kandice Krull
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA - Minneapolis Airport District Office
612-713-4362
Kandice. Krull@faa.gov
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I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS for the proposed Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit Project. Please contact me jf you have any questions or need further information.

Sincerely,

Kandice Krull
Environmental Protection Specialist
FAA - Minneapolis Airport District Office
612-713-4362
Kandice. Krull@faa.gov



U.S. Depar Imenl
of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

Minnesota Division

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave orth, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Re: Comments on Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit SDEIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

August 25, 2008

380 Jackson Street
Galtier Plaza, Suite 500
Sl. Paul. MN 55101-4802

651.291.6100
651.291.6000 fax

www.fhwa.dot.gov/mndiv

Received

AUG 26 2DDB

cCPO/Met Council

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Minnesota Division Office, as a cooperating
agency for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS), offers the following comments on the document:

1. The SDEIS is unclear as to possible effects to the Interstate system (I-35W, 1-35E and 1-94)
due to the LRT construction and operation. We request a meeting with FHWA staff to better
understand the potential effects to Interstate operations and right of way from the project.

2. The FHWA is the lead federal agency for the development of the Union Depot multi-modal
transit hub. It is critical that the Central Corridor LRT proposal and Union Depot proposal are
consistent in describing the proposed projects. We recommend that close coordination occur
between our offices to ensure consistency between the two projects. The proposed use of the
Union Depot by the Central Corridor LRT will help define the purpose and need for the Union
Depot multi-modal facility,

In addition, since the Union Depot is a listed property on the ational Register ofHistoric Places
and located within the Lowertown ational Register Historic District, the Section 106 process
must continue to be closely coordinated between the two undertakings, We recommend a
continued series of meetings with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, Minnesota
Department ofTransportation's Cultural Resources Unit and consulting parties to understand the
affects to these properties.

3. We recommend that the FHWA be included in the development of a tr'affic management plan
as part of the mitigation for traffic impacts.
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Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave NOlth, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Re: Comments on Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit SDEIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

August 25, 2008 Received.----

AUG 2 2DDB

cCPO/Met Council

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Minnesota Division Office, as a cooperating
agency for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS), offers the following comments on the document:

1. The SDEIS is unclear as to possible effects to the Interstate system (I-35W, 1-35E and 1-94)
due to the LRT construction and operation. We request a meeting with FHWA staff to better
understand the potential effects to Interstate operations and right of way from the project.

2. The FHWA is the lead federal agency for the development of the Union Depot multi-modal
transit hub. It is critical that the Central Corridor LRT proposal and Union Depot proposal are
consistent in desclibing the proposed projects. We recommend that close coordination occur
between our offices to ensure consistency between the two projects. The proposed use of the
Union Depot by the Central Corridor LRT will help define the purpose and need for the Union
Depot multi-modal facility.

In addition, since the Union Depot is a listed property on the National Register of Historic Places
and located within the Lowertown National Register Historic District, the Section 106 process
must continue to be closely coordinated between the two undertakings. We recommend a
continued selies of meetings with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, Minnesota
Department ofTransportation's Cultural Resources Unit and consulting parties to understand the
affects to these properties.

3. We recommend that the FHWA be included in the development of a traffic management plan
as part of the mitigation for traffic impacts.
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Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave NOlth, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

Re: Comments on Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit SDEIS

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

August 25, 2008 Received:;---

AUG 2 2008

cCPO/Met Council

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Minnesota Division Office, as a cooperating
agency for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (SDEIS), offers the following comments on the document:

1. The SDEIS is unclear as to possible effects to the Interstate system (I-35W, 1-35E and 1-94)
due to the LRT construction and operation. We request a meeting with FHWA staff to better
understand the potential effects to Interstate operations and right of way from the project.

2. The FHWA is the lead federal agency for the development of the Union Depot multi-modal
transit hub. It is critical that the Central Corridor LRT proposal and Union Depot proposal are
consistent in desclibing the proposed projects. We recommend that close coordination occur
between our offices to ensure consistency between the two projects. The proposed use of the
Union Depot by the Central Corridor LRT will help define the purpose and need for the Union
Depot multi-modal facility.

In addition, since the Union Depot is a listed property on the National Register of Historic Places
and located within the Lowertown National Register Historic District, the Section 106 process
must continue to be closely coordinated between the two undertakings. We recommend a
continued selies of meetings with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, Minnesota
Department ofTransportation's Cultural Resources Unit and consulting parties to understand the
affects to these properties.

3. We recommend that the FHWA be included in the development of a traffic management plan
as part of the mitigation for traffic impacts.



We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS. Please feel free to contact me with
any questions regarding our review ofthe document and future coordination. I can be reached at
(651) 291-6120.

Sincerely yours,

~b~Ov~~
Environmental Engineer

CBM/jer

cc: 1 FTA - Bill Wheeler
1 Martin
1 RF
DMS - "FHWA Comments on Central Corridor SDEIS"
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Environmental Engineer

CBM/jer

cc: 1 FTA - Bill Wheeler
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• The SDEIS needs to address the specific changes in traffic volumes (average 

and peak) on all potentially affected area streets, changes in traffic patterns, cut-
through traffic, and increases in miles driven due to more circuitous routes.  The 

reference to traffic moving over to West River Road and the road having suffi-

cient capacity to handle it does not identify specific, quantitative impacts to West 

River Road and other area streets that will experience significant increases in 
traffic volume and changes in traffic patterns. 

• Refer to Areas of Concern Figure for several identified concerns re: specific in-

tersections and roadways. 
 

1.3.2. Parking 

 
Parking impacts due to the elimination of parking proposed by the CCLRT and cumula-

tive impacts from projects such as the Gopher Stadium, proposed commercial and resi-

dential complex development in conjunction with increasing parking needs will have a di-

rect impact on residents, neighborhoods, and businesses. In addition the loss of parking 
will impact neighborhoods with increased “park-n-hide” parking near the University of 

Minnesota, near the LRT Stations and along the corridor in general.  These parking im-

pacts need to be addressed along with the additional traffic impacts from the vehicles 
driving through the neighborhoods while “park-n-hiding”. 

 

The SDEIS needs to address: 

• The major reduction in parking spaces (from 1150 to 175) along University Ave. 

and the related impact on local businesses.  These are primarily “fine texture” 

business where customers stop in, make a purchase, and drive off.  Parking 

needs to be very close, within an easily walkable distance, to the businesses in 
order for the customers to use them. 

• The potential use of neighborhood parking permits would be disastrous for area 

businesses.  Parking permits are for residents only and would preclude customer 
parking for area businesses.  Who would pay for the permits and the administra-

tion of a permit process?  The local businesses and communities do not want to 

bear this cost. 

• Access to parking areas impacted by closing of Washington Avenue (Washington 
Avenue Ramp) and by changes in traffic patterns. 

• The loss of affordable student parking in the vicinity due to the Stadium construc-

tion and other current and future projects. 

• The more circuitous routes that will need to be taken to available parking areas. 

• University student, administration, bio-complex staff (estimated to be 5,000), etc. 

parking needs that are continuing to grow. 

• The impact of traffic being drawn to the area to get to stations and the LRT (park-

n-hide).  University students, administration, and others park and take the bus. 

 

1.3.3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Safety 
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The studies related to diverting traffic from Washington Avenue only address the opera-

tional characteristics of the traffic flow. The impact that the increased traffic volumes, 
loss of the Mall, and street modifications have on bus service and bicycle or pedestrian 

movements along these routes needs to be addressed.   

The SDEIS needs to address: 

• Pedestrian and bicycle access to bus stops, crossing University, Franklin and 
other streets that will be experiencing higher traffic levels. 

• The cumulative impact on sidewalks, bicycle routes, the generation of new cross-

ing needs, and methods of dealing with new and existing access and crossing 
needs. 

  

2.0 SPECIFIC ISSUES 
 

The following section discusses examples of issues related to specific project elements. 

 

2.1. LRT Stations 
 

• Vehicular traffic on all impacted area streets generated by closing Washington Ave. to 

vehicles, vehicles accessing to the LRT stations and more circuitous routes take by ve-
hicles. 

• The effect on short length bus service and access to bus stops 

• The effect on pedestrian and bicycle routes, access, and bicycle parking.  

• Park and hide, where will people park, what measures will be taken to reduce the poten-

tial for park and hide behavior?  What will be the effect of additional vehicles parking in 

areas that are already problematic?  What is the impact of this additional parking need, 

combined with additional traffic and pedestrian/bicycle traffic? 

 

2.2. Mall 

 
• Vehicular traffic on all impacted area streets generated by closing the Washington Ave. 

to vehicles and more circuitous routes take by vehicles. 

• The effect on short length bus service  

• The effect on pedestrian and bicycle routes, access and bicycle parking.  

• Where will additional parking be provided (ramps and small local lots within walkable dis-

tance of businesses)? 

• Consider developing bike route on Mall. 

• Evaluate the need for additional pedestrian overpasses. 

 

2.3. University Avenue 
 

• One of the biggest projected concentrations of traffic is at University Avenue and 4th St-

projected to increase at least 50% when the Mall is closed to traffic.  This impact may be 
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significantly underestimated as the cumulative effects of other projects and the indirect 

effects of this project may not have been included. 

• The effect of the loss of parking 

• The effect on businesses 

• The effect on the appearance and feel of University Avenue and adjacent areas 

• Consider the opportunity to bury Xcel power lines through the Prospect Park Neighbor-
hood 

• The effect on short length bus service and access to bus stops 

• The effect on pedestrian and bicycle routes, access, and bicycle parking. Where will ad-
ditional parking be provided (ramps and small local lots within walkable distance of busi-

nesses)? 

• The effect of park and hide, where will people park, what measures will be taken to re-
duce the potential for park and hide behavior?  What will the effect of additional vehicles 

parking in areas that are already problematic?  What is the impact of this additional park-

ing need, combined with additional traffic and pedestrian/bicycle traffic? 

• The concept of allowing parking along University in off-peak hours would reduce the 
parking impact and the potential noise and vibration impacts to staff that work in offices 

immediately adjacent to University Avenue. 

 
2.4. Franklin Avenue 

 

• The effect of increased traffic is a major issue. 

• Potential effects on the Franklin Prospect Park Historic Neighborhood-need to be careful 

how propose to route traffic in the area and deal with parking in this area.  The impacts 

and mitigation measures need to comply with historic neighborhood criteria and goals. 

• The effect on short length bus service and access to bus stops 

• The effect on pedestrian and bicycle routes, access, and bicycle parking.  

• The effect of park and hide, where will people park, what measures will be taken to re-

duce the potential for park and hide behavior?  What will be the effect of additional vehi-
cles parking in areas that are already problematic?  What is the impact of this additional 

parking need, combined with additional traffic and pedestrian/bicycle traffic? 

 

2.5. Raymond Avenue 
 

• The effect of traffic increase on this N-S connector.  The neighborhood requests close 

coordination regarding a Raymond Ave. traffic calming study and related development of 
mitigation measures. 

• Similar to the potential effects on Prospect Park, impacts and mitigation measures need 

to comply with historic criteria. 
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2.6. Other 

 
• This project provides an opportunity to enhance Tower Hill Area, provide gateways to St. 

Paul and Minneapolis, and other opportunities. 

• Bicycle lockers seen at other stops are ugly, can we get some more attractive ones.   

• Potential for impacting wetlands, particularly at 280/Energy Park/Como intersection. 

• Signals at Weissman Museum intersection.  An expansion of the Museum has already 

been approved in the Washington Avenue bridge area. 

• Access to I-35W at both Washington and University/4th Street needs to have adequate 
mitigation to address the regional mobility along with community mobility from a pedes-

trian, bicyclist and local motorist perspective.   

 
3.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

3.1. Parking 

 
Some of the traffic concerns may be mitigated through developing an efficient parking plan 

for the corridor that will not only mitigate lost parking, but to decrease the miles driven to the 

parking along the corridor.   
 

• Near the University of Minnesota much of the traffic diverted from Washington Avenue is 

traffic heading to the University parking lots.  New parking should be established at the 
major entrances to the University and bus service from the new lots could efficiently cir-

culate through the campus.  New lots near I-94 and Huron, I-35W at both Washington 

and University/4th Street would significantly reduce the traffic on the local streets.  (The 

model for this would be the I-394 parking garages in Minneapolis as shown in the Exam-
ple University Area Parking Concept figure.)  Possible sites for new parking ramps in the 

University Area are indicated on the same figure.  The site along Washington Avenue 

should be incorporated into the West Bank Station Area Planning and coordinated with 
the West Bank Community Development Corporation.  Additional studies should be con-

ducted at other major intersections -- Fairview, Snelling, and Lexington to see if park-n-

hiding is a problem there as well, and if parking ramps would be needed at one or more 

of those stops. 
 

• A specific block by block parking plan to provide parking to area businesses (within short 

walkable distance) and to deal with other parking issues is necessary to develop an ef-
fective parking plan.  This plan should incorporate “pocket parking” areas, possibly re-

placing lots or businesses that are, or may become, vacant. 

• Transit rider parking near each station needs to be identified and incorporated into every 
station area plan.  Even though the Metropolitan Council has expressed that they want 

to discourage this type of parking, in reality it will occur and the neighborhoods will suffer 

if the parking is not incorporated in the project. 

 
3.2. Pedestrian and Bicycle Mitigation 

 

Corridors that are forecasted to receive increased traffic due to the project need mitigation to 
ensure safe travel for traffic along with pedestrians and bicycles. Traffic calming measures 
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or redesign of the streets with “Complete Street” concepts will be required.  The following 

are potential mitigation alternatives for pedestrian and Bicycle impacts due to the project. 
 

• All corridors that have increased traffic due to the project, such as Franklin and Ray-

mond Avenues, need to have adequate traffic calming.  

 
• A bicycle route along the Washington Avenue Mall should be added. 

 

• Consideration should be given to additional pedestrian bridges over the Washington 
Avenue Mall 

 

3.3. Level of Service Mitigation 
 

Improvements at intersections that currently experience congestion problems must be part 

of the plan.  Consideration of new street connections that provide alternatives to avoid con-

gested intersections should be considered in the Level of Service mitigation.  Roundabouts, 
bike lanes and accessible crosswalks must be considered in the redesign of intersections.  

All intersections that experience an unacceptable level of service need a mitigation plan.  

The following are potential mitigation alternatives for some of the intersections identified. 
 

• The intersection of East River Road/Franklin/27th could be redesigned with a roundabout 

along with an underpass for the East River Road traffic. 
 

• University Ave/4th St interchange with I-35W congestion could be reduced by providing 

new access at Hennepin Avenue at I-35W.  The diverted traffic along Hennepin Avenue 

should also have adequate analysis and mitigation to safely handle the pedestrian, bicy-
cle, transit and increased vehicular traffic. 

 

• University Ave/4th St from I-35W across campus should be restriped to provide additional 
traffic lanes at a narrower width.  The narrower width will reduce the speeds of the traffic 

through this high pedestrian and bicyclist area.  

 

• Considerations of adding north/south crossing of the Railroad yard would provide alter-
native routes and reduce the traffic along University Ave/4th Street.  Crossings are pro-

posed in the SEMI redevelopment and the Grand Rounds projects. 

 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Howard R. Green Company 
 

 
 
 
Jack Broz, P.E. 
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w/attachment 
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Key Element 3.  Stations at Western, Victoria, and Hamline 
The DCC was pleased that Stations at Western, Victoria, and Hamline were identified as a Key 
Element for evaluation in the SDEIS.  In its comments on the DEIS, the DCC supported inclu-
sion of these stations, which would serve Environmental Justice populations on the eastern end 
of University Avenue.  In its comments on the Work Scope for the SDEIS, the DCC requested a 
rigorous analysis of impacts that would result from a delay in the construction of these stations.  
The DCC also called for development of appropriate mitigation strategies should the stations 
not be built as part of the CCLRT project.  We are concerned that the SDEIS does not include a 
more thorough analysis of Environmental Justice considerations. 
 
According to the U.S. Department of Transportation (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/enviornment/ej2000.htm), 
there are three fundamental environmental justice principles. 

• To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health 
and environment effects, including social and economic effects, on minority popula-
tions and low-income populations 

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process 

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations 

 
The SDEIS identifies many socioeconomic, land use and neighborhood benefits to be gained 
from the construction of stations at Western, Victoria, and Hamline, including an elevation in 
neighborhood stature.  However, the SDEIS project description only includes construction of 
the underlying infrastructure for these stations, and no indication of when station build out will 
occur other than when ridership and finances allow (p. 3-152) — a standard that apparently has 
not been applied to all stations in the project, because the project includes the Capitol East sta-
tion which, according to project documents, has a lower ridership projection (450) than the 
Hamline station (490). 
 
In the Environmental Justice Section, the SDEIS states that  “minority or low-income popula-
tions within the study area are not subject to any disproportionate impacts associated with the 
development of the Central Corridor LRT; furthermore, the benefits of the project are fairly dis-
tributed.  No mitigation is proposed at this time” (p. 3-153).  The DCC questions this conclusion.   
 

a. SDEIS thematic maps show concentrations of minority or low-income populations in 
the Midway East segment of the corridor where the proposed stations would be lo-
cated.  This information concurs with other maps, research, and data submitted by 
the DCC to be part of the Public Record.1  Recent analysis of populations within a 
quarter mile of stations included in the project shows that, on average, approxi-
mately 40 percent are minority.  Populations within a quarter mile of the stations ex-
cluded from the project are, on average, approximately 80 percent minority.  This 
simple comparison demonstrates that environmental justice populations are not dis-
tributed uniformly throughout the corridor and, 40 percent minority populations 
around stations that are included in the project would receive substantial benefits, 

                                                        
1 Additional Stations:  Making the Case.  Mary Kay Bailey and the District Councils Collaborative of Saint Paul and Minneapolis, No-

vember 2007; presentation to Central Corridor Management Committee, December 12, 2007. 
Central Corridor Stations at Western, Victoria, and Hamline:  Community Report.  District Councils Collaborative of Saint Paul and Min-

neapolis, March 2008. 
Metropolitan Council Listening Session Testimony and Written Comments.  District Councils Collaborative of Saint Paul and Minneapo-

lis, February 11, 2008. 
Supplemental DEIS Comments.  District Councils Collaborative of Saint Paul and Minneapolis, March 26, 2008. 
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while the 80 percent minority populations around Western, Victoria, and Hamline 
would suffer adverse impacts due to limited LRT access.  (see Table 1.) 

 
Table 1.  Central Corridor LRT Minority Population by Stations.  Prepared by Minnesota Cen-
ter for Environmental Advocacy. August 2008. 

 
 
b. SDEIS analysis finds that construction of infill stations would yield the following 

benefits:  
• improve transit service (p. 3-55) 
• improve neighborhood cohesion (p. 3-55) 
• encourage pedestrian activity (p. 3-55) 
• improve connectivity because of half-mile spacing (p. 3-55) 
• attract development and redevelopment activities  on underutilized parcels within 

one-quarter mile of the proposed stations which would be the result of natural 
market forces (p. 3-30) 

• improve access to a regional retail center and nearby medical facilities (p. 3-30) 
• serve as a development catalyst (p. 3-33) 
• add to the stature of adjacent neighborhoods and serve as focal points of daily ac-

tivity    (p. 3-55) 
• ensure that areas around these stations would be subject to the City of Saint Paul’s 

Transit Overlay Zone (TOZ) guidelines for station areas and benefit from multi-
disciplinary City TOZ implementation teams which would help facilitate desired 
change (p. 3-30) 

 
This list of benefits is associated with the physical presence of LRT stations and, 
according to many socioeconomic and transit measures, benefits begin to diminish 
outside a !-mile radius of the station.  LRT stations are not uniformly spaced 
throughout the Central Corridor.  In fact, they are spaced twice as far apart (one 
mile) in Environmental Justice neighborhoods on the eastern end of University 
Avenue as they are elsewhere in the corridor.  Significant portions of these Envi-
ronmental Justice neighborhoods will not realize the above benefits because they 
are outside the !-mile radius; until the stations are built, they would bear a dis-
proportionate delay in receiving the benefits of this project.  The FEIS must ad-
dress this obvious disparity. 

Station Total Hispanic White Black Native American/ Asian Hawaiian/ Other Total Minority %Minority

Population (Non-Hispanic) Alaska Native Pacific Islander  (All Categories) Population

HHH Station 133 12 77 37 2 3 0 4 56 42.11

U of M West Bank 892 32 565 94 5 172 4 44 327 36.66

U of M EastBank 580 20 496 23 2 36 1 5 84 14.48

Stadium Village 2733 68 2153 94 9 364 2 88 580 21.22

29th Avenue 1749 49 1123 298 51 161 0 134 626 35.79

Westgate 583 10 516 29 2 19 1 13 67 11.49

Raymond Avenue 342 14 261 43 4 17 0 6 81 23.68

Fairview Avenue 1674 172 1069 274 59 54 0 92 605 36.14

Snelling Avenue 1642 106 932 423 45 97 1 77 710 43.24

Hamline Avenue 1970 69 603 882 32 224 0 320 1367 69.39

Lexington Avenue 1545 87 603 529 17 278 6 56 942 60.97

Victoria Street 2944 210 461 1311 31 845 2 170 2483 84.34

Dale Street 2856 160 375 1264 34 901 2 242 2481 86.87

Western Avenue 3417 393 480 989 45 1360 1 299 2937 85.95

Rice Street 1365 232 248 449 42 304 9 171 1117 81.83

Capitol East 1140 63 484 295 10 262 0 52 656 57.54

10th Street 2370 115 1571 519 20 129 0 32 799 33.71

6th & Cedar 3738 251 2666 551 26 213 2 60 1072 28.68

4th Street Station 1701 160 1234 166 14 109 2 34 467 27.45

StPaulUnionStation 2524 87 2024 219 25 137 3 61 500 19.81

These figures represent the population within one-quarter mile radius of the proposed transit stop.

Data is taken from Census 2000 block level data; blocks which fall fully or substantially within the .025-mi buffer were included; 

i.e. 'slivers', 'splinters' or proruptions (thin extensions, panhandles) were excluded.

average 79.89% percent minority population at Hamline, Victoria and Western vs. average 38.92% minority populations at all other stations
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c. The delay in the receipt of benefits would be further exacerbated by the reduction in 

the frequency of the Route #16 bus service, which reduces access to transit.  Accord-
ing to the SDEIS, off-peak frequencies would be cut by 67 percent and peak frequen-
cies would be cut by 50 percent.  This cut in service decreases access to transit service 
and makes it more difficult for residents and businesses to realize LRT benefits when 
they are located half way between stations spaced one-mile apart.  The service cuts 
also fall disproportionately to low-income, #16 transit riders.  According to 2006 
Metro Transit Survey data, 41 percent of #16 transit riders have annual household 
incomes of $15,000 or less while only 22 percent of the #50 transit riders (equivalent 
of LRT users according to the SDEIS) have household incomes of $15,000 or less.   
This same statistic applies to transit riders system wide. The Transit Survey did not 
collect data about race and ethnicity.  Proposed #16 frequency cuts are yet another 
disproportionate impact deserving full consideration in the SDEIS.  The FEIS should 
investigate whether or not similar disproportionate impacts would fall upon minor-
ity populations. 

 
d. The SDEIS discloses one notable adverse impact of the stations:  the elimination of 

on-street parking.  This results because the project has chosen to reduce parking 
rather than reduce the number of traffic lanes or the length of turn lanes on Univer-
sity Avenue (p. 6-20).  This adverse impact would occur near most stations through-
out the corridor, however, stations do offer certain economic benefits that may offset 
the loss of on-street parking (see above) and redevelopment opportunities that could 
incorporate structured parking.  If stations at Western, Victoria, and Hamline are not 
built as part of the project, environmental justice populations would experience the 
adverse impacts of on-street parking without the balancing benefits of an LRT sta-
tion.  The FEIS should analyze and document the disproportionate impact and pro-
pose appropriate mitigation measures. 

 
As explained in comments prepared for the DCC by Howard R. Green, “The cost effectiveness 
index implemented by FTA should not limit the types or level of detail of impact assessment or 
what mitigation measures can be considered.  The environmental review process should be 
conducted without regard for the effect it has on the [Cost Effectiveness] Index”  (see page 3 of 
Howard R. Green comments).  This same rule should apply to Environmental Justice concerns 
as it does to Transportation Effects.  NEPA Implementation Supervisor, Kenneth Westlake, al-
ludes to this in his SDEIS Works Scope comment letter of March 2008 where he states that cost 
appears to be the factor for dropping these stations.  He goes on to say that the “SDEIS should 
provide a clear explanation of what factors…justify which stations are retained for detailed 
analysis or dropped from further consideration.  Cost alone appears to be an insufficient basis, 
since most of the stations have similar costs.” 
 
The FEIS must provide a more complete analysis of Environmental Justice implications of these 
stations, reduction in #16 bus frequency, and the CCLRT project as a whole and identify miti-
gation strategies that address Environmental Justice principles outlined by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation.  
 
 
Key Element 4.  Capitol Area Alignment/Stations 
The SDEIS shows the alignment shifting to the south side of University Avenue immediately 
east of Marion Street and staying on the south side until it turns south on Robert Street.  The 
shift in the alignment yields engineering and operational efficiencies, but results in:  
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a. relocating the LRT station to the east side of Rice Street — Through the station loca-
tion/station area design process the focus of this station has shifted from a more open, 
inclusive design to one that is oriented to the State Capitol and facilitation of visitor and 
employee movement into the Capitol Complex.  In essence, the station has turned its 
back on the residential community surrounding it.  This is an especially sensitive issue 
for the redevelopment of Rice Street north of University Avenue, which would benefit 
from association with an LRT station. 

b. eliminating all access from University Avenue to parcels on the south side of the street 
— For most property owners this is not a problem, however, it is our understanding 
that for one particular immigrant business owner this means total loss of access to his 
property. 

c. Re-routing the #16, possibly going into downtown Saint Paul via Rice Street rather than 
MLK Boulevard.  The SDEIS does not disclose impacts of re-routing on transit riders.  
Adverse impacts may include longer walk trips for #16 bus riders visiting or working in 
the Capitol area, longer walk trips to the LRT station at Rice, and longer bus transit 
travel times into downtown Saint Paul. 

 
The FEIS should:  
• Identify station and station area design strategies that address the loss of community cohe-

sion as a result of shifting the station east of Rice Street and orienting it to Leif Erikson 
Lawn.  

• Analyze the impacts of re-routing the #16 and develop appropriate mitigation measures to 
ensure pedestrian safety and a suitable pedestrian environment for those who may be re-
quired to walk greater distances. 

• Detail mitigation strategies for business owners who lose access to their properties not only 
here, but elsewhere on the corridor. 

 
 
Key Element 5.  Downtown Saint Paul Alignment 
The SDEIS documents revisions to the preferred LPA through downtown Saint Paul:  shifting 
the tracks to the east side of Cedar; combining the 6th Street and 4th Street stations into one 
which will be on a diagonal from 5th & Cedar to 4th Street; shifting the tracks to the south side of 
4th Street in front of Union Depot and then continuing mid-block between Wacouta and Wall 
Streets to the proposed maintenance facility on the Conesco site.  The DCC understands that 
details of the alignment from the Union Depot to the maintenance facility are still being worked 
out.  The DCC supports this general alignment, but has identified several issues that need to be 
addressed in the FEIS along with proposed mitigation strategies, if appropriate. 
 
• On Cedar, between 10th and Exchange Streets are two historic churches with active congrega-

tions and community-oriented programs that fulfill the mission and goals of their religious 
communities.  The SDEIS discloses certain short and long-term adverse impacts, such as ob-
struction of access during construction, vibration impacts on the structures, noise impacts, 
limited pedestrian access across Cedar, and visual impacts on church facades—Central Pres-
byterian in particular.  What is not well disclosed are the impacts on community cohesion 
caused by the alignment disrupting and in some instances severely impeding use of the main 
entry of the churches for ceremonies, such as funerals and weddings.  The DCC understands 
that many of the environmental and transportation impacts have been satisfactorily miti-
gated, however, impacts on community cohesion have yet to be resolved.  The FEIS must 
fully analyze and disclose community cohesion impacts and document mitigation or other 
strategies developed to address the impacts. 
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• The DCC supports the consolidation of the 4th and 6th Street stations into one central station 
that can also become a hub for multi-modal transfers.  This alignment does remove a critical 
link in the skyway network through downtown Saint Paul.  The skyway network supports 
the convention and hospitality industry and augments movement through the downtown.  
The FEIS should document how this adverse impact on pedestrian circulation in the down-
town will be mitigated. 
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Key Element 6.  Traction Power Substation Locations 
The SDEIS discloses the general location of Traction Power Substations (TPSS).  The DCC un-
derstands that for optimal operation TPSS facilities need to be sited no more than one mile apart 
and no more than 500’ from the tracks.  A TPSS is one story in height, about the size of a boxcar, 
and requires a site that is 45’ X 80’, which allows for a safety zone around the building.  These 
facilities are industrial in character, but they can be screened with materials that are compatible 
with their surroundings.  It is also possible to put these facilities inside of buildings or under-
ground. 
 
A TPSS can have visual impacts and require acquisition of land parcels.   It does generate minor 
noise, 40 to 50 dBA at a distance of about 100’ from the facility.  The SDEIS states that facilities 
will be enclosed and lined with acoustical material, to reduce noise levels by 5 dBA (p. 4-53).  A 
TPSS is not known to emit electricity.  Electromagnetic impacts have not been determined.  LRT 
operations staff access and monitor TPSS facilities to ensure smooth operations. 
 
Several TPSS sites are in locations where:  

• land is underutilized and therefore prime for many different types of redevelopment, 
including mixed-use and residential; 

• residential and/or small scale commercial land uses currently exist; 
• existing buildings nearby are several stories higher than TPSS; and 
• historically designated structures stand. 

The table below identified particular TPSS facilities and concerns about their location. 
 

TPSS Location Issues of Concern 
CC-2, West Bank In area that will be “urbanized” to be more pedestrian friendly 
CC-5, Raymond Substation near multi-family housing tower, visible from resi-

dences above — minimize visual impacts 
CC-7, Hamline/Albert Prime site for mixed-use redevelopment — minimize visual 

impacts and site to maximized developable land 
CC-8, Victoria Among small scale, older buildings, possibly single and multi-

family housing— need to attend to visual, noise, and construc-
tion impacts 

CC-9, Dale Prime site for mixed-use redevelopment— minimize visual im-
pacts and site to maximized developable land 

CC-10, Western In area that may be redeveloped — minimize visual impacts 
and site to maximized developable land 

CC-11, Capitol East In or near historic district — minimize visual impacts 
CC-12 & 13, Downtown St. 
Paul 

Near historic buildings and visible from offices, etc. above — 
minimize visual impacts, preferable to house inside a building 
or below ground 

(Identification codes refer to Preliminary Engineering Plans prepared for the Municipal Consent process.) 
 
 
The FEIS should disclose the final locations of each TPSS and detail mitigation strategies for 
all impacts at street level and from above. 
 
The DCC notes that TPSS locations between Lexington Avenue and Rice Street are spaced much 
closer than required.  There are Environmental Justice populations in this area and the devel-
opment pattern is more fined grained and residential in nature.  The SDEIS does not adequately 
discuss the impacts in light of stations at Western, Victoria, and Hamline not being built-out un-
til some unknown future date. 
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The FEIS should disclose whether alternative locations for the TPSSs are available, why these 
particular locations are desired, what impacts these TPSSs will have, and what mitigation 
strategies will be employed in the short (construction) and long term. 
 
 
Key Element 7.  3-Car Train Requirement 
The SDEIS discloses that the CCLRT will be constructed for eventual three-car train operations.  
To ease facilitation of conversion to three-car trains and to minimize future construction costs, 
LRT platforms will be 300’ long.  This change from the AA/LPA results in additional loss of on-
street parking, even in areas where stations will not be built until some unknown time in the 
future. 
 
The entire corridor will be adversely impacted by loss of on-street parking.  The adverse im-
pacts may be more acute in areas where off-street parking options are limited and in areas 
where infrastructure for LRT stations is provided, but the stations are not built out.  The unbuilt 
stations at Victoria and Western would serve commercial areas with high concentrations of mi-
nority and immigrant businesses.  There would be disproportionate impacts on minority busi-
ness populations located near these intersections.  There also are potential community cohesion 
impacts if the Southeast Asian business community is dispersed due to financial hardships 
caused by the CCLRT project.   The larger Southeast Asian community would no longer have 
this long-established economic center, and the established social fabric in adjacent neighbor-
hoods would suffer if minority business owners who live in these neighborhoods are forced to 
relocate. 
 
The FEIS should include an analysis of these impacts and propose mitigation strategies. 
 
A 300’ platform will improve pedestrian access and safety where blocks are 300’ long, e.g. 
downtown Saint Paul.  Pedestrians will have the advantage of crosswalks found at the intersec-
tion.   In areas where blocks are 600’ long, mostly on University Avenue in Saint Paul, the plat-
form will end mid-block and pedestrians will be disadvantaged and possibly put in an unsafe 
situation if they attempt to cross vehicular traffic to catch a train.  
 
The FEIS should identify and evaluate alternatives for addressing this basic pedestrian safety 
concern and disclose final design alternatives. 
 
 
Key Element 8.  Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility 
The SDEIS discloses the need for a maintenance facility and discusses three alternative sites.  
The “Conesco” site, east of Union Depot and just north of the Mississippi River is the preferred 
location.   The SDEIS concludes that facility is not expected to have any adverse impacts on 
community cohesion (p. 3-33). 
 
The DCC evaluated this location for impacts on neighborhood land use plans and the City of 
Saint Paul Comprehensive Plan.   The DCC is concerned that the preferred site may be in con-
flict with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and that neighborhood plans for connections to the 
Mississippi River may not have been given full consideration. (CapitolRiver Council SDEIS 
comments provide an extensive review.)  It also does not appear that the SDEIS considered 
neighborhood plans for this site and the surrounding area.  The DCC is concerned that the 
CCLRT project may preclude redevelopment opportunities and inhibit expansion of the bicycle 
and pedestrian network in this area. 
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The FEIS should include an analysis of the preferred site for compatibility with the City of 
Saint Paul’s Comprehensive Plan, the Mississippi National River and Recreation Area Man-
agement Plan, and for impacts on neighborhood land use plans and connectivity to the Missis-
sippi River, a nationally-designated resource.  If impacted, appropriate mitigation strategies 
must be identified in the FEIS. 
 
 
Key Element 9.  Washington Avenue Bridge 
The SDEIS reports that the Washington Avenue Bridge over the Mississippi River can be made 
ready for LRT operations without total reconstruction.  Modifications are needed to remedy its 
“fracture-critical” design and to ensure it has the structural capacity to endure an extreme load-
ing combination and fatigue under repetitive loading (Trains would be crossing the bridge 
every 7.5 to 10 minutes.)  Modification details will be part of the FEIS. 
 
The DCC remains concerned about the age and condition of the Washington Avenue Bridge and 
potential incongruence with the new LRT facility, which will have a long lifespan.  The FEIS 
has only a 10-day comment period, which is a very limited time for public disclosure and de-
bate around a critical element of the project.  Leading up to the FEIS, the CCLRT project should 
disclose to the public incremental findings of bridge studies, which would allow for adequate 
public review and for decisions-makers to take public input into account.  
 
 
Additional SDEIS Comments 
 
A. Loss of On-Street Parking —  
Current CCLRT information indicates that 85% (985) of the on-street parking spaces will be lost 
if all mandatory and desired design elements are included in the project.   CCLRT Project Part-
ners have been working intensely over the last two months to find ways to restore lost spaces, 
to identify off-street and side street parking options, and to develop creative parking agree-
ments and programs to ameliorate what community members and business owners regard as a 
crisis. 
 
The DCC shares community and business concern about the severity of on-street parking loss.  
This loss will threaten the viability of individual businesses and negatively impact residential 
neighborhoods that are near and, in some cases, on University Avenue.  It will also negatively 
impact the vitality of University Avenue as a whole.    
 
In the interest of retaining as much on-street parking as possible, the DCC supports investiga-
tion into a wide range of options including, but not limited to re-thinking such “mandatory ele-
ments” as the number of through travel lanes, using the outside lane for parking in off-peak 
hours, and strategic placement of pedestrian crossings. 
 
The FEIS should provide a more complete documentation of the impacts of on-street parking 
loss and proposed mitigation strategies. 
 
 
B. Bus Transit Service Within and To Central Corridor 
The SDEIS states that the frequency of the #16 bus route will be reduced from the AA/DEIS as-
sumption of every 10 minutes all day to every 30 minutes during off-peak hours and every 20 
minutes during peak hours.  The DCC is concerned that this level of transit serve will not ade-
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quately serve the needs those whose trips do not begin or end within a quarter mile walk of an 
LRT station. 
 
This concern is based on analysis of data from the Metro Transit fall of 2005 Transit Rider Sur-
vey.  A comparison of #16 survey responses to survey responses system wide tells us that #16 
transit use patterns and rider characteristics are significantly different from system-wide pat-
terns and characteristics. We include a few highlights of findings from our analysis below. 
 

• #16 riders are more likely to be from low-income households than transit riders system 
wide 
o 41% of #16 riders have household incomes under $15,000 compared to 23% of all rid-

ers surveyed 
o 60% of #16 riders have household incomes under $25,000 compared to 49% of all 

riders surveyed 
 

• #16 riders are more transit dependent than transit riders system wide 
o 43% of #16 rider households have no vehicle compared to 31% of all survey rider 

households 
 

• #16 riders travel more during off-peak than peak hours 
o 60% of #16 trips occur in off-peak hours compared to 45% of all trips system wide 
 

• #16 riders are more likely to use transit for non-work related trips    
o 25% of #16 trips are between home and work compared to 63% of all survey trips  
o 31% of #16 trips are from home to college/university compared to 8% of all survey 

trips 
o 21% of #16 trips are from home to “other” compared to 7% of all survey trips 
o 6% of #16 are from home to school (K-12) compared to 4% of all survey trips 
 

• #16 trips involve more transfers than transit trips system wide 
o 57% of #16 trips involved 1 transfer or more compared to 31% of all survey trips 
 

• #16 riders are younger than transit riders system wide 
o 48% of #16 riders are under the age of 24 compared to 25% of all riders surveyed 

 
Highlighted findings illustrate that a disproportionate number of #16 riders are from low-
income households and from households with no vehicle.  And, a greater percentage of #16 rid-
ers use the bus in off-peak hours when proposed frequency cuts are the deepest.  
 
The SDEIS does not fully disclose the impacts that a reduction in the #16 frequency will have 
on riders who are disproportionately low-income and transit dependent.  The FEIS should in-
clude a thorough analysis of impacts and propose appropriate mitigation strategies. 
 
 
C. Community Involvement  (11. 0 Public and Agency Coordination and Comments) 
The DCC is committed to meaningful and inclusive citizen engagement in which diverse voices 
and non-traditional stakeholders participate fully in the decision-making process.   
 
The SDEIS provides a comprehensive overview of Community and Project Partner involvement 
in CCLRT decision-making.  The CCLRT project has developed an elaborate community in-
volvement plan, which includes a team of outreach coordinators assigned to different geo-
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graphic areas of the corridor, a Community Advisory Committee (CAC), and a Business Advi-
sory Committee (BAC).  CAC meetings are largely informational.  Members have little or no 
opportunity to influence decision-making through this setting, although these meetings do pro-
vide a venue in which CAC members can speak directly with Project staff. 
 
The DCC expresses its concern that participation in the CAC and BAC has waned over the 
course of Preliminary Engineering and that different community groups have felt the need to 
circumvent the project’s involvement process in order to have their voices heard.  Actions of 
community members/organizations and small business regarding loss of on-street parking are 
one example.  The feeling of disenfranchisement has been especially true for representatives of 
Environment Justice populations many of whom have simply stopped attending CAC meetings.  
This sentiment has also been heard in public testimony and appears to be understated in the 
SDEIS.   
 
The DCC raises this issue because community participation in decision-making is identified as a 
mitigation strategy for Environment Justice issues.  If members of those populations are feeling 
disenfranchised at this juncture in the project, the proposed mitigation strategy will not be effec-
tive.  We also raise the issue because process for station design and public art is about to begin 
and there is no public involvement plan for public review and comment.  Table 11-1 Key Project 
Issues (p. 11-12) identifies station and public art as one of the few issues the public can influence, 
yet suggestions from CAC members regarding the public art process have not been fully re-
sponded to by the Central Corridor Project Office. 
 
In its SDEIS Work Scope comment, the DCC proposed an external review of the public in-
volvement process. The primary purpose would be to allow community and business members 
and organizations, CCLRT Project staff, and Partner Agency staff to speak openly about their 
concerns and experiences to date, to identify process strengths, and to suggest strategies for im-
provement. The Citizen Representative to the Central Corridor Management Committee could 
chair the review process.  We believe such a review would be healthy and timely.  It is critical 
to the project’s success to have a strong citizen engagement program in place prior to Final En-
gineering and construction. 
 
D. Consideration of EIS findings for the extensions of Hiawatha and North Star Corridor 
The DCC notes that EIS statements are being or have been prepared for extensions of the 
Hiawatha LRT Line and the North Star Commuter Corridor.  Since the Central Corridor con-
nects with these projects, we believe the Central Corridor FEIS should acknowledge pertinent 
findings in the CCLRT Public Record. 
 
E.  Technical Comments 
Figure 1-9 Historic and Projected Traffic on University Avenue, I-94, and Washington Avenue (p. 1-
20).  This figure shows decreases in 2030 traffic counts over 1995 and 2005 Counts.  When ques-
tioned, Project staff suggested this may be an error.  If so, it should be corrected because it is 
misleading and the public may conclude (and has) that there may be more options for resolving 
on-street parking problems than is the case. 
 
 
The DCC appreciates this opportunity to comment on the SDEIS work scope and looks forward 
to your responses. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
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Carol Swenson, Community Liaison for 
District Councils Collaborative 
 
 
cc:  Central Corridor Management Committee 
       DCC Governing Council and Member Organizations 
 
 
Attachment A.  DCC Comments on the SDEIS Work Scope and Responses from the Central 
Corridor LRT Project  
 
Attachment B. West Bank Community Development Corporation Redevelopment Schematic 
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Attachment A.  DCC Comments on SDEIS Work Scope and Response from Met Council  
 
 

DCC Comments on SDEIS Work Scope Response in SDEIS 

1. Stations — the number and location (Western, 
Victoria, and Hamline);  DCC called for: 

a. supplemental ridership analysis 

b. rigorous analysis of  impacts resulting 
from a delay in construction of these sta-
tions 

c. thorough mitigation analysis 

 

a. no acknowledgement of ridership analysis in 
SDEIS;  CCPO responded in a separate report; 
it defended 4-Step model used by Met Coun-
cil; felt FTA would not be receptive to off-
model analysis 

b. SDEIS acknowledges these stations would in-
crease access to transit and offer more rede-
velopment opportunities; did not discuss im-
pacts of delays in building stations 

c. SDEIS found there were no disproportionate 
impacts; benefits are fairly distributed; no 
mitigation proposed at this time 

2. Station at Cleveland  

a. Requested study 

 

a. SDEIS states that no study was undertaken be-
cause neither the county nor the city requested 
a study 

 

3. Transit Connectors 

a. Request further analysis of bus transit op-
erations and service needs  

b. Explanation of measurements used to de-
termine “adequate” transit service 

a. The FEIS will document final service proposals, 
any associated impacts and commitments to 
mitigation, as needed.  (SDEIS presumes Route 
16 frequency levels at 20 minutes.) 

b. See above 

4. Traffic Operations and System Routing 

a. UofM/Washington Ave – areawide analy-
sis of traffic impacts cause by mall; include 
proposed and probable transportation 
network improvements and redevelop-
ment plans 

b. Recommended a multi-faceted mitigation 
plan that would address direct and indirect 
impacts; plan should incorporate strategies 
paid for by the project and those paid for 
through other strategies 

a. Identified as an “Other Comment” to be ad-
dressed in FEIS 

b. SDEIS now includes a section on Indirect and 
Cumulative Impacts, which includes devel-
opment trends and transportation improve-
ments 

5. Streetscape design and Reconstruction 

a. Include sustainable, environmentally-
friendly design and engineering 

b. Consider impacts on the pedestrian realm, 
open space, and green infrastructure op-
portunities 

c. Retain and protect existing canopy trees 
along University Avenue in Minneapolis 

a. Identified as an “Other Comment” to be ad-
dressed in FEIS 

b. See above 

c. See above 

6. Citizens/Community Involvement 

a. Request external review by independent 
auditors 

a. Identified as an “Other Comment” to be ad-
dressed in FEIS 
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Attachment B.  West Bank Community Development Corporation Redevelopment Schematic  
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DISTRICT ENERGY
51. PAUL™

August 21, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Ave. N., Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

District Energy St. Paul, Inc.
Hans O. Nyman Energy Center
76 Kellogg Boulevard West
St Paul, MN 55102-1611

Tel: 651.297.8955
Fax: 651.221 0353
www.districtenergy.com

Re: Written Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Central Corridor LRT Project

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

On behalf of District Energy St. Paul and District Cooling St. Paul I am pleased to submit our
written comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
Central Corridor Project.

We applaud the efforts that have been made to continue to move this vital project
forward, and we remain steadfastly supportive of the project. The serious concerns we
raised about the impacts this project will have on our critical heating and cooling piping
systems were understated in the Draft EIS. Unfortunately, the SDEIS continues to
undervalue the adverse, potentially devastating, impact on our small renewable energy
companies.

For example, in Section 4.9.5.2 Utilities, Page 4-86, the SDEIS states concerning the
Capitol Area Alignments/Stations that "District Energy's large heating and cooling
pipelines would likely be affected, but not substantially. The shallow district heating and
cooling distribution systems service 75 percent of the downtown St. Paul area. The
modified AAiDEIS LPA alignment is not proposed to extend more than 2-feet bgs in this
locations. II The impact on District Energy's heating and cooling piping in this area is in
fact very substantial. The grade cuts and station changes in the modified alignment in
this area are now significantly impacting piping that was essentially unaffected in the
approved LPA alignment. District Energy raised concerns with the Project Office about
impacts resulting from the proposed changes near the capitol well in advance of the
SDEIS being published.
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Environmental Services Project Manager
Central Corridor Project Office
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St. Paul, MN 55104

District Energy "t Paul. Inc
t-lans 0 Nyman Energy Center
76 Kt'll 99 80'11 Yard We
St PallI MN 55102·1 11

Tel 6512978955
Fax 651221 0353
www dlstrtC t energy.colT1

Re: Written Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Central Corridor LRT Project

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

On behalf of District Energy St. Paul and District Cooling St. Paul I am pleased to submit our
written comments on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
Central Corridor Project.

We applaud the efforts that have been made to continue to move this vital project
forward, and we remain steadfastly supportive of the project. The serious concerns we
raised about the impacts this project will have on our critical heating and cooling piping
systems were understated in the Draft EIS. Unfortunately, the SDEIS continues to
undervalue the adverse, potentially devastating, impact on our small renewable energy
companies.

For example, in Section 4.9.5.2 Utilities, Page 4-86, the SDEIS states concerning the
Capitol Area Alignments/Stations that "District Energy's large heating and cooling
pipelines would likely be affected, but not substantially. The shallow district heating and
cooling distribution systems selVice 75 percent of the downtown St. Paul area. The
modified AAiDEIS LPA alignment is not proposed to extend more than 2-feet bgs in this
locations." The impact on District Energy's heating and cooling piping in this area is in
fact very substantial. The grade cuts and station changes in the modified alignment in
this area are now significantly impacting piping that was essentially unaffected in the
approved LPA alignment. District Energy raised concerns with the Project Office about
impacts resulting from the proposed changes near the capitol well in advance of the
SDEIS being published.
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Capitol Area Alignments/Stations that "District Energy's large heating and cooling
pipelines would likely be affected, but not substantially. The shallow district heating and
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locations." The impact on District Energy's heating and cooling piping in this area is in
fact very substantial. The grade cuts and station changes in the modified alignment in
this area are now significantly impacting piping that was essentially unaffected in the
approved LPA alignment. District Energy raised concerns with the Project Office about
impacts resulting from the proposed changes near the capitol well in advance of the
SDEIS being published.
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Central Corridor Project Office
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The SDEIS also does not accurately document the depth of our piping systems.
Section 4.9.3.2 Existing Utilities (page 4-85) states that our chilled water piping is
typically located 4 feet below grade and our hot water piping is typically located 6 feet
below grade. This too is incorrect. Our comments on the DEIS pointed out that our
piping systems are typically 2 to 4 feet below grade and detailed information on the
depth of our systems was provided to the Project Office early in the preliminary
engineering process.

Some of the routing adjustments in the SDEIS have lessened the impact on District
Energy. The revised alignment at 4th and Cedar avoids impacts on two very congested
blocks. However, other changes, such as those by the capitol, have more than offset
the savings the revised alignment achieves.

The Central Corridor LRT Project continues to impact approximately 2 miles of our most
critical piping systems. It also continues to impact our fiber optic communication
systems which are also used by the State of Minnesota, Ramsey County and City of
Saint Paul. The total estimated cost of the impact continues to be approximately $20
million ... $17.6 million for new piping and fiber and $2.4 million for demolition. As
501 (c)(3) nonprofits, formed "to lessen the burdens of government" and serve the
energy needs of this community, we do not have the means to cover these costs.
Unless funding solutions can be found, all costs will be borne by our small customer
base, which would be harmful to all. Neither the DEIS or the SDEIS recognizes the
significance this impact could have on downtown Saint Paul building owners and
businesses. We and our customers continue to face a serious problem, and
construction of this project is potentially just over a year away.

District Energy St. Paul started over 25 years ago with an idea, an idea that has grown
to become the most successful district energy system in America. Communities and
leaders from around the country and the world continue to flock to Saint Paul to learn
and find solutions to secure their community's energy future and reduce their carbon
emissions. It is essential that this critically important Central Corridor Project continue
to move forward, but not be achieved at the expense of one of Saint Paul's true
renewable energy success stories.

Solutions must be found to mitigate the impacts this project is having on District Energy,
District Cooling and our customers. To continue to understate, under estimate and even
minimize the seriousness of the impacts on our renewable energy program and our
customers, first in the Draft EIS and now in the Supplemental Draft EIS, is not an
acceptable practice.

As a result of the information set forth above, we question whether the SDEIS meets the
minimum statutory and regulatory EIS requirements.

Kathryn O'Brien
Central Corridor Project Office
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The SDEIS also does not accurately document the depth of our piping systems.
Section 4.9.3.2 Existing Utilities (page 4-85) states that our chilled water piping is
typically located 4 feet below grade and our hot water piping is typically located 6 feet
below grade. This too is incorrect. Our comments on the DEIS pointed out that our
piping systems are typically 2 to 4 feet below grade and detailed information on the
depth of our systems was provided to the Project Office early in the preliminary
engineering process.

Some of the routing adjustments in the SDEIS have lessened the impact on District
Energy. The revised alignment at 4th and Cedar avoids impacts on two very congested
blocks. However, other changes, such as those by the capitol, have more than offset
the savings the revised alignment achieves.

The Central Corridor LRT Project continues to impact approximately 2 miles of our most
critical piping systems. It also continues to impact our fiber optic communication
systems which are also used by the State of Minnesota, Ramsey County and City of
Saint Paul. The total estimated cost of the impact continues to be approximately $20
million ... $17.6 million for new piping and fiber and $2.4 million for demolition. As
501 (c)(3) nonprofits, formed "to lessen the burdens of government" and serve the
energy needs of this community, we do not have the means to cover these costs.
Unless funding solutions can be found, all costs will be borne by our small customer
base, which would be harmful to all. Neither the DEIS or the SDEIS recognizes the
significance this impact could have on downtown Saint Paul building owners and
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construction of this project is potentially just over a year away.
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and find solutions to secure their community's energy future and reduce their carbon
emissions. It is essential that this critically important Central Corridor Project continue
to move forward, but not be achieved at the expense of one of Saint Paul's true
renewable energy success stories.

Solutions must be found to mitigate the impacts this project is having on District Energy,
District Cooling and our customers. To continue to understate, under estimate and even
minimize the seriousness of the impacts on our renewable energy program and our
customers, first in the Draft EIS and now in the Supplemental Draft EIS, is not an
acceptable practice.

As a result of the information set forth above, we question whether the SDEIS meets the
minimum statutory and regulatory EIS requirements.
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We stand ready to work with the Project Office and with any and all stakeholders and
units of government to address the issues in downtown Saint Paul. We look forward to
finding solutions to ensure the success of the Central Corridor LRT Project and the
continued success of District Energy St. Paul and District Cooling St. Paul.

Sincerely,

District Energy St. Paul, Inc.
District Cooling St. Paul, Inc.

Kenneth W. Smith
Senior Vice President and COO

CC: Anders Rydaker, CEO
William Mahlum, Executive Vice President and General Counsel
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Comments for the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Greater Frogtown Community Development Corporation

Steve Boland
Executive Director
533 Dale Street N
Saint Paul, MN 55103
651-789-7486
steve@greaterfrogtowncdc.org

The Greater Frogtown community Development Corporation wishes to comment on the impact of
proposed street-parking reductions under the current engineering. We feel this could have potentially
devastating impacts on the small-businesses in the area, and the economic environment of the
community as a whole.

Recommendations from the Greater Frogtown Community Development Corporation.

The Board of Directors of GFCDC calls for the Metropolitan Council and the City of Saint Paul to commit
to resolving these parking concerns, including a restoration of some street parking on University Avenue
in the eastern section, from Lexington Parkway to Marion. We recommend the following, but recognize
this is not a comprehensive list and other ideas may also be valuable.

1. The Metropolitan Council and the City of Saint Paul must agree on who is responsible for allowing
off-peak parking on University Avenue from Lexington to Marion, and that party should make a
public commitment to allow one-lane of traffic in each direction during off-peak hours, reverting to
two-laneS of traffic in each direction during peak times.

2. As there will now be signaled intersections at every-other block, the Metropolitan Council should
make a public commitment to remove four of the proposed non-signaled pedestrian crossings in
the area from Lexington to Marion to restore additional street parking.

3. The Metropolitan Council must commit financial resources from the Central Corridor Project to
provide remediation of lost street parking. Such money could be used for better signage from
University Avenue to off-street parking solutions, creation of shared parking resources, purchasing
land for new shared parking and other solutions.

4. The Metropolitan Council must commit financial resources from the Central Corridor Project to
enhance pedestrian safety on the University Avenue, including such options as physical barriers
between the consistent traffic lanes and sidewalk spaces.

address 533 north dale slreet. sl. paul. mn 55103 phone 651.789.7400 fax 651.789.7401 www.greaterfrogtowncdc.org
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August 25, 2008 
 
 
Kathryn O’Brien, Project Manager  
Central Corridor Project Office  
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200S  
Saint Paul, MN 55104  
 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien:   
 
Historic Saint Paul writes to provide comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS) for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (CCLRT) Project, located in Saint 
Paul and Minneapolis, Minnesota.   
 
Historic Saint Paul is a nonprofit organization founded in 1998 to lead local preservation-based 
redevelopment, with a special focus on core city neighborhoods.  Historic Saint Paul’s mission is 
to preserve, protect and enhance the character of Saint Paul’s neighborhoods.   Our 16 member 
board works directly with multiple partners to educate the community and reach out to those in 
the most underserved neighborhoods.  As advocates for the preservation of Saint Paul’s historic 
resources, Historic Saint Paul works to bring vision, expertise and financial resources to move 
projects forward with a sensitive approach to historic preservation. 
 
Historic Saint Paul has read the SDEIS and discussed its findings, conclusions, and mitigation 
recommendations.  These comments relate particularly to Chapter 3.0 and to the “Summary of 
Cultural Resource Impacts” dated August 2008.   
 
These comments will address one historic property proposed for classification in Category 2 
(Properties with Some Potential for Adverse Effects): the University-Raymond Historic District; 
and three historic properties proposed for classification in Category 1 (Properties with High Po-
tential for Adverse Effects): Saint Louis, King of France Church and Rectory, Central Presbyte-
rian Church, and Saint Paul Union Depot.   
 
 

 
University-Raymond Commercial Historic District   
(Refer to p. 3-82; Table 3-11, p. 3-88; pp. 3-100, 3-103, 3-104, 3-122; “Summary” Table 2, p. 
233.) 

 
  The University-Raymond Commercial Historic District, including 22 contributing buildings and 

sites, is a National Register Certified Local Historic District (CLHD), and is also locally desig-
nated under the jurisdiction of the Saint Paul HPC.   

 
The character and continuity of University Avenue itself is one of the defining features of 
the district.  The split side station buildings at Raymond Station (between Carleton and 
 

318 Landmark Center • 75 West 5th Street • Saint Paul, MN 55102 •651.222.3049 • fax: 651.222.7783 
www.historicsaintpaul.org 

 

Celebrate Heritage | Renew Neighborhoods | Strengthen Community 
 

HISTORIC SAINT PAUL
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La Salle Streets) have the potential to alter this character, especially from the point of view of pedestri-
ans on either side, but also for drivers or transit riders, whose views of building facades and sidewalks 
will be partially blocked.   

   
Careful design of the station buildings, aiming at the greatest possible transparency, will be nec-
essary to mitigate this potential adverse impact.   
 
 
Saint Louis, King of France Church and Rectory  
Central Presbyterian Church  
(Refer to p. 3-80; Table 3-11, pp. 3-93, 3-94; pp. 3-97, 3-98, 3-102, 3-104; “Summary” Table 2, pp. 238-
239. N.B. Section 3.6 does not mention the churches.) 
 
Central Presbyterian Church is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  Saint Louis Church has 
been determined eligible.  Both churches have active congregations and community-oriented programs 
that fulfill the mission and goals of their religious communities.   
 
In addressing such issues as vibration and disruption of access during construction, the EIS process 
rightly acknowledges that not only the physical fabric of buildings but also the well-being of the human 
community need to be accounted for in assessing the impacts of LRT implementation.  By this standard, 
the SDEIS seriously understates the adverse effects on the two historic churches on Cedar Street.  Ac-
cess to the main entrances – architectural and functional – of both churches would be severely limited, 
not only during construction but permanently, by the tracks on the east side of Cedar.  This is a loss not 
just of on-street parking and drop-off space but of the day-to-day and ceremonial life of institutions to 
which ceremony is central.  Weddings and funerals, to name only the most obvious examples, will be 
relegated to secondary entrances.  The vital link between the life of these institutions and the life of the 
street will be broken.   
 
Further, the catenary cable and poles will be superimposed on the canonic view of Central Presbyterian’s 
façade at the end of Exchange Street, a defining view of Downtown Saint Paul, which Section 3.6 of the 
SDEIS ignores.   
 
The intrusion of the catenary cable and poles on the view of its façade diminishes the integrity of 
Central Presbyterian’s setting, feeling, and association.  More importantly, compromising the us-
ability of the main entrance of both churches diminishes the integrity of buildings’ setting, feeling, 
and association.     
 
 
Saint Paul Union Depot  
(Refer to p. 3-80; Table 3-11, pp. 3-96, 3-97; pp. 3-97, 3-98, 3-102, 3-104, 3-115 through 118; “Summary” 
Table 2, pp. 239-240.)   
 
The Saint Paul Union Depot, listed on the National Register of Historic Places and included in the Lower-
town Historic District, includes not only the building (Head House) but also the public open space in front 
of it to the north and the Concourse extending south to Kellogg Boulevard.  The elevated rail yards have 
been determined eligible.   
 
Because of the location of the station platform on the south side of Fourth Street, the northern part of the 
public outdoor space will change in character, and the drop-off drive entrances, and access to the drop-
off drive, will be lost.  The historic use of the building’s main entrance – already potentially compromised 
by the difference in ownership between the Head House and the Concourse – will be further compro-
mised.   
 
Great care must be taken in the design of the station building relative to the whole of the public 
outdoor room that extends from the Depot façade to the 1926 Clarence Johnston façade that uni-
fies the buildings on the north side of Fourth Street.  The impact of the rail links to the Concourse 
and the Vehicle Operations and Maintenance Facility on the elevated rail yards structure must al-
so be carefully studied.     
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With regard to these historic properties and many others in the inventory, we note that the location of the 
Traction Power Substations (TPSS) has not yet been studied in sufficient detail to assess potential im-
pacts or propose mitigation strategies.    
 
Please add Historic Saint Paul to the list of interested parties found in Section 11.2.3. 
 
Historic Saint Paul appreciates this opportunity to comment on the SDEIS work scope and looks forward 
to your responses.   
 
Sincerely yours,  

 
Carol Carey, Executive Director 
Historic Saint Paul  
 
 
cc: Central Corridor Management Committee  
 Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
 Minnesota Department of Transportation Cultural Resources Unit 
 Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commission 
 Preservation Alliance 
 Historic Saint Paul Board  
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Date: August 25, 2008  

To: Kathryn O'Brien, CCLRT Project: 

From: Pete Vang, Hmong Business Association  

Re: Public Comments on SDEIS 

  

Dear Kathy O'Brien: 

On behalf of the Hmong Business Association, I am submitting these comments for the 
CCLRT SDEIS:  

The SDEIS does not address the impact of the 80%-90% loss of parking on University 
Avenue. We believe this will hurt many small businesses that depend on on-street 
parking and will contribute to the gentrification of the community, disproportionally 
impacting low-income communities and people of color. This is an environmental impact 
that needs to be fully disclosed and addressed by the Met Council as required by NEPA.  

Lost of on-street parking must be minimized. On-street parking must be restored in areas 
where it is needed by small businesses. There must be funding for parking and business 
mitigation. 

Pedestrian safety does not have to be achieved at the expense of businesses losing needed 
on-street parking. It is a false choice, and disingenuous by the Met Council and the City 
of St. Paul, to force the community to choose between safety or on-street parking. The 
Central Corridor LRT project has not shown that many of the decisions contributing to 
the lost of on-street parking were not arbitrary or preferences of engineers and planners. 
There was no community process. The project did not sought out input from small 
business owners about on-street parking. Planners and engineers need to come up with a 
solution that would not compromise either. Failure to do so is a failure of the CCLRT 
project, and a failure to serve the small businesses on University Avenue and the 
communities that depend on those businesses and rely on parking on the avenue.  

Sincerely,  

Pete Vang 

Chair, Hmong Business Association 
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Vang Dental Clinic 

365 University Ave. W. 

St. Paul, MN 55103 
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 To:     Metropolitan Council 
 From:  Art Miller, Owner 
             Insty-Prints 
  2512 University Avenue  
  St. Paul, MN  55114 
Date:   August 27, 2008 
Re:  Public Comment on the CCLRT Parking Impacts/Solutions 
 
My name is Art Miller and I own a business at 2512 University Avenue in St. Paul.  I 
have completed the Central Corridor LRT Business Survey and met with my Community 
Outreach contact, Rita Rodriguez. I would like the City of St. Paul and the CLRT Project 
Office to understand what the loss of on-street parking would mean to my business.  In 
addition, I have some ideas for potential solutions. 
 
At least 95% of my customers drive to my business.  They park on University Avenue to 
pick up printing supplies and materials.  Is there any way you can save 4-5 parking 
spaces directly in front of my business for these customers?  I am concerned that 
potential customers will find another supplier if they have no place to park or have to 
walk a few blocks to pick up materials.  There are 60 other businesses in the Midway 
Commercial Building that utilize on-street parking at University Avenue, Cromwell and 
Franklin Avenue.   
 
Solutions: 
 
1) Can you allow parking on University Avenue from 9:00 A.M until 3:00 P.M.? This 
would allow my customers to pick up materials between rush hours.  
 
2) Cromwell currently has a 2 hour limit parking.  Can you install metered parking for 15 
minutes?  This would allow customers to park off University Avenue and pick up 
materials from my business as well as others.   
 
3)  During construction can you limit parking around the Midway Commercial Building 
to 15 minutes which would allow all of our customers to have the opportunity to park 
near the building and pick up their materials? 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
 
 
 
Art Miller, Business Owner 
Insty-Prints 
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Comments submitted on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SDEIS) for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project, located in
Minneapolis and St. Paul, MN

August 19, 2008

Received
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Jewish Community Action
2375 University Avenue
Suite 150
St. Paul, MN 55114
Contact: Vic Rosenthal, Executive Director
vic@jewishcommunityaction.org
651-632-2184

From:

JEWISH

ACTION

COMMUNITY

2375

UNIVERSITY

AVENUE WEST

SUITE 150

Jewish Community Action (JCA) is focusing our comments in suppOli of the
construction of the additional stations at Hamline Avenue, Western Avenue, and
Victoria Street in St. Paul, Minnesota and other changes that are critical to equitable
outcomes.

SAINT PAUL

MINNESOTA

55114-1633

PHONE (651)

632-2184

Jewish Community Action is a membership organization representing more than 700
households that brings together Jewish people from multiple communities to understand
and take action on social and economic justice. For more than 12 years, lCA has been
working in alliance with diverse organizations on issues of affordable housing,
immigrant rights and community reinvestment.

FAX (651)

632-2188

INTERNET WWW.

JEWISH

COMMUNITY

ACTION.ORG

Jewish Commwlity Action has also been part of several coalitions of organizations for
more than four years advocating for equitable outcomes and racial justice related to the
development of light rail transit and other development on University Avenue. We
have been suppOliing efforts to increase affordable housing, local hiring and living
wage jobs in developments along the Central Con-idor. We are a member of the
Transportation Equity/Stops for Us Coalition which represents a total of 67
constituency-based and/or citizen participation organizations.

Our collective focus is to ensure that three additional stops are built at Hamline Ave.,
Western Ave. and Victoria Street by the completion of the line. These stops are pati of a
larger equity strategy for the future development along University Avenue.

A case for equal access by building additional stations at Hamline Avenue,
Western Avenue, and Victoria Street:

The SDEIS claims "the analysis determined that no impacts associated with the
proposed changes to the central con-idor due to LRT would be dispropoliionately borne
by minority or low-income communities" (Central Corridor LRT Project SDEIS pg 3­
138) as a result of the omission of stations at Hal11line, Victoria, and Western located in
the Midway East Segment of the Central Corridor LRT.

Based on census statistics from 2000, one of our allies the Minnesota Center for
Environmental Advocacy has found that the population at these stations is 80%
minority versus the average minority population of all other stations is 39% (see
attached spreadsheet Central Corridor LRT Minority Populations by Stations Sheet 1).

1

WINNER OF THE FORD FOUNDATION'S LEADERSHIP FOR A CHANGING WORl-O AWARD, 2004
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attached spreadsheet Central Corridor LRT Minority Populations by Stations Sheet 1).
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attached spreadsheet Central Conidor LRT Minority Populations by Stations Sheet 1).
These communities are also at 70% of the median income of Ramsey County (see
attached spreadsheet Central Corridor LRT Median Household Income by Stations
Sheet 2).

As stated in the SDEIS, "22 percent of the households in the Study Area are without a
car, thus, a substantial percentage of the population depends on transit to get to work,
health care facilities, shopping destinations, schools, and recreational facilities" (Central
Corridor LRT Project SDEIS, June 2008, pg 1-8).

The SDEIS also documents that the Midway East Segment of the Central Corridor
Population has the highest population density of any other segment along the line
(Central Corridor LRT Project SDEIS, June 2008, Table 1-2 pg 1-9 and Tablel-3 pg I­
ll).

By these statistics, the minority, low income, transit dependent communities at
Hamline, Victoria, and Western are being left out of the benefits ofthe Central Corridor
LRT and does not meet the stated purpose and need to "provide better transit service
and capacity to the diverse population of existing and future riders in the corridor"
(Central Corridor LRT Project SDEIS, June 2008, pg 1-4).

The Environmental Justice website of the U.S. Department of Transportation "There are
three fundamental environmental justice principles:

• To avoid, minimize, or mitigate dispropOltionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on
minority populations and low-income populations.

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities
in the transportation decision-making process.

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of
benefits by minority and low-income populations.
(http://www.fhwa.do1.gov/environment/ej2000.htm retrieved 81708),

Further, Kathryn O'Brian, Project Manager, Central Corridor Project Office received a
letter on March 18, 2008 from Kenneth Westlake, Supervisor NEPA Implementation,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5, that stated "Three additional stations
are being considered to serve the environmental justice neighborhoods a Hamline
Avenue, Victoria Street and Western Avenue in S1. Paul. A Central Corridor
website ... indicates these may be dropped from consideration due to cost factors. The
SDEIS should provide a clear explanation of what factors ...justify which stations are
retained for detailed analysis or dropped from fUlther consideration." (Central Corridor
website link Record of SDEIS Scope Comments received, pgs 56-57, retrieved 8/8/08).
A clear explanation of these factors has yet to be articulated in the SDEIS.
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Community Involvement vs. Community Influence

The Metropolitan Council has providcd many oppotiunities for conununity involvement
throughout the planning process for the Central COtTidor LRT. As stated in the Central
Corridor LRT Project SDEIS June 2008 "The development of a public involvement
program that incorporates the dynamic aspects of the affected ncighborhoods and the
greater metropolitan region was critical to achieving a successful project outcome" (pg
11-3). Although the Metropolitan Council has dedicated resources to community
involvement, this involvement has lacked "full and fair" influence in the Central
Conidor planning process.

As was commented by Anne White, Co-Chair at District Council Collaborative,
Community Advisory Committee (CAC) member, and an active participant in the
Transportation Equity/Stops for Us Coalition, in her testimony on the SDEIS,
"However, there are several aspects of the current Public Engagement Process that we
find lacking." To illustrate this issue, she points out that the CAC has not been allowed
to forward recommendations in the form of motions to the Central Corridor
Management Committee, communication between CAC members has been
discouraged, and an overall lack of responsiveness and transparency on the part of
Metropolitan Council Central Corridor staff towards specific details and concerns.
(Union Park District Council Testimony on the Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement August 2008)

Yet it was through the strength of this conununity voice that the City of St. Paul
unanimously passed a resolution on February 6'\ 2008 affirming the importance of
stops at "Westem, Victoria, and Hamline Avenues" and calling on the Metropolitan
Council "to take action" on the "following measures" "the deliberate pursuit of every
opportunity in phase one to include stops at Hamline, Western, and Victoria Avenues
along the proposed Central Corridor light rail line" (City of Saint Paul, Minnesota
Resolution 08-108 http://www.stpaul.gov/index.asp?nid=2128 retrieved 8/8/08).

Also on the strength of this voice, the community successfully influenced the Ramsey
County Regional Rail Authority to pass a similar resolution stating "The construction of
at least one ofthese stations is Ramsey County's highest prior.ity during this phase of
building the line" (Unanimously passed by the Ramsey County Regional Rail
Authority, 2/12/08).

"To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process", as stated in the Environmental Justice website
of the US Department of Transpotiation, there is articulated "properly implemented,
environmental justice principles and procedures improve all levels of transpotiation
decision making. This approach will:

• Make better transportation decisions that meet the needs of all people
• Design transportation facilities that fit more harmoniously into communities.
• Enhance the public-involvement process, strengthen community-based

partnerships, and provide minority and low-income populations with
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opportunities to learn about and improve the quality and usefulness of
transpOliation in their lives.

• Improve data collection, monitoring, and analysis tools that assess the needs of,
and analyze the potential impacts on minority and low-income populations.

• Partner with other public and private programs to leverage transportation-agency
resources to achieve a common vision for communities.

• Avoid disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income
populations.

• Minimize and/ or mitigate unavoidable impacts by identifying concerns early in
the planning phase and providing offsetting initiatives and enhancement
measures to benefit affected communities and neighborhoods."

(Environmental Justice website of the U.S. Department of Transpotiation
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2000.htm retrieved August 7, 2008)

In addition to the impOliance of adding the three stations, JCA also strongly suppOtis
two other critical needs to make sure this light rail conidor provides equitable
outcomes. First, it is essential that the Metropolitan Council work closely with local
businesses and property owners to develop a mitigation program to maximize parking
on and near University Avenue. This mitigation program must provide suppOti not only
for the any loss of parking but also provide mitigation for other difficulties encountered
during the construction of the LRT. Second, we recormnend reinstatement of the Route
16 service in the non-peak hours to existing levels and insist that all bus service must be
retained at levels that meet the needs of the most transit-dependent people who
disproportionately live along the corridor.

Bring the community involvement to completion by including the three stations at
RamUne, Victoria, and Western to the Central Corridor LRT Line, maintaining
bus service and providing mitigation to protect businesses and property owners in
the community.
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c~'JBe
Lower Phalen Creek Project

925 Payne Avenue, Suite 201 • Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 • www.phalencreek.org

August 14, 2008

Kathryn O'Brien
Central Corridor Project Office
540 Fairview Avenue North
St. Paul, MN 55104

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

Steering
Committee
Carol Carey, Chair
Christine Baeumler
Kristin Dawkins
Karin Du Paul
Chip Lindeke
Weiming Lu
Dan McGuinness
Paul Mohrbacher
Dennis Thompson

Staff
Sarah Clark
Amy Middleton

Thc Lower Phalen Creek Project is a community-led partnership that has worked for more than
ten years to help establish the Bruce Vento Nature Sanctuary, create new trail and greenspace
connections and improve local water quality. Our work on the sanctuary and the Bruce Vento
Regional Trail connection into Lowertown has helped transform a portion of the "no man's land"
between Saint Paul's East Side and Lowertown neighborhoods into a natural and recreational
amenity that benefits local neighborhoods and attracts people from around the region.

We believe that the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project is rooted in a commitment to
smart growth, connecting central cities and achieving sustainable communities. It is a project that
provides an opportunity to attract substantial new investment in downtown and achieve the next
renaissance for Saint Paul. Members of our Steering Committee have been actively involved in
saving and restoring the Depot, relocating the Post Office, and bringing back the Amtrak. We are
very supportive of the LRT project, and the development of the Depot as a multi-modal terminal.

However, the Lower Phalen Creek Project Steering Committee is very concerned about the
proposed location of the new LRT maintenance facility under the Lafayette Bridge south of
Kellogg Blvd. The proposed building and associated track takes up a significant area of land on
either side of the Lafayette Bridge.

Placing the facility in the proposed location w0uld fail to capture opportunities that are in
keeping with our goal- and the city's goal- of achieving sustainable communities that benefit
from proximity to the Mississippi River. It would lead to missed opportunities to:
• Make the riverfront attractive and accessible;
• Create new housing nearby that would further the success of Lowertown's urbau village,

expaud its creative community aud leverage the new amenities in the area, including the new
LRT line and the Bruce Vento Nature Sanctuary; and

• Preserve the opportunity to restore an important open space link within the National Park
~ Service's Mississippi National River and Recreation Area (MNRRA) corridor and Saint

Paul's National Great River Park.
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Further, the maintenance facility would have potential negative effects on the Bruce Vento
Nature Sanctuary, specifically visual and noise pollution.

We do not believe that the maintenance facility is the highest and best use for this parcel of land,
given its proximity to the Mississippi riverfront, the BlUce Vento Nature Sanctuary and the
Lowertown neighborhood's housing, artists community and other resources. We do believe an
alternative location(s) ought to be considered for the best interest of the community.

If you would like any additional information about our concerns please feel free to contact me
(651.222.3049, ccarey@historicsaintpaul.org) or Sarah Clark of our staff (651.290.0002,
sclarkmmc@comcast.net). Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

Sincerely.

arol Carey, Steering Committee
Lower Phalen Creek Project

cc: Congresswoman Betty Mc ollum
Saint Paul Mayor Chris Coleman
Saint Paul City Council
Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority
Saint Paul Parks and Recreation
Saint Paul Riverfront Corporation
CapitolRiver Council
Dayton's Bluff Community Council
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See Appendix 1 for comment attachments:  Marcy-Holmes Neighborhood Association 
 
 
1. District Councils Collaborative engineering letter  
2.  District Councils Collaborative engineering Areas of concern  
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as an alternative to a University Avenue overpass without extra stop 
lights at both 4th Street and University Avenue at 8th Avenue S.E. which 
would further impede vehicular traffic flow.         
 
We support extending River Road to Main Street but want to be assured 
that the bike and pedestrian way we negotiated with MNDOT under the new 
35W bridge is not disturbed.   
 
We vigorously oppose the proposed Granary Road going west beyond the 35W 
bridge.  Our MHNA Master Plan shows 2nd Street S.E. as a residential 
street.   
 
We are also very concerned that bus routes and bus service be maintained 
so that our neighborhood residents have access to mass transit.  From 
the maps we have seen about diverting traffic when Washington Avenue is 
closed, we especially worry about Route #2 being changed.  This is heavily used by 
our neighborhood and is our access to East and West Bank  U campuses.   
We need the University bus route across 10th Avenue bridge to stop at 
University Avenue.  If we are to access the Cedar/Riverside Central 
Corridor LRT stop this is especially needed or a Metro Transit bus 
across that bridge.   
 
We also strongly support the Dinkytown Business Association in their 
concern that Metro Transit bus service or U bus service from the St. 
Paul campus to the East Bank campus be reinstated.  Increased bus service should cut down on vehicular 
traffic.  
 
We believe that the affect of up to 50% or more of additional traffic on 
the University Avenue S E and 4th Street S E corridor will have 
significant and longstanding negative impact on the environment in the 
neighborhoods surrounding the Central Corridor LRT, which have not 
adequately been considered in development the SDEIS. The Marcy Holmes 
Neighborhood Association in cooperation with the District Collaborative 
Council commissioned the attached engineering study, including: 
Engineering Cover Letter, and Areas of Concern. 
 
We also assert that sufficient consideration and compliance with the 
following Federal regulations has not been accomplished: 
 
Section 106 Of The National Historic Preservation Act Requires 
That The SDEIS Analyze The Adverse Effects Of The  Washington 
Avenue At-Grade Alternative And Evaluate The Northern Alignment 
 
MERA Prohibits State Actions That Will Materially Adversely 
Affect Minnesota's Natural Resources 
 
We stand ready to collaborate with Hennepin County, the University, the 
Metro Council, the Minneapolis Park Board, the City of Minneapolis and 
any other institutions dealing with the problems outlined above.   
 
 
 
Thanks, 
 
Doug Carlson 
Marcy Holmes Neighborhood Board Member 
District Central Corridor Board Member 
Corridor Advisory Committee, representative 
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LEONARD
STREET

AND
DEINARD

August 25, 2008

VIA HAND-DELIVERY

Ms. Kathryn L. O'Brien
Central Corridor Project Office
Suite 200-S
540 Fairview Avenue North
St. Paul, MN 55104

150 SOUTH FIFTH STREET SUITE 2300

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55402

6I1-3H-15OO MAIN

6I2-3H-I6S7 FAX

Carolyn V. Wolski
612-335-1641

carolyn.wolski@leonard.com

Re: Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

I am writing on behalf of Minnesota Public Radio (MPR) to comment on the Supple­
mental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) prepared for the Central Corridor Light
Rail Transit Project (the Project).

As you know, MPR believes the Project has the potential to result in significant impacts
on its day-to-day operations. Specifically, the Project will produce noise and vibration, which
have a high potential to affect such MPR operations as recording, live concerts and music
sessions, and the use of sensitive broadcasting equipment. The Project also has the potential to
create electromagnetic interference (EMI) and radio frequency interference (RFI) affecting
MPR's operations. It is because of these concerns and others that MPR has urged the
Metropolitan Council and Central Corridor Project Office to move the Central Corridor route off
of Cedar Street.

Unfortunately, the SDEIS does little to analyze the issues of greatest concern to MPR ­
noise, vibration, EMI and RFI impacts, and even less to identifY alternatives or mitigation
measures. Instead, the SDEIS defers these matters to the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS). Moreover, MPR is particularly concerned about a critical omission in the SDEIS noise
analysis. As detailed in Comment 3 below, the SDEIS purports to rely on Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) guidelines for its noise analysis, but then fails to use the objective land­
use criteria set out in the guidelines. The omission raises serious questions about the efficacy of
the SDEIS as to issues of vital concern to MPR.

MPR will continue to work with Project team members to fully understand how the
Project could affect MPR's operations, and to develop reliable, long-term mitigation strategies
that will address all potential impacts. In the meantime, MPR has the following comments on
the SDEIS.
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Ms. Kathryn L. O'Brien
August 25,2008
Page 2

General Comments

I. The purpose of the SDEIS was to study unresolved questions related principally
to changed conditions. But the SDEIS falls short of resolving these issues. Time after time, the
SDEIS fails to evaluate impacts, consider alternatives, or discuss mitigation measures. The
SDEIS frequently refers to continuing study and ongoing discussion of issues, and concludes by
stating that remaining issues will be documented in the FEIS.

2. Similarly, the SDEIS states that some of the "key issues," which are supposed to
be the focus of the SDEIS, "remain uncertain" or "are currently being refined." (Page S-8.) This
raises foundational concems about the environmental-review process and, in tum, the
conclusions derived from the process. As acknowledged in the SDEIS: "[F]ull consideration of
environmental effects, as disclosed during the NEPA process, is required before the project can
be advanced to the funding stage for final design, right-of-way acquisition, equipment and
facilities, and system construction." (Page S-18.) This begs the question of how the SDEIS can
analyze potential impacts arising from project elements that remain uncertain.

Specific Comments

3. The SDEIS states that noise impacts were evaluated using the FTA General Noise
Assessment procedures for Category 2 and Category 3 land uses. (Page 4-49.) In other words,
no affected properties are being considered as Category I land uses, which are those most
sensitive to noise. This conclusion is wrong, and more troubling is the fact that the conclusion
appears to have been arrived at intentionally, through selective use of the FTA guidelines for
assessing noise impacts.

At page 4-47, the SDEIS purports to present the FTA's table of Land Usc Catcgories and
Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria. However, in the description of Category I land uses,
the SDEIS has excluded the following sentence: "Also included are recording studios and
concert halls." Attached to this comment lettcr arc page 4-47 £i'om the SDEIS (Exhibit A) and
the table from page 3-5 of the FTA's Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May,
2006 (Exhibit B).

Setting aside the disturbing implications of this omission, MPR's facility is obviously a
Category I land use. It consists primarily of recording studios, including the Maud Moon
Weyerhaeuser recording facility, which is directly adjacent to Cedar Street. Additionally,
MPR's Fitzgerald Theater is a historic concert hall located less than one block away from the
proposed Central Corridor route.

4. The methodology used for "determining" airborne noise impacts was more in the
nature of quick calculations done on the back of an envelope than any kind of thoughtful,
analytical process. Consequently, the best that can be said about the result is that they are rough
estimates, not determinations.
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The SDEIS methodology was to use estimates of Project noise levels and to compare
them with impact thresholds for Category 2 and 3 land uses. As notcd in the preceding
comment, MPR is a Category I land use. Moreover, the SDEIS provides scant information as to
where the estimates of Project noise come from and whether any consideration was given to
specific LRT noises, such as train bells, train horns, track turns, and noise reflection in a
downtown environment.

5. The SDEIS vibration analysis is generally better than its noise analysis, and therc
is an acknowledgment that where there is a potential for vibration impacts to occur, such as at
MPR's facility, a detailed analysis should be undertaken to accurately define the impact and
design mitigation measures. (Pages 4-59 and 4-64.)

However, the preliminary detennination of potential vibration impacts is likely
understated because of the assumptions made about the future operation of trains on the Central
Corridor. For example, it was assumed that all LRT vehielcs will always have wheels in good
condition, and that the track will be new, continuously welded rail that is always in good
condition. (Page 4-60.) Thesc assumptions are unrealistic. Additionally, no consideration was
given to the vibration effects of grade changes, switehes, or gaps, track joints and seams in the
rail necessitated by signal controls.

6. The SDEIS eoneludes that three-car trains should not create additional vibration
impacts because of the short amount of time it takes for a third car to pass by. (Page 4-46.)
There is no analysis of vibration impacts from the entire train when its weight and length are
increased by 50 percent.

7. As acknowledged in the SDEIS (Page 4-46), more information is needed about
the vibration impacts of the 14 traction power substations, one of which, according to Figure 2-8
in the SDEIS, will be located right next to MPR's building.

8. While MPR appreciates that the SDEIS recognizes the potential for the Project to
create EMI at MPR's facility, the SDEIS does not attempt to analyze that impact. Again, the
SDEIS leaves analysis and mitigation to be addressed in the FEIS. (Pages 4-85 and 4-87).
Ultimately, the potential impacts of both EMI and RFI need to be analyzed.

9. Finally, the general concerns expressed above also apply to the SDEIS's treatment
of noise, vibration and EMI impacts - these patts of the SDEIS are short on analysis and defer
the heavy lifting to the FEIS. For example:

5524682v1

•

•

•

The analysis of noise impacts is "based on limited information because detailed noise
modeling has not been completed." (Page 4-44.)

"At this stage of design, there is insufficient information available to define specific
construction vibration impacts." (Page 4-66.)

Potential mitigation measures "will be important when evaluating potential vibration
impacts to sensitive receptors and will be documented in the FEIS." (Page 4-67.)
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Thank you for your attention to these comments. While a considerable amount of
analysis remains to be done on many issues, MPR will continue to work cooperatively with the
Central Corridor Project Office to understand Project effects and to reach agreement regarding
appropriate mitigation measures.

Very truly yours,

LEONARD, STREET AND DEINARD
Professional Association

cc: Thomas J. Kigin, MPR
Jeff Freeland Nelson, MPR
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Central Corridor LRT Project
Chapter 4 Environmental Effects

Table 4-13 Land Use Categories and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria

Land-Use Noise Descriptor Description of Land-Use Category
Category (dBAl

1 Outdoor Leq(h)a Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their
intended purpose. This category includes lands set aside for
serenity and quiet, and such land uses as outdoor
amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as national
historic landmarks with substantial outdoor use.

2 Outdoor Ldn Residences and buildings where people normally sleep.
This category includes homes, hospitals, and hotels where a
nighttime sensitivity to noise is assumed to be of utmost
importance.

3 Outdoor Leq(h)a Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening
use. This category includes schools, libraries, and churches
where it is important to avoid interference with such
activities as speech, meditation, and concentration on
reading material. Buildings with interior spaces where quiet
is important, such as medical offices, conference rooms,
recording studios, and concert halls, fall into this category.
Places for meditation or study associated with cemeteries,
monuments, and museums, as well as certain historic sites,
parks, and recreational facilities, are also included.

Source: FTA 2006
aLeq for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity.

There are two levels of noise impact included in the FTA criteria. The level of impact affects
whether noise mitigation is implemented.

• Severe Impact - Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" (as defined in
NEPA). Noise mitigation is normally specified for areas with severe impacts unless
there is no practical method of mitigating the impact.

• Moderate Impact - In this range, other project-specific factors are considered to
determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation. Other factors can
include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the types and number of
noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound insulation, and the
cost-effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels.

The FTA noise impact criteria are shown in Table 4-14. The first column shows the existing
noise exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the
Central Corridor LRT Project activity that would cause either a moderate or severe impact
for a given land use category.

EXHIBIT A
Supplemental DEIS 4-47 June 2008
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Chapter 4 Environmental Effects

Table 4-13 Land Use Categories and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria

Land-Use Noise Descriptor Description of Land-Use Category
Category (dBA)

1 Outdoor Leq(h)a Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their
intended purpose. This category includes lands set aside for
serenity and quiet, and such land uses as outdoor
amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as national
historic landmarks with substantial outdoor use.

2 Outdoor Ldn Residences and buildings where people normally sleep.
This category includes homes, hospitals, and hotels where a
nighttime sensitivity to noise is assumed to be of utmost
importance.

3 Outdoor Leq(ht Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening
use. This category includes schools, libraries, and churches
where it is important to avoid interference with such
activities as speech, meditation, and concentration on
reading material. Buildings with interior spaces where quiet
is important, such as medical offices, conference rooms,
recording studios, and concert halls, fall into this category.
Places for meditation or study associated with cemeteries,
monuments, and museums, as well as certain historic sites,
parks, and recreational facilities, are also included.

Source: FTA 2006
a Leq for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity.

There are two levels of noise impact included in the FTA criteria. The level of impact affects
whether noise mitigation is implemented.

• Severe Impact - Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" (as defined in
NEPA). Noise mitigation is normally specified for areas with severe impacts unless
there is no practical method of mitigating the impact.

• Moderate Impact - In this range, other project-specific factors are considered to
determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation. Other factors can
include the predicted increase over eXisting noise levels, the types and number of
noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound insulation, and the
cost-effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels.

The FTA noise impact criteria are shown in Table 4-14. The first column shows the existing
noise exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the
Central Corridor LRT Project activity that would cause either a moderate or severe impact
for a given land use category.
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Table 4-13 Land Use Categories and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria
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where it is important to avoid interference with such
activities as speech, meditation, and concentration on
reading material. Buildings with interior spaces where quiet
is important, such as medical offices, conference rooms,
recording studios, and concert halls, fall into this category.
Places for meditation or study associated with cemeteries,
monuments, and museums, as well as certain historic sites,
parks, and recreational facilities, are also included.

Source: FTA 2006
a Leq for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity.

There are two levels of noise impact included in the FTA criteria. The level of impact affects
whether noise mitigation is implemented.

• Severe Impact - Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" (as defined in
NEPA). Noise mitigation is normally specified for areas with severe impacts unless
there is no practical method of mitigating the impact.

• Moderate Impact - In this range, other project-specific factors are considered to
determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation. Other factors can
include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the types and number of
noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound insulation, and the
cost-effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels.

The FTA noise impact criteria are shown in Table 4-14. The first column shows the existing
noise exposure and the remaining columns show the additional noise exposure from the
Central Corridor LRT Project activity that would cause either a moderate or severe impact
for a given land use category.
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Dear Ms. O'Brien,  
 
I hereby provide the following comment on from the Marcy Holmes 
Neighborhood in Minneapolis, regarding the Central Corridor LRT: 
 
WRITTEN COMMENTS OF ARVONNE FRASER, PRESIDENT, MARCY-HOLMES NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, MINNEAPOLIS CONCERNING CENTRAL CORRIDOR LRT AND CLOSING OF 
WASHINGTON AVENUE S. E. TO TRAFFIC. 
 
TO:   Kathryn O'Brien  Kathryn.obrien@metc.state.mn.us, and U.S. FTA  
 
RE: Federal Register Cite (Vol. 73, No. 37, Monday, February 28, 2008): 
73 F Reg 10090; Title: Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 
Administration; Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit Project, Located in Minneapolis 
and Saint Paul, MN; Agency: Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 
Department of Transportation (DOT); Action: Notice of Intent to prepare 
a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) (see 
attached PDF document). 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to make public comments about the Central 
Corridor :LRT SDEIS   
 
Our neighborhood abuts the University on the east, has the Mississippi 
River as our southern border, Central Avenue at the west, and the 
railroad tracks just south of E. Hennepin as our northern border.  We 
are the neighborhood that will be most affected by traffic diverted off 
Washington Avenue by the Central Corridor LRT.  35W bisects our 
neighborhood.  We are where the bridge fell down and are already 
experiencing what happens when a major thoroughfare is closed.  Two 
county roads in our neighborhood-University Avenue and 4th Street SE-- 
are overwhelmed with traffic as is the 10th Avenue bridge which connects 
us directly to the University's West Bank campus and the proposed 
Cedar/Riverside LRT stop.  E. Hennepin to our north is also far more 
heavily traveled with the bridge down.   
 
Many of us walk or bike to the East and West bank campuses; we walk or 
bike across the Stone Arch Bridge to downtown and we want to enjoy our 
Mississippi River front.  When the 35W bridge reopens this fall we will have increased traffic and increased 
air pollution because much of the traffic after the bridge closed circumvented our neighborhood.  Thus, with 
the reopening of the bridge traffic will increase.  If Washington Avenue bridge is closed that will simply mean 
more traffic and more pollution for our neighborhood.    
 
Little if any funding for traffic mitigation is available for the significant 
diversion of traffic to the University Avenue S E and 4th Street S E 
corridor, as a result of the closing of Washington Avenue S. E.,  from 
the Central Corridor project or any other responsible City, County 
entity or the State of Minnesota.  
 
We want it understood that traffic is not just vehicles-or if it is-then 
pedestrians and bikers need to be protected from vehicular traffic. We 
desperately need a pedestrian and bike overpass on University Avenue 
where it intersects with the 35W exit and entrance ramps. We understand 
4th Street SE and University SE are county roads and are very concerned 
about the increased traffic that all engineering studies show continue 
to carry increased traffic where they intersect with 35W.  This poses 
great danger for pedestrians and bikers.  Already the 5th Street 
overpass over 35W serving both bikers and pedestrians is crowded at many 
times during the day.  Getting to and from that overpass is not feasible 
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Chapter 3: Noise Impact Criteria 3-5

Table 3-2. Land Use Catel!ories and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria

Land Use Noise Metric
Catej!ory (dBAl Description of Land Use Catel!ory

Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their intended purpose.
This category includes lands set aside for serenity and quiet. and such land

1 Outdoor L,.,(h)' uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert pavilions. as well as National
Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use. Also included are
recording studios and concert halls.

Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This category
2 Outdoor L", includes homes, hospitals and hotels where a nighttime sensitivity to noise

is assumed to be of utmost importance.

Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This
category includes schools, libraries, theaters. and churches where it is
important to avoid interference with such activities as speech, meditation

3 Outdoor L,q(h)' and concentration on reading material. Places for meditation or study
associated with cemeteries, monuments, museums, campgrounds and
recreational facilities can also be considered to be in this category. Certain
historical sites and parks are also included.

L,q for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity.

3.1.2 Defining the Levels of Impact
The noise impact criteria are defined by two curves which allow increasing project noise levels as existing
noise increases up to a point, beyond which impact is determined based on project noise alone. Below the
lower curve in Figure 3-1, a proposed project is considered to have no noise impact since, on the average, the
introduction of the project will result in an insignificant increase in the number of people highly annoyed by
the new noise. The curve defining the onset of noise impact stops increasing at 65 dB for Category I and 2
land use, a standard limit for an acceptable liVing environment defined by a number of Federal agenCies.
Project noise above the upper curve is conSidered to cause Severe Impact since a significant percentage of
people would be highly annoyed by the new noise. This curve flattens out at 75 dB for Category 1and 2 land
use, a level associated with an unacceptable liVing environment. As indicated by the right-hand scale on
Figure 3-1, the project noise criteria are 5 decibels higher for Category 3 land uses since these types of land
use are considered to be slightly less sensitive to noise than the types of land use in categories 1 and 2.

Between the two curves the proposed project is judged to have Moderate Impact. The change in the
cumulative noise level is noticeable to most people, but may not be sufficient to cause strong, adverse
reactions from the community. In this transitional area. other project-specific factors must be considered to
determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation, such as the existing level. predicted level
of increase over existing noise levels and the types and numbers of noise-sensitive land uses affected.

Although the curves in Figure 3-1 are defined in terms of the project noise exposure and the existing noise
exposure, it is important to emphasize that it is the increase in the cumulative noise - when project is added to
existing -that is the basis for the criteria. The complex shapes of the curves are based on the considerations

EXHIBIT B

Chapter 3: Noise Impact Criteria 3-5

Table 3-2. Land Use Categories and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria

Land Use Noise Metric
Cate~ory (dBA) Description of Land Use Cate~ory

Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their intended purpose.
This category includes lands set aside for serenity and quiet. and such land

1 Outdoor Leq(h)' uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert pavilions. as well as National
Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use. Also Included arc
recording stlldios and conceIt halls.

Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This category
2 Outdoor Ldn includes homes. hospitals and hotels where a nighttime sensitivity to noise

is assumed to be of utmost importance.

Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This
category includes schools, libraries, theaters, and churches where it is
important to avoid interference with such activities as speech. meditation

3 Outdoor Leq(h)' and concentration on reading material. Places for meditation or study
associated with cemeteries. monuments. museums, campgrounds and
recreational facilities can also be considered to be in this category. Certain
historical sites and parks are also included..

Leq for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity,

3.1.2 Defining the Levels of Impact
The noise impact criteria are deflned by two curves which allow increasing project noise levels as existing
noise increases up to a point, beyond which impact is determined based on project noise alone. Below the
lower curve in Figure 3-1. a proposed project is considered to have no noise impact since, on the average. the
introduction of the project will result in an insignificant increase in the number of people highly annoyed by
the new noise. The curve defining the onset of noise impact stops increasing at 65 dB for Category 1and 2
land use. a standard limit for an acceptable JiVing environment defined by a number of Federal agenCies.
Project noise above the upper curve is conSidered to cause Severe Impact since a significant percentage of
people would be highly annoyed by the new noise. This curve flattens out at 75 dB for Category 1and 2 land
use. a level associated with an unacceptable liVing environment. As indicated by the right-hand scale on
Figure 3-1. the project noise criteria are 5 decibels higher for Category 3 land uses since these types of land
use are considered to be slightly less sensitive to noise than the types of land use in categories 1 and 2.

Between the two curves the proposed project is judged to have Moderate Impact. The change in the
cumulative noise level is noticeable to most people. but may not be sufficient to cause strong, adverse
reactions from the community. In this transitional area, other project-specific factors must be conSidered to
determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation. such as the existing leveL predicted level
of increase over existing noise levels and the types and numbers of noise-sensitive land uses affected.

Although the curves in Figure 3-1 are defined in terms of the project noise exposure and the existing noise
exposure. it is important to emphasize that it is the increase in the cumulative noise - when project is added to
existing - that Is the basis for the criteria. The complex shapes of the curves are based on the considerations
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Table 3-2. Land Use Categories and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria

Land Use Noise Metric
Cate~ory (dBA) Description of Land Use Cate~ory
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This category includes lands set aside for serenity and quiet. and such land

I Outdoor Leq(h)' uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert pavilions, as well as National
Historic Landmarks with significant outdoor use. Also Included are
recording stlldios and concert halls,

Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This category
2 Outdoor Ldn includes homes. hospitals and hotels where a nighttime sensitivity to noise

is assumed to be of utmost importance.

Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This
category includes schools, libraries. theaters. and churches where it is
important to avoid interference with such activities as speech, meditation

3 Outdoor Leq(h)' and concentration on reading material. Places for meditation or study
associated with cemeteries, monuments, museums, campgrounds and
recreational facilitles can also be considered to be in this category. Certain
historical sites and parks are also included..
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3.1.2 Defining the Levels of Impact
The noise impact criteria are defined by two curves which allow increasing project noise levels as existing
noise increases up to a point, beyond which impact is determined based on project noise alone. Below the
lower curve in Figure 3-1, a proposed project is considered to have no noise impact since, on the average, the
introduction of the project will result in an insignificant increase in the number of people highly annoyed by
the new noise. The curve defining the onset of noise impact stops increasing at 65 dB for Category 1and 2
land use, a standard limit for an acceptable Hving environment defined by a number of Federal agencies.
Project noise above the upper curve is conSidered 10 cause Severe Impact since a significant percentage of
people would be highly annoyed by the new noise. This curve flattens out at 75 dB for Category I and 2 land
use, a level associated with an unacceptable liVing environment. As indicated by the right-hand scale on
Figure 3-1, the project noise criteria are 5 decibels higher for Category 3 land uses since these types of land
use are considered to be slightly less sensitive to noise than the types of land use in categories 1 and 2.

Between the two curves the proposed project is judged to have Moderate Impact. The change in the
cumulative noise level is noticeable to most people. but may not be sufficient to cause strong. adverse
reactions from the community. In this transitional area. other project-specific factors must be conSidered to
determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for mitigation, such as the existing level. predicted level
of increase over existing noise levels and the types and numbers of noise-sensitive land uses affected.

Although the curves in Figure 3-1 are defined in terms of the project noise exposure and the existing noise
exposure, it is important to emphasize that it is the increase in the cumulative noise - when project is added to
existing - that 1s the basis for the criteria. The complex shapes of the curves are based on the considerations



 
 
 
 
 

Preservation Alliance of Minnesota 
 

 “… to preserve, protect and promote Minnesota’s historic resources” 
 

 
 
 

August 25, 2008 
 
Kathryn O'Brien 
Environmental Services Project Manager 
Central Corridor Project Office 
540 Fairview Avenue 
St. Paul, MN  55104 
 
Re: Central Corridor Light Rail Transit, Section 106 Review and Comments  
 Final Supplemental Historic Properties Investigations and Evaluations Report 
 and Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien: 
 
Thank you for allowing the Preservation Alliance of Minnesota to consult on the Final 
Supplemental Historic Properties Investigations and Evaluations Report and the SDEIS 
for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit project. I have reviewed the proposed 
stipulations on behalf of the Alliance. In general, I agree with the findings of the Final 
Supplemental Historic Properties Investigations and Evaluations Report, but I believe 
that the following information has not been provided in the SDEIS. 
 

1) In Chapter 7, the Section 4(F) Evaluation concludes that the LRT project might 
result in permanent use of the Saint Paul Union Depot and that constructive use is 
unlikely. Figure 7-2 illustrates the configuration of the Union Depot station 
platform, but that plan differs drastically from the illustrations provided at our on-
site meeting on August 18, 2008. (Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority 
and URS, “Pedestrian Circulation Union Depot Transit Station,” Comparison of 
Alignment Alternatives,” and “Minnesota’s Union Depot Multi-Modal Transit 
Hub,” all dated August 11, 2008, and DMJM Harris, AECOM, and Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, “The Central Corridor LRT Union Depot Exhibit,” dated July 22, 
2008.) Given the obvious development of these later plans, I believe the SDEIS 
statement is misleading and that its conclusion—that the anticipated effects will 
not be adverse—is inaccurate. 
 

2) Although the proposed route of the LRT will cut diagonally across the block 
occupied by the Saint Paul Athletic Club, there appears to be no record of 
vibration studies having been performed on the building, which is significant in 
part because of its elaborate ornamental plaster and terra cotta interior. The 

219 Landmark Center, 75 West Fifth Street, Saint Paul, MN  55102 
(651) 293-9047  www.mnpreservation.org 
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vibration chapter tacitly acknowledged that a fragile historic resource could be 
impacted by the LRT (Broadway Alternative, Lowertown Commons section, page 
4-65), but the condition of the ornamental interior of the Saint Paul Athletic Club 
has not been evaluated. The historic churches on Cedar Street (Church of Saint 
Louis King of France and Central Presbyterian Church) are also located very 
close to the proposed LRT tracks and their ornamental and structural 
characteristics also might be harmed by the vibration of the trains. In short, I am 
unwilling to accept the SDEIS statement that “it is extremely rare for vibration 
from train operations to cause building damage” (page 4-64) without further study 
and documentation. 
 
 

I request that further analysis be performed to consider relocating the station platform in 
front of the Union Depot. Moving the station to a location where it will not encroach on 
the historic approach to Union Depot has not been presented as an alternative to reduce 
this potentially adverse effect. The SDEIS also does not appear to give much 
consideration to the visual impacts that the station platform and canopies will have on the 
historic facades of the depot and the adjacent buildings. I also object to the proposed 
extension of the LRT to the concourse by bisecting the historic rail yard, as the linear 
character of that space is essential to understanding its historic function. 
 
I also ask that vibration studies and structural analysis be performed on the Saint Paul 
Athletic Club Building, Church of Saint Louis King of France, and Central Presbyterian 
Church. At the very least, these studies should be performed as mitigation of the potential 
effects. If the vibrations will have the potential to cause damage, the routes should be 
moved or treatment guidelines should be put in place. 
 
Given the length and extent of the SDEIS, I have probably overlooked some item of 
concern, so I look forward to further conversations with you during the Section 106 
mitigation process. Thank you for taking my comments into consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Erin Hanafin Berg 
Field Representative 
 
cc: Dennis Gimmestad, SHPO 
 Jackie Sluss, MnDOT 
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August 20, 2008 
 
Kathryn O’Brien 
Central Corridor Project Office 
540 Fairview Avenue North 
St. Paul, MN 55104 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien, 
 
I’m writing on behalf of St. Paul Smart Trips to comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS) for the Central Corridor LRT Project.  St. Paul Smart Trips is a non-profit organization that 
works to reduce vehicle miles and improve air quality in the City of St. Paul by promoting alternatives to driving 
alone and advocating for a balanced transportation network. Our 15-member board of directors represents local 
government, businesses, and residents. 
 
We strongly support the CCLRT because it represents the most critical piece in the development of a balanced 
regional transportation system.  The CCLRT will link downtown St Paul, the Capitol, the Midway, the University 
of Minnesota, and downtown Minneapolis providing connections to jobs, education, services, and entertainment 
for St Paul residents and those who visit, work, go to school, or do business in our city.   
 
Although we support the project, we feel the project could be enhanced in the following ways: 
 
Additional Stations 
To ensure that the project equitably serves all neighborhoods along the corridor, we support adding stations at 
Western, Victoria, and Hamline.  The proposed station spacing of one mile coupled with a reduction in service of 
route 16 could adversely impact low-income communities along the corridor that depend on public transit.  In 
December of 2007, the District Councils Collaborative of Saint Paul and Minneapolis found that adding these 
stations would:  
1. Be more consistent with station-spacing practices in other municipalities 
2. Be more consistent with the corridor’s character as a local corridor as opposed to a commuter corridor 
3. Tap high ridership potential in the corridor given socio-economic and geographic characteristics 
4. Provide transportation service equity 
5. Create more opportunities for future economic development 
6. Strengthen the goals and objectives of the Central Corridor LRT Project.1 
 
Public Realm 
As an organization whose mission is to reduce driving miles and improve air quality, we recognize the 
importance of a high quality public realm that supports more biking, walking, and transit use.  A linchpin for 
creating a high quality public realm is the provision of wide sidewalks.  We feel that at a minimum, the 
sidewalks on University Avenue should be 14’ wide.  A 14’ sidewalk would allow for: 

 2’ door zone so that opening and closing doors do not obstruct pedestrian traffic 
 6-8’ walk zone (6’ minimum needed for passing strollers or passing wheelchairs) 
 4-6’ furniture zone for street trees, garbage receptacles, benches, lighting, bike racks, and snow pile in 

winter months 

                                                 
1 District Councils Collaborative of St. Paul and Minneapolis. “Central Corridor LRT Stations at Western, Victoria, 
and Hamline Avenues: Preliminary Community Report” (December 2007). 

ST, PAUL Smart Trips
SS E STH ST, SUITE 202

ST. PAUL, MN 55101
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2 

 
Another critical aspect of a high quality public realm is to buffer the sidewalk from vehicle traffic.  Buffering can 
be accomplished through various means such as on-street parking, planted boulevards, and bike lanes.  Given 
the restricted right-of-way on University Avenue, we think on-street parking may be the best strategy because it 
can serve multiple purposes.  In addition to acting as a buffer, it provides quick and convenient parking for local 
businesses, many of whom have no off-street parking.  The provision of on-street parking can also help deter 
spillover parking into neighborhood streets.  Finally, on-street parking can serve as a revenue stream for the 
City or the local business district.  Because of the important purposes that on-street parking can serve, we 
oppose the loss of over 80% of this valuable resource as proposed under the current plans. 
 
Within the constricted right-of-way, wider sidewalks and the preservation of on-street parking would necessitate 
reapportioning some of the space given to automobiles by narrowing or reducing the number of travel lanes.  
While Met Council traffic engineers report that eliminating one traffic lane in each direction would result in failing 
levels of service (LOS) for motorized vehicles at key intersections, we question the accuracy of the assumptions 
used in their calculations.  LOS is a standard developed to measure the free flow of automobiles. By using this 
standard, we are making long-term decisions about the future of this corridor based largely on the convenience 
of automobiles.  We recommend a more objective study that evaluates the quality of service for all modes when 
measuring an intersection’s performance.  A more objective assessment could find that trading a traffic lane for 
wider sidewalks and on-street parking would result in greater overall benefits to the community by reducing 
automobile traffic and encouraging biking, walking, and transit trips. 
 
At the very least, one strategy for saving the on-street parking under a 4-lane configuration is to use the curb or 
outside lane for on-street parking and bikes except during the afternoon peak hours.   
 
Finally, strong bike and ped connections to station platforms and across University Avenue will also improve the 
public realm.  The project engineers have been working to maximize access to stations by accommodating 
riders at both ends of the platforms.  Additionally, they have added ped crossings near key destinations along 
the corridor.  We support these efforts and oppose the elimination of these non-signalized pedestrian crossings 
as a strategy for reintroducing on-street parking.   
 
Vehicle Maintenance Facility 
We share the concern of the Capitol River Council that the location of the vehicle maintenance facility in 
Lowertown could block access between Lowertown and the river.  The proposed location of the facility could 
impede the ability to connect existing and new streets to the river to facilitate bike and ped connections between 
amenities such as the farmer’s market and trails along the river at more moderate grades than the existing 
connections at Jackson and Sibley.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Jessica Treat 
Executive Director 
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Stuart C;olllpanies

July 16, 2008

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Central Corridor Proj ect Office
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200
S1. Paul, MN 55104

RE: SDEIS Public Hearings

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

Please accept this letter as my comments for the record on the above-referenced
subject.

I represent the owners for :-560 Cedar Street, LLC that owns property on the
southeast comer of 5th and Cedar Streets in downtown St. Paul. The planned
alignment of the Central Corridor LRT calls for a light rail track and station to be
located on that block and would require the acquisition and demolition of our
building.

I submit that this change in the diagonal alignment through this block and its
impact are not adequately addressed in the SDEIS. I submit that the City of St.
Paul is either unwilling or unable to act as the taking authority which undermines
the conclusion in the SDEIS that the construction ofLRT stations will promote
redevelopment.

More specifically, this diagonal realignment would have a negative economic
impact on downtown St. Paul. Downtown St. Paul is already short of parking
spaces and a large number would be lost with this proposed realignment. More
importantly, we have had discussions with Ecolab during the past year for their
making a long-tenn commitment to use our entire building as their training and
conference center. If our building is taken, there is not another building in the
city of St. Paul with close proximity to Ecolab headqualters that could
accommodate their needs and this facility would likely be moved to Ecolab's
campus in Mendota Heights.

We would strongly prefer that the realignment of the LRT be changed so as to not
take our building or parking lot.(':'"'j)' Wil1<' 11"<1<1,)11<1 rl'Ts
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Sincerely,

:~;;:Ai
/StuartlL ~.

Founder and Chairman

SHN'mt
Writer's Direct Dial:
(952) 948-9501

cc: David Oslund

Received

JUL 18 2008

CePO/Met Council
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July 16, 2008

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Central Corridor Proj ect Office
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

RE: SDEIS Public Hearings

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

Please accept this letter as my comments for the record on the above-referenced
subject.

I represent the owners for :-560 Cedar Street, LLC that owns property on the
southeast comer of 5th and Cedar Streets in downtown St. Paul. The planned
alignment of the Central Corridor LRT calls for a light rail track and station to be
located on that block and would require the acquisition and demolition of our
building.

I submit that this change in the diagonal alignment through this block and its
impact are not adequately addressed in the SDEIS. I submit that the City of St.
Paul is either unwilling or unable to act as the taking authority which undermines
the conclusion in the SDEIS that the construction ofLRT stations will promote
redevelopment.

More specifically, this diagonal realignment would have a negative economic
impact on downtown St. Paul. Downtown St. Paul is already short of parking
spaces and a large number would be lost with this proposed realignment. More
importantly, we have had discussions with Ecolab during the past year for their
making a long-tenD commitment to use our entire building as their training and
conference center. If our building is taken, there is not another building in the
city of 81. Paul with close proximity to Ecolab headqualters that could
accommodate their needs and this facility would likely be moved to Ecolab's
campus in Mendota Heights.

We would strongly prefer that the realignment of the LRT be changed so as to not
take our building or parking lot.

,I iilllll'II/H) lis, \/\ ,'i,i-f::!O- woo
"is I),i::!, 91 \, IJ.'i()()

/ (J,E iJ-/ \, IJ,'i-:O

H"gilliial ()ITi"I'

():1::! II I'sl/'I'II 1"('11111'

('('dllrlu llp',III,i.'10!:J

1" :J():J. ,J-:f)-'J';-: /

/ ::!():!,,! -:() Ir--::l

{,11/;:!III'li'fr. .-.;1 (f(I/'/ ro. rl)lfI

Sincerely,

:??[?);;:Ai
. StuartlL ~.

Founder and Chairman

SHN'mt
Writer's Direct Dial:
(952) 948-9501

cc: David Oslund

Received

JUL 18 2008

CePO/Met Council
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July 16, 2008

Ms. Kathryn O'Brien
Central Corridor Proj ect Office
540 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 200
St. Paul, MN 55104

RE: SDEIS Public Hearings

Dear Ms. O'Brien:

Please accept this letter as my comments for the record on the above-referenced
subject.

I represent the owners for :-560 Cedar Street, LLC that owns property on the
southeast comer of 5th and Cedar Streets in downtown St. Paul. The planned
alignment of the Central Corridor LRT calls for a light rail track and station to be
located on that block and would require the acquisition and demolition of our
building.

I submit that this change in the diagonal alignment through this block and its
impact are not adequately addressed in the SDEIS. I submit that the City of St.
Paul is either unwilling or unable to act as the taking authority which undermines
the conclusion in the SDEIS that the construction ofLRT stations will promote
redevelopment.

More specifically, this diagonal realignment would have a negative economic
impact on downtown St. Paul. Downtown St. Paul is already short of parking
spaces and a large number would be lost with this proposed realignment. More
importantly, we have had discussions with Ecolab during the past year for their
making a long-tenD commitment to use our entire building as their training and
conference center. If our building is taken, there is not another building in the
city of St. Paul with close proximity to Ecolab headqualters that could
accommodate their needs and this facility would likely be moved to Ecolab's
campus in Mendota Heights.

We would strongly prefer that the realignment of the LRT be changed so as to not
take our building or parking lot.
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Sincerely,

:??[?);;:Ai
. StuartlL ~.

Founder and Chairman

SHN'mt
Writer's Direct Dial:
(952) 948-9501

cc: David Oslund

Received

JUL 18 2008
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Transit for Livable Communities 
626 Selby Avenue 
St. Paul, MN 55104 

 

August 25, 2008 
 
Kathryn L. O’Brien, AICP, Project Manager 
Central Corridor Project Office 
540 Fairview Ave. North, Suite 200S 
St. Paul, MN 55104 
 
Dear Ms. O’Brien: 
 
Transit for Livable Communities (TLC) is writing to offer comments on the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit line.  Transit for 
Livable Communities is a non‐profit organization that advocates for expanded public transit and 
improved conditions for bicycling and walking.  We have a network of nearly 9,000 Twin Cities’ 
residents who support this mission.  We strongly support light rail in the Central Corridor and 
we are eager for this project and other rail and bus projects to move forward.   
 
Light rail in the Central Corridor has many benefits.  It will provide a more reliable transit trip, 
reduce a percentage of the emissions currently produced by diesel buses and motor vehicles, 
provide easier boarding for the mobility impaired, people with young children, and bicycle 
riders, and help to improve the pedestrian environment.  In addition, LRT offers the opportunity 
to replace some of the vacant parcels, off street parking lots, and underutilized sites in the 
corridor with higher density development and new jobs – the recent trend has been job loss in 
the developed area of the Twin Cities’ region and job growth in the developing communities at 
the edge of the region.  LRT can help to reduce this troubling trend.  
 
This letter highlights our organization’s positions on several of the nine major project elements 
analyzed in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement and several other topics 
mentioned briefly in the document.   
 

• TLC supports a street level alignment for light rail on Washington Avenue through the 
University of Minnesota campus. We believe that a transit mall with bus and train 
service on Washington Avenue will improve accessibility for pedestrians and transit 
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users, improve safety, and make the campus a national model in sustainable 
transportation.  A transit mall has the potential to improve the small business 
environment on Washington Avenue by increasing the people–moving capacity of the 
corridor.    

 

• TLC supports the inclusion of LRT station at Western, Victoria, and Hamline with 
agreement from the city and communities to increase development density at these and other 
station locations.  Additional stations should be in place on opening day or shortly thereafter.  
Additional stations will improve accessibility for neighborhood residents and provide 
greater opportunity for transit oriented development.  Service on the #16 bus should be 
maintained at a high frequency level.  North/south bus service connecting with the 
corridor should be greatly expanded.   

 

• TLC supports routing of light rail to Union Depot along 4th Street in downtown St. Paul 
continuing east to the proposed new maintenance facility.  We support the 
consolidation of two stations into one station at 4th and Cedar.  To reduce costs and 
right angle turning movements TLC also support a more direct alignment in downtown 
St. Paul by eliminating the routing east to Jackson Street.  The Union Depot should 
become a multi‐modal station for the east metro that connects local buses, light rail, 
statewide bus service, Amtrak, and future high‐speed rail to Chicago.  
 

• TLC supports design and construction of platforms, a power system and maintenance 
facility in St. Paul to accommodate the future use of three cars trains.  We believe that 
this is a prudent strategy for what will be a key connecting line to a much larger LRT 
system and regional rail system in the future. 

 
• The DEIS discusses motor vehicle parking in several sections.  TLC supports metered on ‐

street parking along the corridor and implementation of a Parking Benefit District.  Angle 
parking should be considered on adjacent streets.  City ordinances should emphasize 
maximum number of parking spaces allowed rather than minimums.  Allowing additional 
on‐street parking in off‐peak times should be considered in lower traffic sections of 
University Avenue.  
 

• Bicycle access should be enhanced in the LRT corridor ‐ improved parallel and 
perpendicular bicycle access should be a priority.  Bicycle parking should be added along 
the corridor.   The City has received a federal grant through Bike/Walk Twin Cities, a 
program administered by Transit for Livable Communities, to evaluate ways to improve 
bicycle and pedestrian access.  The SDEIS should reference the bicycle and pedestrian 
mode shares for St. Paul and Minneapolis specifically which are much higher than the 
mode shares for the region as a whole.   

• TLC supports planning to keep the project cost at an amount that will enable it to meet 
federal thresholds for cost‐effectiveness and compete successfully with other proposed 
projects from around the US.  
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If you have any questions please contact TLC at 651‐767‐0298. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Barb Thoman 
Program Consultant 
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Union Park District Council    
Testimony on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

August 2008 
 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS.  We appreciate all the time 
and effort that has been invested to bring the project to this point.  
 
In commenting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Central Corridor in June 
2006, the Merriam Park Community Council expressed support for building a light rail line 
along University Avenue and identified a number of priority issues we felt needed additional 
study and consideration, including the need to:  
• Build an LRT line that serves the people who live and work along University Avenue, 

especially those who depend on transit as their only available means of transportation; 
• Provide a complete network of bus service, with the current frequency of the #16 bus 

maintained to accommodate transit riders getting on or off between LRT stations, especially if 
the stations are more than ½-mile apart; 

• Ensure a high level of safety for cars, bicycles and pedestrians, especially for seniors, 
handicapped, school children, mothers with strollers, and Midway area shoppers; and 

• Involve the community in decision-making about LRT throughout planning, design and 
construction.   

 
Correction needed in List of Recipients: In July 2007, the Merriam Park, Snelling Hamline 
and Lexington-Hamline district councils united to form the Union Park District Council (UPDC).  
But the List of Recipients for the SDEIS still includes the three extinct district councils and 
UPDC is omitted.  We would ask that this error be corrected in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement to ensure that UPDC receives all official materials related to the Central Corridor LRT 
in the future.  UPDC should be added to the List of Recipients for the FEIS and the 
Merriam Park, Snelling Hamline, and Lexington-Hamline district councils should be 
removed.  
 
UPDC remains committed to the Central Corridor LRT, but we find that a number of issues we 
identified in our comments on the proposed scope of the SDEIS have not been adequately 
addressed in the SDEIS.  We would urge that the FEIS include more rigorous consideration of 
the following issues: 
 
1. The need to place the highest priority on pedestrian, bicyclist and traffic safety.   
The UPDC is pleased that safety has been given a high priority in LRT plans to date.  However, 
we do not believe that the SDEIS has adequately addressed the critical issue of pedestrian safety.  
We would like to ensure the FEIS fully addresses the need to require LRT plans to result in 
improved safety, especially for people with limited mobility and at locations with high 
accident rates, such as the stretch of Snelling from I-94 to University Avenue.   
 
Plans for LRT should include defined safety goals agreed upon by the community.  In areas of 
less traffic, retaining current levels of safety might be the goal.  In more dangerous areas, the 
goal must be to achieve improved safety and a reduced number of accidents.   
 
Basically, UPDC believes the main problem is car and truck traffic, especially when going too 
fast, disregarding traffic signals or not stopping for pedestrians and bicyclists in crosswalks.  To 
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improve pedestrian safety along the Central Corridor, we recommend the following 
actions, to be coordinated with the cities and counties as appropriate: 

A. Enforce pedestrian, bicycle and car traffic laws; 
B. Enforce speed limits and traffic signals – including the use of photo enforcement; 
C. Install prominent signage to mark pedestrian crossings and to let cars know they 

must stop for pedestrians and bicyclists in the right-of-way; 
D. Add design elements to discourage jaywalking and inappropriate behavior by 

pedestrians and bicyclists; 
E. Explore the possibility of reducing traffic lanes to one in each direction to provide 

on-street parking as a buffer between pedestrians and traffic; and 
F. Install street lights, surveillance cameras and other devices to increase public safety.  

 
For the Midway area that abuts our neighborhood, we are especially concerned about providing 
safe crossings for pedestrians in and around the shopping area and in the vicinity of senior 
residences such as Episcopal Homes at Fairview Avenue.  Over 150 traffic accidents and two 
pedestrian deaths have occurred near the proposed Snelling/University LRT station during the 
last year, a number that is unacceptable to the community.   
 
In addressing safety issues for the Snelling-University intersection, UPDC believes the solution 
must focus on providing safe, efficient, and pleasant crossings for pedestrians, bicyclists, cars, 
buses, and LRT.  The goal should be to calm traffic, not just to move traffic more rapidly 
through the intersection with a tunnel or widening of Snelling. 
 
In the SDEIS, especially in the Transportation chapter, the focus remains almost exclusively on 
improving the movement of vehicles, with a heavy emphasis on technical data related to traffic 
counts and the effect on the Level of Service of the Snelling-University intersection.   
 
UPDC believes that the FEIS must include additional studies of the Snelling-University 
intersection that are not oriented to solving the needs of vehicles, but rather balance 
movement needs of people with how traffic operations should be modified to make Snelling 
and University a safe and successful location for LRT, designed to encourage transit-
oriented development.   
 
Additionally, the intersection itself should not be the sole focus of problem-solving for 
traffic.  Alternative solutions should be sought over a broader geographic area, such as 
adding or completing additional north-south road and bus connections to Roseville and 
Highland Park or improving other east-west routes to accommodate through traffic.   
 
It is also critical that UPDC and other neighborhood representatives be included from the 
beginning and throughout the process in addressing problems at the Snelling-University 
intersection and the adjacent I-94 ramps.  The Snelling Green Streets Study by Saint Paul’s 
Central Corridor Design Center provides a good example of this inclusive approach.  (See 
Appendix A -- Snelling Green Streets Summary Report, May 2008)  In contrast, the 2006 
Snelling/University Capacity Study, prepared by SRF Consulting Group, was undertaken with no 
input from the adjacent neighborhoods; as a result, the study and the proposed solutions were 
rejected by the community.   
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On University Avenue, especially in the Midway area, UPDC recommends that non-
signalized pedestrian crossings be provided at every intersection that does not have a 
traffic light.   If pedestrian crossings are not provided at frequent intervals, people will be far 
more likely to cross midblock rather than walking a block or more to a crossing.  This puts 
pedestrians at great risk as they attempt to cross traffic and rail lines with no central islands or 
protected crosswalks.  For people in wheelchairs, mothers or fathers with young children, or 
school groups, walking some distance to safely cross the street or to gain access to a station 
platform would be a severe hardship.   
 
In the Snelling/University station area, an additional non-signalized pedestrian crossing is 
needed at Asbury Street for pedestrians crossing University Avenue to get to the Midway 
shopping center.  This would also provide direct access to the eastbound station platform for 
passengers coming from the Transit Plaza or from the residential neighborhood to the north.  
Engineering drawings show that this would not interfere with the need for a long left turn lane 
and it would go a long way toward discouraging dangerous jaywalking at this busy intersection.   
 
There are a number of locations where long sidewalks are proposed in the middle of the avenue 
to gain access to the LRT station platform.  We do not believe this is safe or pedestrian-friendly 
for anyone – certainly not for seniors or people in wheelchairs.  UPDC thinks it is critical to 
reexamine the plans for mid-street sidewalks, where pedestrians are forced to walk on a 10-
foot wide walkway between passing light rail trains and auto traffic.  Consideration should 
be given to providing direct crossings at both ends of each station platform.  The goal 
should be to ensure safe and comfortable access to station platforms for everyone, 
including people in wheelchairs and mothers or fathers with children in strollers.   
 
2. The need to ensure full façade-to-façade reconstruction and beautification to create an 
enhanced economic environment for businesses with stations and public art that that evoke 
the special qualities of each individual neighborhood along the corridor. 
 
UPDC believes it is essential that University Avenue’s streetscaping needs be addressed as part 
of LRT planning.  The project scope includes resurfacing the street and rebuilding curbs, gutters 
and sidewalks along University Avenue (with a portion of the expenses to be paid by Ramsey 
County and the City of Saint Paul).  Equally important is the evaluation of each neighborhood’s 
existing streets and sidewalks, and planning for appropriate reconstruction and beautification.  
Additional streetscaping elements, such as trees, pedestrian-scale lighting, benches, and 
boulevards, are essential to turn University Avenue into a lively, pedestrian-friendly 
thoroughfare.  It may not be possible to fund these amenities within the project budget, but we 
hope every effort will be made to ensure that streetscape improvements are made at the time the 
LRT is built, to avoid more disruption, and increased costs for streetscaping at a later date. 
 
It is also very important that LRT station design and public art processes be well 
coordinated and integrated with streetscape planning, so that the stations and public art fit 
seamlessly into the surrounding area and reflect the unique character of the adjoining 
neighborhood.   
 
Unfortunately, there has been little coordination to date; three separate groups have been 
working on station design, streetscaping, and selecting public artists.  Planning for stations is 
moving forward without sufficient input from public artists or community members, and the 
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public art process, as currently envisioned, severely limits the role of neighborhoods in helping 
to create a concept and selecting artists for each station.   
 
Early on, the station design and public art process was put forward as one area where the public 
would have an opportunity to “influence” the outcome.  But now the stations are being designed 
and the public artists selected with no neighborhood involvement.  It’s already very late in the 
process, but we urge that local neighborhood committees be set up as soon as possible to 
help develop a distinctive concept for each station.  
 
 
3. The need for mitigation to help businesses along University Avenue survive and thrive 
during construction and after the LRT opens in 2014.  Safe streets, comfortable walking, and 
easy access to transit are essential elements of a safe and inviting environment that encourages 
shopping, dining, meeting friends for coffee, or strolling and window-shopping.  In some 
locations, mitigation may also be required to enable current residents and small businesses to 
survive through construction and remain on University Avenue in the future.  The LRT project 
should bear some of the costs of mitigation, if required, since the loss of on-street parking is the 
direct result of the project. 
 
The community is committed to retaining the rich diversity of our neighborhoods.  For the many 
small businesses along University Avenue, mitigation will be required to enable them to survive 
construction and to remain in place as property values, rents and taxes rise with the coming of 
LRT.  The impacts on small businesses during construction are likely to be the most severe, since 
most of them operate with a very small profit margin.  Although this may not be the 
responsibility of the LRT project, it is critical that there be continued cooperation between the 
project and the cities to ensure the survival of our diverse small businesses. 
• The LRT project should develop a mitigation plan for businesses all along University 

Avenue to help offset disruptions during construction; this might include business consulting 
services, micro loans and marketing campaigns developed in cooperation with the cities. 

• For businesses that lose on-street parking due to the LRT, mitigation should be provided, 
ideally in the form of off-street replacement parking or shared parking.  The project should 
bear some of the costs of parking mitigation, such as building a parking ramp if needed, 
given that the loss of on-street parking is a direct result of the LRT project.  The cities should 
also help resolve parking issues to ensure that small businesses can continue to survive and 
thrive on University Avenue. 

• One possible solution to the parking problem that has been suggested is to reduce the number 
of driving lanes on University Avenue to one in each direction instead of two in each 
direction as currently planned.  Traffic studies to date indicate that this would cause 13 
intersections to fail at the afternoon rush hour, but may be workable at other times of day.  
UPDC believes that additional studies should be done to determine the viability of time 
specific parking, allowing for on-street parking for most of the day and evening by 
going to one lane of traffic in each direction, then reverting to two lanes in each 
direction, with parking prohibited, during peak afternoon hours.   

• The elimination of most of the on-street parking on University Avenue also raises safety 
issues for pedestrians on the sidewalks, where they will be walking right next to moving 
traffic, with no protective barriers currently envisioned.  Although this may not actually 
endanger pedestrians, it is likely to make people feel unsafe, which would then discourage 
walking along the avenue.  Both pedestrians and parking are critical for the survival of 
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businesses, so it’s important to create an environment that welcomes both walkers and 
drivers.  

• The Met Council should work with Ramsey County and the City of St Paul to evaluate 
parking needs, coordinate efforts to replace lost parking, and put in place measures to resolve 
parking issues so that existing businesses and residents can remain on or near University 
Avenue.  

• Other questions that should be addressed by the CCPO if most on-street parking is 
eliminated: How can people avoid getting splashed by passing cars in rainy weather?  Where 
will the snow be piled?  Where will delivery trucks stop to drop or pick up a package – in the 
right-hand driving lane? 

 
UPDC believes that the LRT project must find ways to restore a substantial number of on-
street parking spaces to ensure the survival of the many small businesses on University 
Avenue.  Mitigation should be provided in the form of shared parking, consolidated 
parking, metered side street parking, or structured parking, if needed.  Since the loss of 
parking spaces is a direct result of the LRT, some mitigation funding should be included in 
the project budget for parking replacement.   
 
 
4. The need for additional stations at Hamline Avenue, Victoria Street and Western 
Avenue and continued #16 bus service at 8-12 minute frequencies. 
In a letter to Metropolitan Council Chair Peter Bell in January 2008 (Appendix B), we stressed 
the importance of including stops at Western, Victoria and Hamline and continuing the current 8-
12 minute schedule of service for the #16 local bus on University Avenue.  As we noted in our 
letter, if these additional stations are not included in the project and #16 bus service is cut back to 
20-30 minute frequencies, “…many residents along University Avenue will be faced with 
reduced transit access once the light rail is built.”  
 
This will negatively impact some of St Paul’s most low-income, ethnically diverse, and transit-
dependent populations, raising environmental justice issues related to equitable transportation 
access and economic development opportunities that we believe are not adequately addressed by 
the SDEIS.  In fact, the SDEIS claims there is no disproportionate impact on sensitive 
populations as a result of the omission of stations at Hamline, Victoria and Western and the 
reduction of current #16 bus frequencies, so no mitigation will be required. 
 
“Environmental justice is defined as the equitable treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
persons regardless of race, color, national origin, or income. The purpose of considering 
environmental justice is to ensure that sensitive populations do not bear a disproportionate 
share of the negative impacts associated with the development of the Central Corridor LRT, and 
that benefits of the project are distributed fairly to all users, regardless of race, ethnicity, or 
socioeconomic status. 
 
In determining compliance with the intent of Executive Order 12898, this analysis examines 
whether the proposed changes to the AA/DEIS LPA provides transit service equity, whether 
minority or low-income populations are disproportionately exposed to the adverse effects 
associated with the project’s development, and whether these communities have had the 
opportunity to participate in activities related to planning the project. 
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The analysis determined that no impacts associated with the proposed changes to the LPA 
would be disproportionately borne by minority or low-income communities. 
 
There will be a variety of short-term construction impacts, as well as long term impacts such as 
loss of on-street parking and changes to property access that would be experienced by all 
residents and users of the corridor. However, these impacts are not disproportionately borne by 
sensitive communities; rather they are borne by all communities along the corridor. Benefits of 
the project, including increased mobility along the Central Corridor, would be experienced by all 
populations. 
 
Because the expected adverse impacts would not be disproportionate, no special mitigation 
measures beyond those proposed in the AA/DEIS would be necessary.” 
 
UPDC emphatically disagrees with the SDEIS claims that: 
• The omission of stations at Western, Victoria and Hamline does not disproportionately 

impact minority or low-income communities; 
• The benefits of the project, including increased mobility along the corridor, would be 

equally experienced by all populations;  
• The current plans fulfill the environmental justice requirements of Executive Order 

12898; and  
• Therefore no mitigation is required.   
 
We believe it is essential that the FEIS re-examine these claims and respond to analysis by 
the District Councils Collaborative (See Appendix C -- DCC research report, Additional 
Stations: Making the Case for Western, Victoria and Hamline, November 2007)  and the 
Transportation Equity/Stops4Us Coalition (See Appendix D – Map of ½-mile station spacing 
pattern in residential areas -- Spreadsheet of minority and low-income population percentages at 
three missing station areas as compared to currently planned station areas).  These studies and 
charts clearly indicate that the predominantly minority and low-income populations 
around Western, Victoria and Hamline will suffer disproportionate negative impacts if the 
project does not include the building of stations at these locations.  These environmental 
justice issues are not adequately addressed in the SDEIS.   
 
Transportation inequities that are not adequately addressed in the SDEIS include: 
• Stations a mile apart and reduced bus frequencies will result in reduced mobility and negative 

time saving benefits due to longer walks and/or longer waits to access transit for people who 
live within a ¼-mile of the three missing stations.  The large percentage of low-income, 
ethnically diverse, and transit-dependent populations in this area are exactly the people the 
environmental justice laws are designed to protect from disproportionately high negative 
impacts.  Yet these issues are not addressed in the SDEIS, and no mitigation is proposed. 

   
• There is a clear pattern of stops every half mile established along University Avenue in 

residential areas, but this pattern is broken in the area between Snelling and Rice, where 
stations are a mile apart.  (See attached map – Appendix D)  There is also a dramatic 
difference in the percentage of minority and low-income populations living within a quarter 
mile of the missing stations, as compared to the quarter-mile areas around currently planned 
stations from the West Bank to Rice Street.  Recent analysis by the Transportation 
Equity/Stops4Us Coalition indicates that the percentage of the population below the 
poverty level in the ¼-mile areas around Western, Victoria and Hamline is 77%, 
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compared to 45% in the ¼-mile areas around the currently planned stations from the 
West Bank to Rice.  Similarly, the percentage of minorities living in the missing station 
areas is 80%, while the minority population around planned stations from the West 
Bank to downtown St. Paul is 39%.  The omission of the three stations and reduction in 
#16 bus service presents a clear pattern of discrimination, results in reduced levels of 
transit service, and imposes a disproportionate burden of negative impacts on the 
residents and businesses around these station locations.    (See attached spread sheet – 
Appendix E)  

 
• Providing additional bus service by adding #83 bus on Lexington and #60 circulator from 

Victoria to Hamline and south to St Clair does not provide adequate mitigation for residents 
and businesses near Western, Victoria and Hamline.  The Metropolitan Council Response to 
the DCC Report (January 2008) claims that these additional bus lines will provide access to 
transit within a ¼-mile of most locations.  But this does not offset the lack of direct access to 
LRT and the greatly reduced service of the #16 bus, which has the second highest ridership in 
the entire Twin Cities metro area. 

 
Economic inequities that are not adequately addressed in the SDEIS include: 
• The reduced transit access described above also has economic consequences for residents and 

businesses near Western, Victoria and Hamline, including: 
o Significant increases in time required for residents and local business owners and 
workers to travel to and from work and other necessary destinations; 
o Loss of business opportunities for small business owners located near Western, 
Victoria and Hamline, due to reduced transit access for customers, while competitors 
adjacent to LRT stations enjoy improved access; 
o Reduced incentive for new development to locate in these areas. 

• If these three stations are not built, the FEIS should address the need for the LRT project to 
provide some alternative mitigation, such as maintaining 10-15 minute service for the #16 
bus, to offset the negative economic impacts on local businesses and non-profits.  The high 
percentage of ethnically diverse small businesses make this an environmental justice issue 
that must be addressed in the FEIS. 

 
Furthermore, we believe the decision to include only the infrastructure for the three stations in 
the project does not meet the central NEPA Environmental Justice principles: 

i. To avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health 
and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

ii. To ensure the full and fair participations by all potentially affected communities in 
the transportation decision-making process. 

iii. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits 
by minority and low-income populations. 

With no stations at Western, Victoria and Hamline, and reduced #16 bus service, the 
disproportionately high impacts on residents and businesses would not be avoided, minimized or 
mitigated, and the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income populations would be reduced 
and significantly delayed. 
 
UPDC also questions the adequacy of the criteria and process by which station locations were 
selected for inclusion in the project. In commenting on the proposed scope of the SDEIS, NEPA 
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Implementation Supervisor, Kenneth Westlake notes: “Three additional stations are being 
considered to serve the environmental justice neighborhoods at Hamline Avenue, Victoria Street 
and Western Avenue in St Paul.  A Central Corridor website…indicates these may be dropped 
from consideration due to cost factors.  The SDEIS should provide a clear explanation of what 
factors, such as ridership numbers, safety concerns, or system efficiencies, justify which stations 
are retained for detailed analysis or dropped from further consideration.  Cost alone appears to 
be an insufficient basis, since most of the stations have similar costs.” (SDEIS – Appendix A) 
 
In reviewing the analysis of the three stations, the SDEIS acknowledges that “the strategic 
location of stations in minority or low-income population areas has the potential to directly and 
indirectly benefit these communities…”  But the Evaluation of Western, Victoria, and Hamline 
Station Options -- December 2007, prepared by DMJM Harris, concludes that “Adding any one 
of the three stations raises FTA’s Cost Effectiveness Index (CEI) from $26.05 to between $26.33 
and $26.55.  The project needs to be under $24.00 to receive an FTA recommendation for entry 
into final design and construction funding from the New Starts program.” (See Appendix F)  
This would seem to indicate that the decision to include only the infrastructure in the project, 
postponing build-out to some future, undefined date, was mainly based on the constraints of the 
CEI.   
 
UPDC agrees with NEPA Supervisor Kenneth Westlake that cost and the CEI are an insufficient 
basis for determining which stations will be built out.  We believe that Environmental Justice 
should be an important criterion as well.  But the Met Council’s Response to the District 
Councils Collaborative Research Report -- February 2008 (Appendix G) indicates that 
“Transportation service equity was not a criteria used in the siting of stations… in 2001.  This 
report also claims that “…the aims of environmental justice are to identify and address, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse… effects of programs, policies and activities 
on minority and low-income populations.”  The report continues: “A requirement to ensure that 
benefits are proportionately realized by all populations is not part of this executive order.” 
 
UPDC disputes this claim and urges the project seriously consider the possibility of 
building out one of these stations and postponing construction of another station -- perhaps 
Capitol East where the 10th Street station is close by and ridership is projected to be lower 
than the Hamline station.  Building at least one station in the Environmental Justice 
neighborhoods around Hamline, Victoria and Western would help minimize and mitigate the 
disproportionate negative impacts on these minority and low income populations.  By neglecting 
to study such an option, we believe the project denies, reduces and significantly delays the 
receipt of benefits for these minority and low income populations.   
 
UPSD asks that the FEIS specify environmental justice as an important criterion for 
selecting station locations and that every effort be made to include build-out of one of these 
three stations in the project, even if another planned station must be postponed to 
accommodate the CEI. 
  
    
5. The need to involve the community in decision-making about LRT throughout planning, 
design, and construction. 
UPDC believes that a robust community process is essential “to ensure that the Central Corridor 
LRT provides all possible benefits for the people it serves, from downtown to downtown, and all 
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along the corridor.”  We were pleased by the appointment of a community representative to the 
Central Corridor Management Committee (CCMC) and by the early establishment of a 
Community Advisory Committee (CAC) and a Business Advisory Committee (BAC).  We also 
appreciated the “Listening Sessions,” held in February 2008, which provided an opportunity for 
community members to speak directly to the Metropolitan Council about their concerns. 
 
However, there are several aspects of the current Public Engagement Process that we find 
lacking.  We do not think the SDEIS has adequately addressed these issues, as they relate to FTA 
requirements for community participation.  UPDC believes that the FEIS should provide for full 
consideration to be given to the concerns of neighborhood organizations, residents, and 
businesses in the decision-making process for all aspects of the LRT project.  Here are a few 
areas where we consider the current Public Engagement Process to be inadequate.  
• Although the CAC is meant to be a community advisory body, the members do not have the 

opportunity to discuss issues or to make CAC recommendations to the CCMC or the Met 
Council.  Meetings consist mainly of technical presentations by engineers, with little time 
allowed for questions and comments.  No motions are allowed to be put forward for 
consideration and no votes can be taken on possible recommendations.  We believe there 
should be more opportunities for group discussion, potentially resulting in recommendations 
from the group. 

• CAC member contact and discussion between meetings is discouraged.  Despite many 
requests, the Met Council staff has refused to circulate any e-mail or phone lists for the CAC 
members.  Given that the CAC is a public body, this restriction is unfortunate and 
inappropriate.  We believe member contact and discussion should be facilitated, not 
discouraged. 

• We are concerned that the membership of the BAC does not have sufficient representation 
from small and minority-owned businesses, and that the needs of these groups are therefore 
not being given sufficient attention.  We support the inclusion of more small and minority-
owned business representatives on the BAC. 

• There is a lack of transparency in the planning process for the project.  Requests for data, 
reports, answers to questions, and meetings with experts must be placed through the 
Community Outreach Coordinators, who often do not return phone calls, do not provide 
complete answers, or take an inordinate amount of time to respond to time-sensitive queries.  
We believe it is essential that public requests for data and meetings be promptly fulfilled.   

 
UPDC believes it is critical that the FEIS require a more robust, substantial community 
engagement process for the LRT project going forward.  The SDEIS cites the setting up of 
the CAC and BAC, the hiring of community outreach coordinators, the production of 
informational materials, and the number of meetings held and people reached as evidence of the 
extensiveness of the community engagement process.  What they do not measure is the degree to 
which the community engagement process has provided the public with a sense that their 
comments and concerns can make a difference.  Ironically, the most effective public engagement 
opportunity to date was the listening sessions in February 2008, which were set up only after 
extensive pressure from community organizations and individuals.  UPDC believes that true 
community engagement is essential to ensure that the Central Corridor LRT meets the needs of 
the people it is meant to serve.   
 
6. The need for comprehensive marketing studies to determine how the Central Corridor 
LRT plans can best meet the needs of both captive, transit-dependent bus riders and those 
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who have a choice of transportation options.  Many changes have occurred since the basic 
LRT alignment was determined in 2001, not the least of which is the doubling of gas prices.  
UPDS recommends that a quantitative marketing study be undertaken to determine if the rail line 
as proposed will effectively meet the current and future transportation needs of Saint Paul, 
Minneapolis, and greater metro area transit riders.   
 
Any corporation contemplating a billion dollar investment would not move forward without an 
up-to-date marketing survey to assess the viability of their new product or service to attract new 
customers and meet the needs of regular clients.  As the Central Corridor project prepares to 
move forward into final design, it would be irresponsible to proceed without a reality check to 
see if current plans, largely based on earlier assumptions, remain valid today.   
 
UPDC urges that a professional marketing company be retained to do a quantitative 
marketing study, using randomly selected local residents, to determine the actual needs and 
demands of future light rail riders.  The range of questions might address such issues as:  
• Whether station locations are optimal and optimally spaced;  
• Whether park-and-rides are needed to accommodate those not directly adjacent to the line;  
• Whether planned transit speeds will meet people’s needs or if higher speeds would attract 

more new riders;  
• How fare increases would affect ridership;  
• The potential impact of even higher gas prices on future ridership;  
• What rider incentives would be most effective in attracting new riders; and 
• How issues of safety, comfort, pedestrian access, bicycle access, and business parking would 

affect the success of the new LRT as a transit improvement and economic stimulus to 
encourage new development.         

 
UPDC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS.  We hope the FEIS will address 
these issues and we look forward to your responses. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 

James Marti 
President 
Union Park District Council 
 
Attachments: 
 Appendix A – Green Streets Summary Report 
 Appendix B – UPDC letter to Met Council Chair Peter Bell 
 Appendix C – District Councils Collaborative report on Additional Stations 
 Appendix D – Map of station locations 

Appendix E – Spreadsheet of minority and low-income percentages at planned stations  
   and infill stations 

Appendix F -- DMJM Harris stations study 
Appendix G – CCPO response to DCC stations study 
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See Appendix 2 for the following comment attachments:  Union Park District 
Council  
 

1. Snelling Green Streets summary report 
2. District Council 13 letter to Chair Peter Bell. 
3. DCC Report_ Additional Stations: Making the Case for Hamline, Western, and 

Victoria 
4. DCC corridor demographics map 
5. Central Corridor LRT evaluation of Western, Victoria, and Hamline Station 

options issue 
6. Central Corridor LRT response to DCC Additional Stations report 
7. station area demographics table 
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The University Avenue Business Association is very concerned that the significant 
increase in the projected loss of street parking will have a negative impact on the small 
businesses along the corridor. We co-authored the following Op Ed article which 
appeared in the Pioneer Press, which we would like to enter in to the formal record of 
comments for the SDEIS. 

Op Ed Pioneer Press  August 7, 2008 

LRT and parking: a view from the street 

By William Baker, Peter Vang and Gregory Hynan  
Article Last Updated: 08/06/2008 06:51:18 PM CDT 
 
The Central Corridor light rail project is intended to address regional transportation 
needs, but it is also important to understand its impact on the streets and sidewalks of the 
community through which it runs. With more design details now being filled in, it is clear 
that we need to do a better job balancing regional goals with the critical needs of 
businesses that are operating along University Avenue.  

Just weeks before the City of St. Paul give Municipal Consent to the LRT project, it was 
announced that most on-street parking would be eliminated — a significant reversal from 
earlier projections. This is a critical issue to the businesses and communities along 
University Avenue, who are now looking at not only dealing with the short-term 
disruptions caused by the construction of the line, but the permanent loss of street 
parking.  

The elimination of street parking hurts small businesses disproportionately because 
they typically don't have off-street parking and are completely reliant on the few spots in 
front of their stores. Some have suggested shared off-street parking, but this is not a 
complete solution, nor is it cheap. Off-street parking requires almost twice as much land 
as on-street, when you factor in need for driveways, lanes and ramps. It takes 
approximately one acre to accommodate 125 parked cars, and we are slated to lose about 
1,000 street parking spots. With land selling for more than $1 million per acre, the 
replacement costs for land alone could run in excess of $10 million. Who will pay for 
this? There is also the cost of constructing the parking lots and the challenge of creating 
management and maintenance agreements. It must be clearly understood that off-street 
parking lots, while helpful, are not a complete remedy. Studies show there is a 
measurable decline in retail traffic because customers are less willing to use off-street 
parking ramps.  

Loss of street parking also detracts from the walkability of the corridor, which is 
important to businesses as well as a safety issue. Pedestrians do not feel as comfortable 
without a buffer of parked cars. Picture a mother with a stroller several feet from a bus or 
truck going 30 mph. A recent study by the University of Connecticut showed that " ... 
centers with on-street parking and other compatible characteristics such as generous 
sidewalks, mixed land uses and higher densities recorded more than five times the 
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number of pedestrians walking in these areas compared with the control sites, which lack 
these traits."  

Our first preference is to keep as much street parking as possible. We need better 
information on who is driving on University Avenue. Local traffic patronizing businesses 
on the corridor should be given priority, and perhaps other traffic could be diverted to the 
freeway frontage roads. This eventually may allow the conversion of a driving lane to 
street parking. Another option to explore is allowing street parking to continue except 
during the afternoon commute. We also should explore the possibility of designating 
some of the intersecting streets for timed commercial parking.  

We understand that all major infrastructure projects require sacrifice and disruption — 
and we are not arguing against the light rail project. However, we are asking that the 
needs of the businesses on the ground be considered and balanced against regional needs. 
For starters, we are asking for more timely information, for a clear understanding of who 
is responsible for solving these problems, what the timeline is and what financial 
resources are available for solutions.  

William Baker is the co-chair of the Minnesota Hmong Chamber of Commerce. Peter 
Vang is chair of the Hmong Business Association, and Gregory Hynan is active in the 
University Avenue Business Association. 
 

Additionally, we would like to enter the following case study from the recent Lake Street 
reconstruction, excerpted from “Taking it to the Street: How Roadway Design Helped 
Shape a Neighborhood’s Development, by Tony Proscio. This is a case study from the 
Payne-Lake Community Partners, April 2005 

 
“On Street Parking had been steeply reduced in the original Lake Street redesign to 
accommodate left-turn lanes – a move that caused particular anxiety among merchants 
along the street. Yet, as the Project for Public Spaces pointed out, “Curbside parking is 
more than a vehicle function: It provides a physical and psychological buffer between 
pedestrian and moving traffic. It is also critical to the perception of a neighborhood 
shopping district as being convenient”. In the initial plan, the 1.8- mile section of Lake 
Street was to lose some 65 on-street parking spaces – 30 percent of the total – largely to 
make room for left turn lanes…” “From the perspective of transportation alone, the loss 
of parking made sense. Many curbside parking spaces were empty, and traffic was slow 
at some intersections because of left turns and other congestion. The solution might seem 
obvious: trade the unused parking for a smoother traffic flow. But if the goal was to 
redevelop the commercial strip – a process barely underway, with many new and still 
fragile shops depending on drive-up customers – the calculation became more 
complicated. In such an environment, the importance of on-street parking is not only to 
accommodate as many cars as possible, but to create a general impression that it’s easy to 
shop here. To many merchants, a healthy percentage of unused parking spaces may 
actually be a positive thing. Their subliminal message: Stop in now. 
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Because of the elimination of turn lanes and other changes in the design, the county was 
able to put most of the on-street parking spaces back into the construction plan for Lake 
Street.” 
 
We request that the Met Council and the city of St. Paul initiate a process to determine 
how to save the maximum number of street parking spaces and to make the design of the 
light rail project more supportive to local businesses. 
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University UNITED  
1954 University Avenue, St. Paul, MN 55104 
 
Review of Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Central 
Corridor Light Rail Project, and Policy Positions Relating to LRT  
Approved August 18, 2008 
 
Build Stations at Western, Victoria and Hamline 
 
University UNITED strongly supports the building of stations approximately every half- mile 
along University Avenue and specifically calls for including stations at Western, Victoria and 
Hamline Avenues during the first phase of construction. The current omission of stations does a 
disservice to the most transit dependent population along the corridor and has a prejudicial impact 
on the communities with the highest percentage of low income residents and people of color. 
 
The omission also precludes the catalytic role LRT can have on development in these areas 
particularly in need of job and housing opportunities. 
 
Not including stations for the communities around Western, Victoria and Hamline Avenues is in 
contradiction to the “fundamental environmental justice principles” listed on the Environmental 
Justice web site of the U.S. Department of Justice, one of which states, “To prevent the denial of, 
reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low income 
populations”. 
 
Oppose the Excessive Loss of Street Parking 
 
Because a number of different agencies are responsible for some issues, like the projected loss of 
street parking, we address our comments to both the Met Council and the City of St. Paul. The 
Met Council needs to study how the removal of street parking impacts pedestrian safety and 
walkability, and the effects it will have on small businesses. 
  
The Met Council traffic engineers report that eliminating one traffic lane in each direction would 
create failing levels of service at key intersections. These calculations are estimates that could be 
wrong by a substantial margin of error, as was seen with the recent miscalculations of projected 
traffic congestion after the collapse of the I-35W Bridge.  The upcoming lane closures caused by 
the construction of LRT will present a “real time” opportunity to assess actual impacts on traffic. 
If traffic is manageable on University Avenue and surrounding streets during the construction 
lane closures, then we should keep one lane closed permanently and restore as much street 
parking as possible. 
 
We need assurances from the City that its goal is to keep as much street parking as possible in the 
short term, and in the long term keep/ restore street parking when circumstances allow the 
removal of a lane of traffic. The city should pro-actively work to lessen driving trips on 
University Avenue, without unduly impacting commerce, with a variety of travel-demand 
management strategies, and by exploring the diversion of non-local traffic to alternative streets. 
  
In the short term street parking should be retained except during afternoon peak rush hours. 
 
Parking Mitigation Strategies 
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If the loss of street parking is unavoidable, we support a variety of potential mitigation steps. 
These could include the creation of short term street parking on blocks intersecting University 
Avenue targeted to retail traffic use, and the development of plans for off-street shared parking 
for as many blocks as possible. The City needs to reassess its parking regulations and the usage of 
alleyways to enhance off-street parking options. Creating off-street parking lots will require 
considerable financial resources estimated to be in excess of $10 million, and we request that the 
City and Met Council seek to secure that funding.  
  
Station Design and Public Art 
 
The outreach work done to date on the design of the LRT stations, and the proposed process for a 
public art have not sufficiently engaged the community. It appears that continuing the current 
process will result in designs that do not reflect the unique, special character of the different 
neighborhoods. We request that Met Council suspend its current approach and work with 
community and design professionals to create a better process. We also recommend that design 
professionals from area universities and design centers be incorporated into an oversight and 
review process. 
 
Streetscape 
 
We recommend that the LRT project be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
“Complete Street” guidelines and that it compliment and reinforce all other public and private 
development along the corridor. Streetscape design is critical to promoting a safe, attractive and 
pedestrian friendly environment which will enhance the transit experience and help ensure the 
success of local businesses. It is particularly important to have a very open and inclusive 
community process for this phase of the work, which should engage the local business 
community including the University Avenue Business Association, the Hmong Business 
Association and the Hmong Chamber of Commerce. We concur with the City of St. Paul that 
much of this work should be done in the Preliminary Engineering phase. We also recommend that 
design professionals from area universities and design centers be incorporated into an oversight 
and review process. 
 
Community Process 
   
The public outreach process of the Met Council for the LRT project has not been adequate. 
Information has not been presented in a timely fashion, as typified by the last minute notification 
of the excessive loss of street parking. Critical policy decisions relating to station design and 
public art were made unilaterally by project staff with virtually no public input. The request for 
additional information made, such as the possibility of an additional station at Cleveland Avenue, 
has not been undertaken. Important policy decisions are being made without adequate 
information about construction schedule, staging and impacts. The overall process has not 
allowed for genuine, respectful, community dialogue. We do not accept a conclusion that the 
quantity of community meetings equates to a quality public process. 
 
When information has been presented it has often been in a graphic form that is not readily 
understandable by the general public. The images used to convey the track and station alignments 
and the loss of street parking were basically civil engineering drawings. At the request of the 
community, U-PLAN, a program of University UNITED, translated these engineering drawings 
into an accessible and interactive graphic format which it posted at www.u-plan.org, so people 
could understand them.  
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We regret that the City of St. Paul has not taken a stronger role in ensuring a more successful 
public outreach process by Met Council. There must be minimum citizen participation standards 
that are maintained by the city to protect the community during the planning for all significant 
development projects - even if the project is undertaken by another agency. We recommend that 
the City convene a Task Force to develop binding protocols for how a outreach process should be 
undertaken, similar to that recently done by Minneapolis. (Attached) Among the noteworthy 
elements are:  
 

• “Public participation seeks input from participants in designing how they participate… 
• Public participation provides participants with the information they need to participate in 

a meaningful way.   
• Public participation communicates to participants how their input affected the decision”.  

 
Marketing/  Branding 
 
The continued use of the term “Central Corridor” squanders the opportunity to connect the 
identity of the LRT project to the branding of the University Avenue corridor. Naming of the line 
and the individual station areas should be integrated into marketing for the corridor. We urge that 
a public process be undertaken as soon as possible to help develop a marketing/ branding plan for 
the project and the corridor. 
 
Health Impact Assessment 
 
There are many issues such as the impact of the loss of street parking on small businesses or 
concerns about gentrification which are not significantly addressed in the SDEIS or earlier 
studies. The LRT project will have a major impact on the overall quality of life in the community 
and a number of these impacts are likely “social determinants of health”. We call upon the City, 
Ramsey County, and the Met Council to consider undertaking a major Health Impact Assessment 
which will document base line conditions and track impacts before, during and after construction. 
This would conform to the U.S. Department of Transportation requirement to “Improve data 
collection, monitoring, and analysis tools that assess the needs of, and analyze the potential 
impacts on minority and low income populations”.  
 
Technology and Environmental Enhancements 
 
The upcoming construction of LRT and the anticipated excavation of the street offer an 
opportunity to simultaneously incorporate a number of technological and environmental 
improvements beneath the roadway. These could include fiber optic or other communications 
cable, a “District Energy” type heating and cooling system, other environmental systems 
including piping for ground source heat pump systems, and the possible burial of utility lines in 
the Prospect Park neighborhood. A multi-jurisdictional task force should be created to explore 
and plan for the feasibility of such opportunities. 
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1808 Riverside Avenue South, Minneapolis, Minnesota, 55454    612.673.0477   FAX  612.673.0379 

WEST BANK COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

 
 
July 25, 2008 
 
Comments on Central Corridor LRT Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

 
The West Bank CDC and many other Cedar Riverside organizations and individuals campaigned long and hard to 
convince the Met Council to connect the Cedar Riverside station to Cedar Avenue.  We are gratified to see that the 
present plans include an elevator connecting the station platform to the Cedar Avenue Bridge.   
 
However, we continue to be concerned about the revisions described in the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.  The revised connection with the Hiawatha Line and the wasteful roadway design surrounding the Cedar 
Avenue Station squander the opportunity for new real estate development around the station and greater connectivity 
across the dismal divide presently known as the Washington Avenue Trench.  
 
Specifically, the plan includes the following mistakes:   
 
1. The Cedar Avenue diamond intersection ramps:    The proposed reduction in size and character of Washington 
Avenue as it crosses the Washington Avenue Bridge and goes into downtown offers an opportunity to dispense with the 
freeway-like design of the interchange between Washington and Cedar Avenues.    The ramps off of Cedar where 
designed for high volume, high speed traffic.  The new two lane “parkway” that Washington will become could be 
served by a more urban intersection with much less roadway surface.   
 
If, for example, the proposed ramps east of Cedar were two-way rather than one-way, the ramps west of Cedar could be 
completely eliminated.  This would free up significant land in a key strategic location within crawling distance of the 
LRT station.   
 
2. New Hiawatha connection:  the proposed route change to connect the Central Line to the Hiawatha Line cuts through 
a significant developable parcel and interferes unnecessarily with a potential connection between 15th Avenue and the 
new Washington Parkway.  See attachment.   
 
The developable parcel itself is already owned by the City of Minneapolis and, when combined with the land made 
available by removing the east bound exit ramp to Cedar Avenue, creates a 2 acre development site.  The possibility of 
re-connecting 15th Avenue would enhance the development of this site as well as improve the overall quality of the 
urban environment.    
 
The operational advantage of the revised connection to the Hiawatha Line should not over-ride the larger question of 
how well the project serves the larger public purpose of economic development.  The Cedar Riverside community needs 
the boost in prosperity offered by the CCLRT but the resource will have to be used wisely if we hope to leverage 
benefits for the whole community.   
 
 
 
Tim Mungavan, Executive Director 

COMMUNITY
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 1                 MR. BELL:  I'd like to call the
 2   public hearing to order.  One announcement that I
 3   think it's important to make.  Those of you that
 4   may have parked in the Alde parking lot that's
 5   right adjacent to the building, we would ask you
 6   to move your car to the parking ramp right here.
 7   It is at risk of being towed, which is never a
 8   good thing.  So I would ask you to do that.
 9                 I'd like to welcome all of you to
10   the first of three public hearings.  I'd like to
11   extend a particular welcome, I think we have, if
12   I've surveyed the room correctly, three elected
13   officials.  Senator Ellen Anderson right up here
14   in front.  Welcome.  Glad to have you with us
15   this afternoon.
16                 Commissioner Janice Rettman, I saw
17   you here.  Yes.  How are you?  Welcome.  Oh, yes.
18   I saw Commissioner Carter, my old friend
19   Commissioner Carter as well.
20                 Are there any other elected
21   officials here with us today?  I'd like to
22   welcome all of you, as well as, of course, our
23   elected officials.
24                 The purpose of these three hearings
25   is to get comments on the SDEIS.  This is a part
0003
 1   of a rather elaborate process that the FTA, the
 2   Federal Transit Administration, has laid out and
 3   we are seeking public comment on that.
 4                 There are nine key issues that we
 5   are seeking comments on, and we will also be
 6   accepting written testimony up to August 25th.
 7   It is our hope after this process to submit our
 8   application for final design about September 5th,
 9   and then go through a process of interaction with
10   the FTA.  Hopefully they'll allow us into final
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11   design sometime in the February/March timeframe
12   of 2009.
13                 Before we get started, I also want
14   to introduce some of my colleagues on the MET
15   Council.  Georgeanne Hilker is to my right.  Polly
16   Bowles is the newest member to the Council to my
17   far left.  Rick Aguilar is next to her, and to
18   my left is Robin Caufman, who is in charge of
19   public outreach.
20                 Before we get started with taking
21   the official testimony, I'd like to invite Kathy
22   O'Brien, also on the staff of the Central
23   Corridor Project staff, to do a brief
24   presentation on the SDEIS.  Kathy.
25                 MS. O'BRIEN:  Yes.  Thank you,
0004
 1   Peter.  Just as a little bit of a reminder to
 2   folks, and I will be brief since the focus of the
 3   day today is to really receive input from you all
 4   in the audience.
 5                 But just as a very brief reminder
 6   about what the DEIS is and the environmental
 7   process generally, I'll spend a few minutes
 8   talking about that process now.
 9                 The supplemental DEIS, as Peter
10   mentioned earlier, focused on nine key elements
11   that had changed from the 2006 DEIS that was
12   published.  A list of those key changes are on
13   the screen as we see know.
14                 Starting at the east end of our
15   corridor, there was some changes that were being
16   proposed on how the central corridor would
17   connect to Hiawatha light rail near the Metrodome
18   and also over on the West Bank at the University
19   of Minnesota.
20                 One of the elements that got a lot
21   of attention in the press and in the various
22   other locations as well was at the U of M East
23   Bank.  The 2006 DEIS had talked about a tunnel,
24   and we are now looking at a different solution
25   there, an at grade solution, that would be a
0005
 1   transit pedestrian mall on the East Bank at
 2   Washington Avenue.
 3                 Future infill stations was a
 4   comment that was heard very strongly, I think,
 5   through the DEIS public comment period.  The
 6   desire to look at the opportunity for additional
 7   stations through the area of St. Paul.
 8                 We have looked in the DEIS -- the
 9   supplemental DEIS I should say, we have looked at
10   an additional station at Hamlin Avenue, at
11   Western Avenue and also at Victoria Street.
12                 Also, the Capital area.  That's
13   another location where there has been a change in
14   the LRT alignment and the station location from
15   what had been disclosed to the public in the 2006
16   DEIS.
17                 Issue number five had to do with
18   Downtown St. Paul and some changes in the
19   alignment there of consolidation of two stations
20   into one on the diagonal block at Fourth and
21   Fifth and Minnesota Streets.  Also some different
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22   ways in which we could connect to the back of the
23   depot and to the operations and maintenance
24   facility in Downtown St. Paul.
25                 Traction par substations, although
0006
 1   the 2006 DEIS talked about the need for those,
 2   there was no geographical area for locating
 3   those.  We have done that in the supplemental
 4   DEIS and that information is contained in the
 5   document.
 6                 We also looked at three-car trains
 7   and building a system that would have platforms,
 8   that would have power substations and other
 9   elements that would be adequate for operating
10   three-car trains in the future when that would
11   become a desirable and a required element of
12   service.
13                 Vehicle maintenance and storage
14   facility was another key element that is being
15   placed in Downtown St. Paul and that supplemental
16   DEIS gives more detail on where that facility
17   would be located and how the connections to it
18   would be made.
19                 Then the final element of our nine
20   key changes is the Washington Avenue Bridge and
21   some of the retrofitting of that structure that
22   would need to take place in order for LRT
23   operations to use those.
24                 There's a map here that generally
25   shows the locations for some of these changes and
0007
 1   where they occur.  There is also a version of
 2   this map in the back of the room for those of you
 3   who may give your testimony and may want to
 4   review some information on your way out the door.
 5   There is information set up in the back of the
 6   room on this map and also some of the other key
 7   elements that the supplemental DEIS reviews.
 8                 Very brief overview, as I said, the
 9   environmental process, where we've been and also
10   where we're going.
11                 2001 was when there was a scoping
12   process that was overseen actually by Ramsey
13   County at that time looking at a number of
14   different alternatives, both of in terms of mode
15   and in terms of where the transit service would
16   be operating.
17                 From that scoping process, the
18   field was narrowed down to just a couple
19   different options in terms of transit modes and
20   then also two transits operating on University
21   and Washington Avenue.
22                 From 2002 to 2006, the process was
23   developed to get to a draft environmental impact
24   statement on that mode.
25                 At 2006, the cap stone to the DEIS
0008
 1   process was the Metropolitan Council actually
 2   taking action in June of that year to establish
 3   light rail transit as the locally preferred
 4   alternative operating on University and
 5   Washington Avenues.
 6                 So that was taking place in 2006,
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 7   and then the Council applied to the FTA and
 8   entered into preliminary engineering, and that's
 9   the process we've been in now since about 2007.
10                 During the preliminary engineering
11   process, there were these key changes that have
12   been disclosed and proposed for the project and
13   that was what led to the publication and
14   development of the supplemental DEIS.
15                 Where we're going is that the
16   public comment period, as Peter and others have
17   talked about, will end for the supplemental DEIS
18   on August 25th.  At the time that the public
19   comment period closes, following that, the MET
20   Council will take action to formally adopt any
21   changes to that locally-preferred alternative.
22                 Then the process of preparing the
23   final environment impact statement will begin.
24   That final DEIS, the purpose of it is to document
25   the final preferred alternative, exactly what
0009
 1   it's going to be, where it will go.  Also the
 2   impacts of that preferred alternative.
 3                 Commitments to mitigation are also
 4   a part of the SDEIS, and finally, we'll also
 5   respond to comments that were received both on
 6   the 2006 DEIS, as well as the supplemental DEIS.
 7                 For those of you who are then
 8   giving testimony today or submitting comments
 9   otherwise, the final SDEIS will document those
10   comments.  It will also document the Council's
11   response to those comments.
12                 Then the final real cap stone to
13   the environmental process is the FTA's issuance
14   of a record of decision which we are currently
15   estimating will be occurring in early 2009, and
16   that would basically be the end result of the
17   environmental process; also documenting other
18   decisions that were made.
19                 As I mentioned earlier, period
20   closes August 25th.  If you have comments, to get
21   them in before that time.  Comments are welcome
22   in almost any media you can imagine.  We have a
23   telephone hotline set up for those of you who
24   would care to call in your comments.
25                 Comments are also being accepted by
0010
 1   e-mail and there's a link to our website
 2   www.centralcorridor.org for those of you who may
 3   want to e-mail in your comments.  They're also
 4   being accepted by regular mail and then, as we
 5   mentioned, by testimony at the hearing today and
 6   some of our other hearings that are coming up.
 7                 We do have a hearing on August 7th,
 8   this Thursday in the evening.  Those of you might
 9   want to come to another open house and hearing,
10   that's an opportunity for you to do so.
11                 Also this Saturday, August 9th
12   there will be a hearing at the Goodwill Easter
13   Seal.  So just across the street from the
14   project.  That will be at 2:00 o'clock in the
15   afternoon.
16                 Peter, I know you had wanted to go
17   over the ground rules a little bit with the folks
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18   and so if you want to do, I will conclude my
19   presentation.
20                 MR. BELL:  Kathy, thank you very
21   much.  I appreciate that.  There are a few rules
22   of the road, no pun intended, for those that
23   would like to address the issue of the
24   supplemental DEIS.
25                 Before I go through them, though, I
0011
 1   want to underscore an important point and that's
 2   that we at the Council take this comment period
 3   very, very seriously.  The comments both, written
 4   ones and presented at one of the three hearings
 5   are not just important to the process, but
 6   important to the MET Council to get a sense of
 7   how people view some of the changes -- some of
 8   the nine changes that are presented.
 9                 People wishing to speak should
10   register at that front desk and when you
11   register, you need to check the box in the far
12   right indicating that you do wish to speak.
13                 You will be called in the order in
14   which they appear on the signup sheet.  I ask for
15   your indulgence beforehand because I will
16   mispronounce some of your names.  So I ask for
17   your consideration with that.
18                 Each speaker should state his or
19   her name, address and the organization they
20   represent, if any.  It's important that people
21   identify themselves because, as you can see, this
22   meeting is being taped.  We have a transcriber.
23                 Individuals will be given three
24   minutes.  If, however, you are representing a
25   group, we're going to give you five minutes for a
0012
 1   presentation.  Ms. Caufman is going to be keeping
 2   the time and informing me.  I'll try to let
 3   everyone know when they have a minute left.
 4                 As I've said a number of times, as
 5   well as Kathryn O'Brien, written statements in
 6   addition to oral comments are welcomed and
 7   appreciated.  People should limit the scope of
 8   their comments really to the SDEIS.  Those nine
 9   areas that Kathryn reviewed is really what we are
10   taking comment on today.
11                 To maximize the number of people
12   that are given an opportunity to speak, people
13   that have addressed the Council at one time at
14   one of the previous listening sessions will be
15   asked to wait until everyone else has had an
16   opportunity because we want to get as broad a
17   breadth of comments as we can.
18                 It's also important to note that
19   those of us on the Council will not be
20   responding.  So this isn't an opportunity for
21   give and take dialogue.  We're going to be
22   receiving the testimony, hearing that, but we're
23   not going to be asking follow-up or clarifying
24   questions or engaging in discussions about those.
25                 The first speaker that we have is
0013
 1   Ultan Duggan.
 2                 MR. DUGGAN:  Good afternoon,
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 3   Mr. Chairman.  I know a couple of the
 4   commissioners.  Mr. Auguilar knows me fairly
 5   well, I think.
 6                 It's a pleasure to be here this
 7   afternoon and have this opportunity to speak with
 8   you.  A small concern on my case is the Midway
 9   area.  Not the rest of it, but I think the Midway
10   area as represented and what is being done to the
11   corridor.
12                 Rule number 3 of the SDEIS is to
13   expand opportunity for all users to move freely
14   to, through and within the central corridor, and
15   I think that's key.  Within the simple corridor.
16   Not just moving people from St. Paul to
17   Minneapolis, or as Katie Courick says, "from
18   Minneapolis to Minneapolis."  That's the last
19   thing she talked about the Republican Convention
20   coming here.
21                 A significant fact that you all
22   know which you've presented us with these facts,
23   that by 2030, there's going to be a huge increase
24   in both population, employment and housing in the
25   Midway area in particular.  Somewhere between 13
0014
 1   and 30 percent population.  Employment is about
 2   35 percent.
 3                 Obviously the light rail transit is
 4   I think thought out and proposed to try alleviate
 5   a lot of the situations and especially where are
 6   all those people going to be.
 7                 I attended a meeting last week in a
 8   local neighborhood about parking, and we were
 9   informed that parking has been reduced or will be
10   reduced as a result of light rail transit to by
11   about 900.
12                 The SDEIS indicates somewhere that,
13   well, you'll find 629 spaces within one block of
14   the University Avenue.  I suspect that those 629
15   spaces are already avidly being used by people
16   trying to shop in the Midway and all along the
17   area.
18                 Another concern that was raised at
19   that meeting was that the Lexington
20   Avenue/University intersection is the most
21   challenged intersection for traffic.  You have to
22   wait possibly for two light changes to move
23   through.
24                 Why not then consider putting that
25   station at Hamlin, which is an alternate.  Don't
0015
 1   make Hamlin an alternate, make it a primary
 2   station.  You won't have as much as a headache
 3   because you won't have that challenge that
 4   Lexington has.
 5                 I appreciate your time and
 6   opportunity to speak to you on these issues.
 7   Thank you.
 8                 MR. BELL:  Thanks so much for your
 9   comment and taking the time in coming down.
10                 Andrea Lubov.
11                 MS. LUBOV:  Mr. Chairman, members
12   of the MET Council, my name is Andrea Lubov.
13                 MR. BELL:  Lubov.
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14                 MS. LUBOV:  I've prepared some
15   written remarks which should have been
16   distributed to all of you.
17                 I'm a resident of St. Paul.  I was
18   a member of the Station Area Planning Committee,
19   and I'm active with the Jewish Community Action
20   and we've been working with Transportation Equity
21   Stops for us at central corridor LRT stop at
22   Hamlin, Victoria and Western.
23                 At JCA we believe that working
24   through these stops is consistent with our
25   mission to eliminate social and economic
0016
 1   injustice.  That's the area I would really like
 2   to speak to, that part of the SDEIS.
 3                 I believe I bring a unique
 4   perspective to this discussion.  I am a retired
 5   economist with a Ph.D. from Washington State
 6   University.  I spent 30 years working in various
 7   aspects of economic housing and when I retired
 8   the end of 2004, I was a partner in the economic
 9   consulting firm Anton, Lubov and Associates where
10   we had the opportunity to work on the master
11   plans for both the Cedar, Riverside and the
12   Franklin stations of the Hiawatha line and to
13   work in some of the early impact studies for this
14   line.
15                 I believe that there are some
16   series problems with the way the data in the
17   SDEIS section on Environmental justice is
18   presented.  The way that the data are presented
19   they appear to underestimate the importance of
20   the negative impact of the LRT because the
21   authors compare the population in all of Hennepin
22   and Ramsey County with the study area.  In fact,
23   the correct comparison would have been the
24   non-study portion of those two counties and the
25   study area.
0017
 1                 On Page 3 and 4 of the handout that
 2   I've given you I've reproduced two of the tables
 3   that are in the SDEIS showing how the data was
 4   actually presented in those two tables and how I
 5   believe the data should have been presented.  I
 6   think the importance is critical.
 7                 Because -- well, the report says
 8   that the minority and low income population will
 9   not bear a burden that is more severe or greater
10   than magnitude than the impact felt by the
11   community at large.  That's on Page 138 in the
12   report.
13                 The fact is that because the
14   minority population in the corridor is at twice
15   the rate of the minority population in the rest
16   of Hennepin and Ramsey County, even if the
17   benefits are evenly distributed throughout the
18   study area, the negative impact will be felt more
19   severely by the minority population because the
20   minority is a larger share of the study area than
21   of the two counties.
22                 The same thing appears in the
23   estimate of poverty.  If you segregate the data
24   showing the study area and the non-study area of
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25   the two counties, what you find is that the
0018
 1   poverty rate in the study area as presented is
 2   three times the poverty rate in Hennepin and
 3   Ramsey County areas.
 4                 Surely it's hard to imagine that
 5   this isn't important.  It's not highlighted and,
 6   in fact, the report says the poverty rate is
 7   twice the rate in the study area compared with
 8   all of Hennepin and Ramsey County.  It's three
 9   times the rate of the rest of Hennepin and Ramsey
10   County.
11                 To say that the negative impact of
12   the central corridor LRT are not
13   disproportionately borne by sensitive
14   communities, rather they are borne by all
15   communities in the corridor is wrong in its face
16   since clearly sensitive communities are
17   disproportioned in share in corridor population.
18                 While it's true that benefits of
19   the project, including increased mobility along
20   the central corridor, would be experienced by all
21   populations, potentially an even larger share
22   could be shared to these sensitive populations if
23   the line were built with greater sensitivity to
24   the needs of these community.
25                 As for the stations at Hamlin,
0019
 1   Western and Victoria, the report refers to them
 2   as proposed stations.  That only emphasizes that
 3   these stations may never be built.  The language
 4   implies that building the infrastructure for the
 5   stations is really a way to quiet the
 6   transit-dependent populations and that they're
 7   not likely to get the stops they want or need.
 8                 If we fail to build at least one of
 9   these stations --
10                 MR. BELL:  You have about a minute
11   left.
12                 MS. LUBOV:  Thank you.  If we fail
13   to build at least one of these stations at the
14   time the LRT is constructed, I'm afraid that
15   we're going to repeat and strength the results
16   that happened in the Roger neighborhood when I-94
17   was built.
18                 Thank you very much.
19                 MR. BELL:  Thank you.  I appreciate
20   your comments and your obvious work on this.
21                 The next speaker is Brian McMahon.
22                 MR. McMAHON:  Good afternoon, Chair
23   Bell, members of the MET Council.  Brian McMahon,
24   Director of University United.  We're a coalition
25   of ten community groups along University Avenue
0020
 1   and eight individual business representatives.
 2                 I'm here to speak to two points,
 3   one of which is included in your list of nine
 4   changes and one of which is not, but I think is
 5   of such importance that it needs to be addressed.
 6                 On the first one regarding the need
 7   to include three additional stations, we want to
 8   just reiterate our call for that.  It's a very,
 9   very important social and economic equity issue.

Page 8

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 323

__________________________________________________________________________________________



8408METCouncil (3)
10                 It's very clear that the people
11   that are living and working around Hamlin,
12   Victoria and Western are among the highest
13   transit-dependent population in the corridor and
14   in the entire metro area.
15                 In addition, studies that we've
16   done show that there are tremendous opportunities
17   for redevelopment around some of those nodes.  In
18   particular in the one around Hamlin where we
19   identified over 50 acres are either vacant,
20   surface parking lots or getting ready for
21   development.
22                 It will be developed according to
23   whether or not they have a station there, and
24   clearly we are seeing light rail -- the potential
25   of light rail as an inducement to bring about a
0021
 1   higher quality development of transit
 2   development.
 3                 The other point I want to speak
 4   about is the elimination of too many street
 5   parking spaces.  We are very concerned that this
 6   is going to have a very, very negative, series
 7   impact on our area businesses.
 8                 We're concerned that the issue in
 9   looking at this has really only been framed
10   through the lens of impacts on traffic that flows
11   through the community and not on the needs of
12   businesses or the pedestrian environments.
13                 The loss of street parking by
14   virtually every conversation I've had by small
15   businesses is a very, very series matter, and
16   many of them have said that they are literally on
17   the verge of shutting down their business if they
18   can not resolve this issue.
19                 We recent had a -- developed a
20   round table about a month or five weeks ago, and
21   there were four or five real estate brokers.
22   Every one of them spoke emphatically as to the
23   negative impact that the loss of street parking
24   would have on University Avenue.
25                 Not only for the businesses
0022
 1   currently here, but for future development.  In
 2   fact, a real estate broker said that one
 3   development that was starting to move forward has
 4   actually been put on hold until this issue is
 5   addressed.  This is a very, very series matter
 6   that needs a lot more work.
 7                 In addition to the impacts on the
 8   small businesses, there's a series issues as it
 9   relates to pedestrian safety.  As you know, the
10   street parking does provide that buffering, real
11   buffer between the pedestrians and the
12   fast-moving traffic, the buses and trucks on
13   University Avenue.
14                 And we are very concerned that if
15   you remove that buffer, the margin for error is
16   very, very slight.  We're talking about a foot or
17   two by the time a pedestrian starts to cross that
18   road.  It's not enough, really, to provide that
19   layer of safety.
20                 This is not the time to weaken the
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21   pedestrian environment.  This is actually the
22   time to strength it because if we're going to get
23   the full utilization of this light rail line, we
24   do need to have a very, very enhanced pedestrian
25   environment.
0023
 1                 A recent study by the University of
 2   Connecticut showed that, "centers with on-street
 3   parking and other compatible characteristics such
 4   as generous sidewalks, mixed land use, higher
 5   densities reported more than five times the
 6   number of pedestrians walking in those areas
 7   compared with the control sites, which lack those
 8   traits.
 9                 We want pedestrians on University
10   Avenue.  The shops want the pedestrians on
11   University Avenue.  The light rail want
12   pedestrians on University Avenue.  The last thing
13   we want to do is remove that buffer that does
14   make the pedestrian feel and is, in fact, a
15   safety feature.
16                 What are some of the options here?
17   Well, first step would be to minimize the loss.
18   We think there are a lot of things we can do to
19   put back into the design of the LRT and look for
20   opportunities to keep some of that street
21   parking.
22                 The other option is to see if we
23   can divert some of the traffic that's currently
24   on University Avenue.  Perhaps to the frontage
25   roads, thereby allowing for the possibly at least
0024
 1   of removing one lane of traffic, if not all the
 2   time, at least for part of the day.
 3                 In other words, keep one lane for
 4   street parking except during the evening rush
 5   hours for instance.
 6                 Now, the option that's being
 7   discussed is off street shared parking lots, and
 8   while that is a positive thing --
 9                 MR. BELL:  One minute.
10                 MR. McMAHON:  One minute, thank
11   you.  It's clearly not as efficient as on-street
12   parking because it literally takes almost twice
13   as much land per parking stall off street versus
14   on street by the time you factor in curb cuts,
15   drive lanes, ramps, things of that sort.
16                 In fact, it is not a solution from
17   the business standpoint because there's a very
18   noticeable decline in usage of parking -- off
19   street parking ramps versus on-street parking.
20   So it's very, very important to try to keep as
21   much on-street.
22                 Finally, there is an expense
23   involved, a huge expense involved to find an off
24   street location for a thousand cars.  We're
25   looking at potentially $10 million in private
0025
 1   land cost.  It takes --
 2                 MR. BELL:  I need to ask you to
 3   wrap it up.
 4                 MR. McMAHON:  125 cars per acre.
 5   We're talking about 8 acres.  Land values between
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 6   1 and 2 million an acre.  We're easily talking
 7   just in land costs, not to mention construction
 8   costs, about $10 million.
 9                 There clearly needs to be some
10   discussion about who is going to pay for all
11   that.  Thank you very much.
12                 MR. BELL:  Thank you for coming
13   down.  I appreciate your comments.
14                 Steve Boland.
15                 MR. BOLAND:  Thank you.  Chairman
16   Bell, members of the council, my name is Steve
17   Boland.  I work for the greater frog town
18   community development corporation.  533 Dale
19   Street North.  I live at 566 Selby Avenue and
20   therefore crossing University just a couple of
21   times every day just coming and going to work.
22                 What brings me here to speak with
23   you today is specifically focused about the
24   street parking issue.  As you look at the nine or
25   so callouts from the many, many pages of the
0026
 1   supplemental draft that is before you, that
 2   particular thing didn't get called out
 3   separately, but the creation of the three-car
 4   stations, the addition to the infill station,
 5   some other changes in the proposal have
 6   dramatically impacted on what will be left for
 7   street parking for University Avenue under the
 8   current design.
 9                 This is something that's a
10   substantial concern to a greater frog town
11   communities.  Our organization works with the
12   economic and housing opportunities of people in
13   that area, and the reductions that we're talking
14   about here could have a dramatic impact on the
15   economic opportunities, and subsequently on the
16   housing opportunities for people in that area.
17                 If we are going to create a
18   thoroughfare in the frog town neighborhoods where
19   no street parking will be allowed, where the
20   opportunity is to go through and not to go to the
21   businesses that support that community, we feel
22   that the economic impact on the area is
23   substantial, drastic and we really urge you to
24   take a look at some alternatives to this.
25                 Our organization has called forward
0027
 1   specifically four recommendations.  I left a copy
 2   with Julie for your record.  I would like to
 3   mention them here.
 4                 But my board specifically in
 5   endorsing these wanted to call out that we
 6   understand that there may be other, better ideas
 7   than these and we welcome that exchange, but
 8   simply saying someday we'll get to some idea that
 9   might somehow deal with this is not an acceptable
10   alternative.
11                 We would really like to have
12   something addressed before that September
13   submission that says here's what we've heard and
14   what we think is important about preserving
15   economic opportunity for small businesses in the
16   greater frog town neighbors and presumably for

Page 11

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 326

__________________________________________________________________________________________



8408METCouncil (3)
17   University Avenue a whole.
18                 Those four issues that we're
19   calling for your attention on, one is to look at
20   the idea of reducing the through traffic down to
21   one lane during off peak hours and allowing us to
22   do meter parking or other short-term parking in
23   the traffic lane in non peak hours which we're
24   presuming is the afternoon rush hour.
25                 To be able to have half street
0028
 1   parking for the lunchtime service for the
 2   restaurants in the frog town neighborhoods, to be
 3   able to have dinner parking for those same
 4   opportunities after 6:00 p.m., to be able to
 5   encourage all the nightlife stuff that is
 6   emerging and the cultural opportunities.
 7                 These are really important, and to
 8   be able to look at the actual traffic flows in
 9   those neighborhoods in those off-peak times.  We
10   think that if we need to have the train stations
11   configured the way they are, then we don't need
12   as much in that street parking -- or probably in
13   the through traffic capacity during those times.
14   We strongly urge you to look at going down to one
15   lane of traffic for off peak hours.
16                 The second recommendation that we
17   are making for your recommendation is the removal
18   of some of the non-signaled pedestrian crossings
19   that are called for in the plan.
20                 Many of our neighbors were unaware
21   until just recently that the new design is
22   looking at signaled crossing intersections every
23   two blocks in our neighborhood, rather than the
24   original version of the draft environmental
25   impact statement when the engineering looking at
0029
 1   quarter mile or longer between the ability to
 2   cross the street.
 3                 While we certainly would like to be
 4   able to cross the street at every single block,
 5   and I personally as someone who crosses that
 6   street frequently, would like that ability, we
 7   know that there are trade-offs to be made here.
 8   We strongly urge that the tradeoff is we have to
 9   walk a full block to get a signalled crossing
10   versus the elimination and possible economic
11   decimation of our neighborhood, then I think
12   we'll walk the extra block.
13                 That's something that our
14   organization would encourage you to consider.
15   That would not, of course, restore all off street
16   parking.  It would bring in more back to our
17   neighborhood.
18                 We are also asking you specifically
19   to commit financial resources from this project
20   to provide for the remediation of these lost
21   parking spaces.
22                 At this point there's no financial
23   commitment from the project that they're going to
24   be doing anything towards off street parking to
25   make up for the street parking loss.
0030
 1                 And certainly there's a lot of
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 2   conversation with the City of St. Paul in how to
 3   do that, how to create good signage, how to make
 4   sure people understand how to share those
 5   resources.
 6                 We support that heavily.  We think
 7   those are great ideas, but there's going to need
 8   to be some dollars on the line and we really
 9   think it's important in this process that the
10   Council understand that and commit to something.
11                 MR. BELL:  You have about minute
12   left.
13                 MR. BOLAND:  Thank you.  My fourth
14   and final point on this is the commitment of
15   financial resources to enhance pedestrian safety
16   through this area.
17                 If there are going to be areas that
18   are two lanes of through traffic at all times,
19   and we have no opportunity to buffer between 30
20   mile an hour traffic and pedestrians, then we
21   think that it's important that decorative,
22   wrought iron rail, some kind of visual -- wrought
23   iron, pardon me.
24                 Some kind of visual separator, some
25   kind of barrier.  When there is absolutely no
0031
 1   potential to park there, you're not going to be
 2   able to walk across that space anyway.  Give us
 3   some financial commitment to remediate what that
 4   looks like to enhance the safety of the
 5   pedestrians using the area.
 6                 Simply having a blank sidewalk six
 7   inches from your elbow into a 30 mile an hour
 8   traffic isn't a solution that we can support.
 9                 Very much appreciate your time
10   today.  Thank you folks.
11                 MR. BELL:  Mr. Boland, thank you
12   very much.  Appreciate your coming down.
13                 The next speaker is Russ Williams.
14   Mr. Williams, welcome.
15                 MR. WILLIAMS:  Chairman, members of
16   the council, thank you very much.  Russ Williams
17   representing Fairview Health Services,
18   specifically the University of Minnesota Medical
19   Center Fairview at 2450 Riverside Avenue,
20   Minneapolis.
21                 As you all know, we have a hospital
22   and clinics facility on the East Bank of the
23   University of Minnesota campus.  And we initially
24   want to commend council for the mitigation
25   efforts that have been put in the plan for the
0032
 1   traffic and other concerns that we have for
 2   primarily our patient and ambulance traffic on
 3   that campus, but also our staff and physicians as
 4   well.
 5                 We want to ensure and make the
 6   formal request here that those mitigation efforts
 7   continue to be considered, carried as part of the
 8   project.  We feel very important specifically for
 9   our patient flow throughout, that people can
10   access the clinic and hospital as easily as
11   possible given the changes that are being
12   proposed to Washington Avenues.
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13                 Thank you very much.
14                 MR. BELL:  Appreciate your coming
15   down, taking the time.
16                 Joel Clemmer is our next speaker.
17   Mr. Clemmer, welcome.
18                 MR. CLEMMER:  Thank you.  Chairman
19   Bell, members of the council, thank you very much
20   for having this hearing.  Thank you for your work
21   on this project.
22                 And I speak to you as an
23   individual, although I'm a member of the District
24   Council Collaborative and -- Groveland Community
25   Council as taking a strong interest in the
0033
 1   project.
 2                 I find myself in a surprising
 3   position of needing to defend what I consider to
 4   be a common sense proposal, and that is given the
 5   fact that the communities along University Avenue
 6   here in St. Paul are disproportionately
 7   disadvantaged communities and disproportionately
 8   dependent on transit services, that the project
 9   in which we are investing actually improve the
10   transit services that are available to them.
11                 I'm afraid that we may have gotten
12   off track, pardon that pun, in those terms.
13   Basically I believe that our problem stems from
14   the decision some time ago to space stations in
15   this corridor approximately a mile apart.  The
16   problems created by that decision are those that
17   we're dealing with now.
18                 The basic outcome is that the
19   so-called infill stations, I belive, should not
20   be considered infill.  They should be considered
21   critical to the project in order to maintain
22   transit services the people in these neighbors
23   have come to expect.
24                 I fear that we're go to make the
25   problem worse in the sense of our plan to
0034
 1   diminish our parallel bus service along that
 2   route.  That makes little sense to me adding
 3   these two things together to say that we are
 4   indeed improving transit services when it appears
 5   that we are not.
 6                 Basically comparable cities,
 7   comparable systems to the one that we plan, have
 8   space leased stations much more close together
 9   than one mile a part.  That's a basic problem
10   that we need to rectify in a plan which I believe
11   overall to be a great one for the City of St.
12   Paul, and I thank you for your work on it.
13                 MR. BELL:  Mr. Clemmer, thank you
14   very much.  I appreciate your comments.
15                 My next speaker is Ray Sebieck.
16   Welcome.
17                 MR. SEBIECK:  Thank you for giving
18   me my time here.  My name is Ray Sebieck.  I've
19   lived here a long time, St. Paul right heart of
20   the Midway.  I've lived in the Midway for over 60
21   some years so I'm pretty familiar with what's
22   going on.
23                 I just happened to hear about this
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24   through Channel 5 News.  Now, I don't know if
25   you've sent out other things about come on down
0035
 1   to the hearing because I didn't hear about it.  I
 2   just happened to catch it on the news which gives
 3   me an opportunity to voice some opinions about
 4   this whole thing.
 5                 To spend $909 million on a project
 6   that's going to destroy the avenue, which is
 7   University, in our times of -- tough times, put
 8   it that way, not only in our state, but in the
 9   country, it seems kind of extreme.
10                 That money, if available, it should
11   be used to repair our streets, roads, highways,
12   interstates and all the things that a lot of
13   people travel.
14                 Also, the project -- now, all in
15   all, it probably is a good project in your minds.
16   Not in mine.  It's only going to be for like
17   about maybe 5 to 10 percent of people that live
18   in Minnesota.  Probably less than 5 percent.
19   That travel University Avenue by MTC right now.
20   But you know -- I know, you know that everybody
21   in this whole state is going to have to pay for
22   that thing.
23                 Now they talk about the light rail
24   going down to Maplewood Mall.  From what I
25   understand, that thing hasn't made any money yet.
0036
 1   So how is this one going to make up $909 million
 2   is kind of my thought?
 3                 Aside from destroying the avenue,
 4   too expensive, you still need buses.  If you have
 5   people that are living in between the stations.
 6   They're going to have to go down their same old
 7   corner to catch the bus to get down to the
 8   station.  And if they got off the bus -- I mean,
 9   I'm sure the bus is still going to go downtown,
10   they wouldn't even get off the bus.  They'd keep
11   right on running because they're not going to get
12   on the Pen Avenue train, even though I understand
13   there's a transfer involved.
14                 Now, there's other issues in the
15   future that I see.  All these stations, they're
16   going to require police enforcement also.  You're
17   going to get some low-lifes living in there.
18   You're going stock up with pillows and blankets
19   because you're going to have a lot of homeless
20   living in some of these places.
21                 I don't know what it's going to
22   take to derail the rail.  The way it sounds, it's
23   not going to be able to happen.  You guys have
24   pretty much into -- you've already got it pretty
25   much into the plans.
0037
 1                 I'd like to see us in some form or
 2   fashion take a popularity vote and say how many
 3   people, how many citizens of Minnesota really
 4   want this rail?  You know?  I want you to let
 5   them know, hey, this is your future taxes and
 6   this is that.
 7                 I don't know.  Hey, I finally got
 8   it off the my chest.  Anyway I was looking for
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 9   somebody to get it off.  Anyway this is some of
10   my points and I think they're valid.  So thanks
11   for listening.
12                 MR. BELL:  I appreciate you coming
13   down and sharing them with us.
14                 MR. CLEMMER:  Thanks to Channel 5
15   News.
16                 MR. BELL:  Barb Bolak is our next
17   speaker.  Welcome.
18                 MS. BOLAK:  Thank you.  The
19   comments I'd like to make is people live on the
20   residential streets, like on Sherburn, there's
21   going to be a parking issue.  People that are
22   homeowners need to be able to have a no fee
23   parking permit so that if they go to the grocery
24   store or go to a play or something, they don't
25   come home at 10:00 o'clock at night and have to
0038
 1   walk five or six blocks from there.
 2                 That's one of the problems with the
 3   light rail is the parking issue.  We do have
 4   parking here, but you need to have someplace
 5   where these cars can go.  It always seems like
 6   it's an overflow.  With all these places, like
 7   right now you have -- like Bloomington you have
 8   Park and Rides, Park and Gos and you can park
 9   your car, but they've always had problems with
10   parking.
11                 So what's going to happen is the
12   residential people are basically going be taxed
13   somehow for the arena and they will -- to provide
14   parking spaces.  Can you hear me?
15                 So they need to find some
16   alternative for parking for these cars, because I
17   work in Bloomington and when I went to go on
18   light rail several times early and I couldn't
19   even find a spot to park.  You know?
20                 What they'll do is they'll overflow
21   all into the streets.  So when you come home from
22   work, you're not going to have anyplace to park.
23   You need groceries, you'll be running all over
24   the place.
25                 I mean, you need to find some way
0039
 1   to alleviate the parking.  If you have to build a
 2   no-charge ramp somewhere, but there should be a
 3   permit designed for the residential people so
 4   that they have a clear parking space.  And those
 5   that need violate it, there should be signs that
 6   they will get charged.
 7                 Similar to what you have now on
 8   Grand Avenue.  If you park in a space and you
 9   don't have a sticker on your car, you will get a
10   ticket; because that's going to be a huge issues.
11                 So it's going to be better address
12   it now and have the funding so that you can have
13   some off ramp parking somewhere so this can
14   alleviate that kind of congestion because they
15   automatically will just go right around the
16   corner to park and go to a baseball game or
17   whatever and it's going to cause a big problem.
18                 Just people bringing their kids
19   home from daycare won't have a place to park
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20   their car.  I mean, you can't just drop the kid
21   off and go running around trying to find a spot.
22   You know?
23                 Also in the winter time when it
24   becomes darker, like I say, if you go somewhere
25   and you come home walking around maybe 11:00
0040
 1   o'clock night, five, ten blocks away because you
 2   can't park.
 3                 I've heard several people say with
 4   the light rail in their community, that was a
 5   huge, huge issue.  You can never park in front of
 6   your house, you can't go anywhere because you're
 7   afraid to lose your space.  So you feel prisoner
 8   and that's not fair to the residents.
 9                 They're not saying don't have it,
10   but just have somewhere for the congestion to go.
11   That's pretty much my statement.
12                 Is it possible for that to be a
13   discussion where you can build a ramp around here
14   where you can alleviate some of the parking?
15                 MR. BELL:  We're just taking
16   testimony.  We're not responding.  We just want
17   to hear what your thoughts are.
18                 MS. BOLAK:  So that's huge.
19   Because it is also for safety issue.  Like I
20   said, I'm not interested in running around -- I'm
21   out not interested in running around at midnight
22   looking for parking spaces when I'm ready to go
23   home.  And you know, it's just an issue.
24                 I'd rather have it addressed now
25   than have congestion and running back and forth
0041
 1   to city council.  You know, all these problems,
 2   Eyewitness News and all that stuff.  You know?
 3                 So that's my statement and I'm
 4   sticking to it.
 5                 MR. BELL:  Well, thank you.  I
 6   appreciate your taking the time.
 7                 MS. BOLAK:  Thank you for having
 8   me.
 9                 MR. BELL:  That's all of the people
10   who signed up to speak, but I'd like to offer an
11   opportunity to anyone to address us who didn't
12   sign up.  Would anyone like to make a comment who
13   didn't sign up?
14                 If not, before I close, I want to
15   remind folks that we are having our second public
16   hearing this Thursday, this upcoming Thursday,
17   August 7, 6:00 p.m. at the Brian Coyle Center in
18   Downtown Minneapolis, and our third and final
19   presentation or public hearing Saturday, August
20   9, 2:00 p.m. right down the street at the
21   Goodwill Easter Seals on Fairview Avenue.
22                 With that, I will call the public
23   hearing to a close.  Thank you all for coming.
24                 (Whereupon, the hearing was
     terminated at 12:53 p.m.)
25   
0042
 1   STATE OF MINNESOTA.)
                        )  ss.
 2   COUNTY OF HENNEPIN )
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 3       I, Brandi N. Bigalke, do hereby certify that
     the foregoing transcript of the Metropolitan
 4   Council, Light Rail Hearing, is true, correct and
     accurate;
 5   
 6       That said transcript was prepared under my
     direction and control from my stenographic
 7   shorthand notes taken on the 4th day of August,
     2008;
 8   
 9       That I am not related to any of the parties
     in this matter, nor am I interested in the
10   outcome of this action.
11   
12       Witness my hand and seal this 13th day of
     August, 2008.
13   
14   
15                     _______________________
                       Brandi N. Bigalke
16   
17   
18   
19   
20   
21   
22   
23   
24   
25   
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 6                  METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
 7                   LIGHT RAIL HEARING
 8                     August 7, 2008
 9              Brian Coyle Community Center
10                 Minneapolis, Minnesota
11   _________________________________________________
12   
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15   
16   
17   
18   
19   
20   
21   
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23   
24   
25   
0002
 1                 MR. BELL:  I think we'll get
 2   started.  Can folks hear me without this?  Is
 3   that fine?  Can you hear me okay?
 4                 Let me call the meeting to order.
 5   I'm Peter Bell.  I am chair of the MET Council.
 6   I have Peggy Leppik, another council member with
 7   me here today.  This is the second of three
 8   public hearings that we're having on the
 9   Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
10   Statement.
11                 This is something that is required
12   by the FTA, the Federal Transit Administration,
13   as a part of our preliminary engineering process
14   and also an important component as we make our
15   application for final design.  That application
16   will be submitted September 5th.
17                 We take comments that will be made
18   seriously, not just in terms of the supplemental
19   DEIS, but also as we look at the development of
20   what is the State's largest public works project.
21                 We also will be accepting written
22   and e-mailed comments up to August 25th.  So if
23   you have additional comments that you would like
24   to make or you know someone who is not able to
25   make tonight's meeting, but has a comment, we
0003
 1   welcome those comments up to August 25th.
 2                 We have one more meeting after this
 3   and that is going to be on August 9, this
 4   Saturday at the Goodwill Easter Seals building in
 5   St. Paul on Fairview Avenue.  That will be
 6   starting at 2:00 o'clock.
 7                 So again, if you know someone who
 8   would like to make a comment or raise a concern,
 9   the last public hearing we will have will be this
10   Saturday.
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11                 Before we actually get into the
12   comments, I'm going to ask Kathy O'Brien from the
13   staff to just provide a little bit of background
14   information.  Kathy.
15                 MS. O'BRIEN:  Thank you, Chair
16   Bell.  I should ask if everyone is hear me
17   otherwise I can -- yes?
18                 As Chair Bell already gave a brief
19   overview for you, this is the purpose of the
20   meeting tonight and it's basically an opportunity
21   for the public to provide testimony on the
22   Supplemental DEIS.
23                 The Supplemental DEIS was a
24   document that was just focused on changes, a
25   limited set of key changes basically from the
0004
 1   2006 Draft Environmental Impact Statement that
 2   was published.  The key changes here are listed
 3   on the Power Point slide.
 4                 There are also some exhibits in the
 5   back of the room for those of you who maybe
 6   weren't here previously for the open house.
 7   After you've given your testimony, we'll keep
 8   them up.  You can go and take a quick look at
 9   them.
10                 The first element was the Hiawatha
11   central connection right here near the Brian
12   Coyle Center.  There was a change in the
13   alignment from the 2006 DEIS in terms of the
14   details of how that alignment, the central
15   corridor would come and connect to the Hiawatha
16   train.
17                 The second issue was one that got a
18   lot of attention.  That was changes proposed at
19   the University of Minnesota East Bank Campus.
20   Again, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
21   had looked at a tunnel that would run through the
22   East Bank, and the supplemental DEIS focuses on
23   an at grade solution on Washington Avenue.
24                 The third issue was in response to
25   numerous comments that were received during the
0005
 1   2006 DEIS comment period.  That was to look at
 2   the opportunity for infill stations in St. Paul.
 3   Those stations would be at Hamlin Avenue,
 4   Victoria Street and Western Avenue.
 5                 The Supplemental DEIS looks at the
 6   environmental impacts of constructing those
 7   stations and provides the clearance through the
 8   environmental process for those to be built at a
 9   time the funding would become available.
10                 Our fourth issue was in the Capital
11   area of St. Paul.  There was a change in the
12   alignment and a slight change in the station
13   location that's discussed in the supplemental
14   document.
15                 Also Downtown St. Paul, a couple
16   key changes that were going on there.  One was
17   the consolidation of two stations into one placed
18   on the diagonal block of Fourth Street, Fifth
19   Street, Minnesota Street in Downtown St. Paul.
20   Then there were also some -- an alignment and a
21   come different options in terms of getting into
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22   and through Downtown St. Paul to the storage and
23   maintenance facility.  Sorry.  Just people
24   getting settled.
25                 The sixth issue was traction power
0006
 1   substations.  There are about 13 of those that
 2   will be placed along the line.  The substations
 3   are what is used to actually power to train and
 4   the DEIS had talked about those as requirements,
 5   but really didn't provide any location for those.
 6                 The Supplemental DEIS does identify
 7   general location for the placement of those
 8   substations.
 9                 Issue number seven is the three-car
10   train.  The supplemental DEIS looks at the -- has
11   designs for three-car train operations, the
12   platforms, the system elements and discloses it.
13                 Issue eight was the vehicle
14   maintenance facility as mentioned.  That will be
15   in Downtown St. Paul.  Then issue nine is the
16   Washington Avenue Bridge and improvements that
17   would be needed to support the operation of LRT
18   on the bridge.
19                 Again, there's just a brief map
20   here gives the geographic location of some of
21   those nine key elements and that's also a board
22   in the back of the room for those of you who
23   might want to look at it.
24                 Very briefly I'll talk about where
25   we've been with the environmental process.  It
0007
 1   sets a little bit of the context for the hearing
 2   tonight.  In 2001, there was a scoping process.
 3   A number of different alignment alternatives were
 4   looked at as well as different modes of operating
 5   transportation services to meet the purpose and
 6   need of this project.
 7                 From that broad scoping document,
 8   the process narrowed down to look at just a small
 9   set of alternatives.  Bus rapid transit and light
10   rail transit operating on University and
11   Washington Avenues.
12                 After the publication of the draft
13   Environmental Impact Statement, in June, 2006,
14   the MET Council did select a locally-preferred
15   alternative in that process and that is light
16   rail transit operating on University and
17   Washington Avenues.
18                 With that locally-preferred
19   alternative in hand, then the next major step in
20   the process was to prepare to enter into
21   preliminary engineering.  The Council was doing
22   that and working in partnership with the Federal
23   Transit Administration, and that's basically the
24   process that we've been in formally now since
25   about 2007.
0008
 1                 It was through that process of
 2   preliminary engineering that some of the options
 3   that are being talked about in the Supplemental
 4   DEIS were discovered and the need for to do this
 5   document then became apparent working with FDA.
 6                 Where we're going is to look for
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 7   some action at the close of this comment period
 8   to reaffirm the preferred alternative.  Also then
 9   the next major step beyond that would be the
10   preparation of a final Environmental Impact
11   Statement.
12                 That is currently planned to be
13   published towards the end of this year, in late
14   December, early January, 2009.  The SDEIS will,
15   again, affirm that preferred alternative option.
16   It will also disclose the commitments of
17   mitigation to the project for any impacts that
18   we're having.
19                 We'll need to look at what can be
20   done to mitigate those impacts and those
21   commitments will be in the final DEIS.
22                 Also responses to public comments
23   received.  If you're testifying tonight for the
24   Supplemental DEIS, a response to those comments
25   will be included in the final DEIS.
0009
 1                 There may be people out here who
 2   also commented on the draft DEIS, and those will
 3   also be part of the final DEIS.
 4                 Then the final step in the
 5   environmental process is the record of decision.
 6   That is the FTA signing off and committing to the
 7   action.  Our schedule currently has us receiving
 8   that in early 2009.
 9                 Someone wants in.  Tell them
10   they're welcome.  Come on in.
11                 The process of public comment as
12   Chair Bell mentioned earlier, the comment period
13   closes August 25th.  So if you're testifying
14   tonight, if you want to encourage your neighbors,
15   community groups, sending in your testimony,
16   that's being accepted through August 25th by
17   e-mail, regular mail, telephone, testimony at the
18   hearings.  Again, I think all of that is
19   summarized in a handout that's available tonight
20   that's sitting out on the front desk.
21                 Again, we had one hearing already
22   August 4th at the Wilder Center.  This is our
23   second one.  Our final one will be this Saturday
24   at 2:00 o'clock at the Goodwill Easter Seals
25   building.  It's a Fairview and University Avenue.
0010
 1                 With that, Chair Bell, I think I
 2   will turn it over to you.
 3                 MR. BELL:  Good.  Thank you very
 4   much.  Just a few ground rules that we have that
 5   I will review very, very quickly.
 6                 If you wish to speak, we would ask
 7   you to register at the desk and put a check mark
 8   in the right-hand corner, and then I will read
 9   your name and ask you -- call you when your time
10   is to speak.
11                 People will be called to speak in
12   the order in which they appear on the sign up
13   sheet.  Each speaker we would ask that you would
14   state your name, address and the organization
15   that you represent, if any.  Some people may be
16   representation organization, some themselves.
17                 It is important that people
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18   identify themselves because this session is being
19   transcribed.  Individuals will be given three
20   minutes if you are representing yourself.  If
21   however, you are representing a group, we're
22   going to expand that time to five minutes.
23                 Written statements, in addition to
24   oral comments, are also accepted.  So if you
25   don't want to speak, but leave a written
0011
 1   statement, that would accepted and appreciated as
 2   well.
 3                 People were asking folks to limit
 4   the scope of their discussion to the supplemental
 5   draft environmental impact statement that Kathryn
 6   reviewed.
 7                 So other aspects of the central
 8   corridor, of which there are many, we would ask
 9   this isn't the time and the place to comment on
10   those, but really only those matters that pertain
11   to the SDEIS.
12                 To maximize the number of people
13   that are given an opportunity to speak, if you
14   address the council at a previous listening
15   session, we would like you to wait until others
16   who have not addressed us at a previous listening
17   session to have an opportunity to speak before
18   you do, but I don't anticipate that that will be
19   a problem tonight.
20                 Our first speaker is Renee
21   Lundgren.  Welcome.
22                 MS. LUNDGREN:  Thank you.  Good
23   evening.  My name is Renee Lundgren, and I am
24   here to speak, both on my behalf as somebody who
25   lives two blocks off of University and Hamlin,
0012
 1   and also as a representative for MICAH, the
 2   Metropolitan Interfaith Council of Affordable
 3   Housing.  So I'm just sort of curious, since I'm
 4   three and five, does that mean I'm going to get
 5   eight minutes to speak?
 6                 MR. BELL:  Wouldn't it nice if it
 7   worked that way.
 8                 MS. LUNDGREN:  That actually
 9   wouldn't be nice.  I'm going to do this in
10   hopefully less than three minutes.
11                 Myself, as an employee of MICAH
12   hold the value, and as does MICAH, that
13   affordable housing is one of the key things that
14   we all need to keep in mind as we're looking at
15   the corridors.  I'm just saying that because I
16   want to get that in there.
17                 But in regards to the key things
18   that were looked at, I would just like to say
19   that I really believe that Western, Victoria and
20   Hamlin should be included in the corridor.
21                 And I understand that they're
22   looking at the idea of having something set up so
23   that after, if and when there's money available,
24   that we could put that in there, but my concern
25   is the fact that in Western, and Victoria in
0013
 1   particular, but also on Hamlin, those are
 2   communities that are very low income and really
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 3   need that access.
 4                 It would be, I think, money well
 5   spent and I think something we should really be
 6   considering putting the stops on those areas.
 7                 Also as somebody who lives on the
 8   other side of University Avenue, we often times,
 9   my neighbors and I often time walk over to the
10   stores and there's a lot of concern from people
11   about what's it going to be like?
12                 Because right now it's already
13   difficult to cross University Avenue, and with
14   the light rail coming through and with all the
15   stops that there are there, there's a lot of
16   concern around how are we going to cross
17   University with the light rail there when it's
18   difficult now?
19                 So thank you.  That's just what I
20   wanted to say.
21                 MR. BELL:  Good.  Thank you so
22   much.  Before we continue, I'd like to introduce
23   another colleague of mine on the MET Council,
24   Christine Sersland Beach to my right.  Actually,
25   she represents the district that encompasses a
0014
 1   great deal of the central corridor.  So welcome.
 2                 The other point I neglected to add
 3   is that we're not going to be dialoging with
 4   presenters.  So we're only to be receiving
 5   testimony, but not really responding.
 6                 The next speaker is Jerry...
 7                 MR. KETTUNEN:  Kettunen.
 8                 MR. BELL:  Say that again.
 9                 MR. KETTUNEN:  Kettunen.  You just
10   have to pronounce all the letters.
11                 MR. BELL:  You did it very well.
12                 MR. KETTUNEN:  My name is Jerry
13   Kettunen.  I live in St. Paul and I use the light
14   rail often -- or not the light rail -- the bus
15   service on University Avenue.
16                 In the literature you said the
17   light rail was going to go from end to end in
18   about 39.6 minutes.  If you do some basic math,
19   which somebody said it's very complicated, it's
20   eight minutes per the MPC to go from the
21   Warehouse District Station to the Downtown East
22   Metro Station.  Taken eight minutes for that.
23                 Then after that you've got 15 stops
24   which take around 30 seconds and I've seen some
25   as long as 52 seconds.  So that would add about
0015
 1   another 8 minutes.
 2                 And you've got about another 9.9
 3   miles at 15 miles an hour and the Hiawatha line
 4   has a 15 miles an hour speed limits on South
 5   Fifth Street.
 6                 Adding that up, you get 55.6
 7   minutes and that doesn't include any acceleration
 8   time.  That includes minimum times for stops.
 9                 So unless you're violating the laws
10   of physics, this light rail will be significantly
11   slower.  The only thing that -- between the 94
12   will be much faster, the 50 faster and the number
13   16 bus which makes a lot more stops and is much
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14   more convenient for people living on University
15   Avenue, it will beat the number 16 some of the
16   times if you look at using key times.
17                 So I think -- I have for about five
18   months been sending e-mails trying to as to how
19   the physics are going to work.  This isn't rocket
20   science.  I've got a Sixth Grader that can follow
21   most of this, and I'm assuming maybe the light
22   rail can find somebody at least that smart.
23                 And I don't understand -- and the
24   real issue is why is Hiawatha successful?
25   Because it has limited access rights of way --
0016
 1                 MR. BELL:  You have about a minute
 2   left.
 3                 MR. KETTUNEN:  Where it can go 45,
 4   55 miles an hour.  Yet on Fifth Street, they're
 5   15 miles an hour, and University Avenue and
 6   Washington Avenue we know are at least as busy as
 7   Fifth Street and Minneapolis.
 8                 So somewhere I would like somebody
 9   to explain the physics because the people on
10   University Avenue are going to be darn
11   disappointed when they get on that thing and say,
12   "Gee, where is my number 16 bus?"
13                 Thank you.
14                 MR. BELL:  Thank you for your
15   comments.  Paul White is our next speaker.
16                 Mr. White, welcome.  Welcome.
17                 MR. WHITE:  Thank you.  My name is
18   Paul White.  I live in Southeast Minneapolis.
19   I'm very excited about the light rail.  I think
20   it's fantastic, but with regard to this
21   Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Study,
22   main concern is how have -- as I look through the
23   document it refers to removal of cars from
24   Washington Avenue pedestrian mall, and being that
25   we live right next to that mall, proposed mall,
0017
 1   we wonder if those cars are going to then appear
 2   on our streets.
 3                 And I guess the question is how
 4   does this study look at the surrounding
 5   neighborhoods or does it at all, as far as the
 6   impact of pushing cars or removing them from
 7   Washington Avenue?  I may have missed it.  I very
 8   quickly went through it, but that's the primary
 9   concern.
10                 As you know, there was the -- the
11   University appeared to be focused on using a
12   railroad trench that would not have had to remove
13   cars from Washington Avenue, and you know, we
14   scratching our heads in the neighborhood at the
15   University why, what seems like a logical
16   solution like that was not included in parallel
17   for comparison and study.
18                 So primary concern is on the cars
19   that are displaced, and if this study or if other
20   studies will look at how those cars will -- where
21   they will wind up and how that will impact the
22   communities around Washington Avenue and
23   University.  Thank you.
24                 MR. BELL:  Thanks for your comment.
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25   Tim Mungavan.
0018
 1                 MR. MUNGAVAN:  Mungavan.
 2                 MR. BELL:  Mungavan.  Welcome.
 3                 MR. MUNGAVAN:  Thank you.  As I
 4   say, my name is Tim Mungavan.  I work at West
 5   Bank Community Development Corporation which is a
 6   nonprofit development corporation serving the
 7   Cedar/Riverside neighborhood and we're very
 8   interested in the light rail, the central
 9   corridor light rail.  We think it will be a great
10   boom to this neighborhood and we have been
11   involved in working with MET Council in an
12   earlier phase trying to ensure that the station
13   on the West Bank connects with Cedar Avenue and
14   we're happy it has now.  The design now does
15   connect to Cedar Avenue.  We think it's a good
16   thing and it will be very beneficial to the
17   neighborhood over the long haul.
18                 We interested -- the Cedar
19   Riverside is a growing community of color with a
20   high concentration of new Americans, both
21   residents and businesses, and the light rail is
22   likely to serve both businesses and residents in
23   the future.
24                 And what we feel is an opportunity
25   here is to have development around the light rail
0019
 1   station that will help everyone in the
 2   neighborhood prosper, help the neighborhood
 3   preserve its international character.
 4                 But to do that, we feel that the
 5   development needs to be smart in nature.  It has
 6   to take advantage of good advantage of some of
 7   the opportunities that are brought to us though
 8   this -- the change in character of what we call
 9   the Washington Avenue trench, which is a very
10   underutilized land that could be better utilized
11   for development.
12                 But we also oppose the new
13   alignment connection between the central corridor
14   and the Hiawatha line because it is -- it's
15   routed right through a potential very useful,
16   developable parcel, that if it were part of the
17   future development around the station would
18   provide a lot more benefit to the community and
19   to the City and to the line in general.
20                 So in combination with the present
21   design which shows the diamond intersection at
22   Cedar and Washington continuing to be in place,
23   which is a big waste of land we think.  This new
24   connection to the Hiawatha corridor is also not a
25   wise use of land.  We oppose the use of that.
0020
 1                 So that's all I have.  Thanks.
 2                 MR. BELL:  I appreciate you taking
 3   time to provide some testimony.
 4                 That is all the people that we have
 5   signed up.  However, I would like to provide an
 6   opportunity for anyone else in the audience who
 7   would like to have their comments included in the
 8   record to come forward.  Would anyone else like
 9   to speak tonight?

Page 8

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 341

__________________________________________________________________________________________



8708METCouncil
10                 All right.  Then I will remind you
11   that we also accept written comments.  Those
12   written comments need to be submitted by August
13   25th and our final public hearing will be this
14   Saturday, 2:00 o'clock at the Goodwill Easter
15   Seal Building on Fairview Avenue in St. Paul.
16                 With that I'll call the meeting to
17   a close.  Thank you all for coming down.
18                 (Whereupon, the hearing was
     terminated at 6:27 p.m.)
19   
20   
21   
22   
23   
24   
25   
0021
 1   STATE OF MINNESOTA )
                        )  ss.
 2   COUNTY OF HENNEPIN )
 3       I, Brandi N. Bigalke, do hereby certify that
     the foregoing transcript of the Metropolitan
 4   Council, Light Rail Hearing, is true, correct and
     accurate;
 5   
 6       That said transcript was prepared under my
     direction and control from my stenographic
 7   shorthand notes taken on the 7th day of August,
     2008;
 8   
 9       That I am not related to any of the parties
     in this matter, nor am I interested in the
10   outcome of this action.
11   
12       Witness my hand and seal this 13th day of
     August, 2008.
13   
14   
15                     _______________________
                       Brandi N. Bigalke
16   
17   
18   
19   
20   
21   
22   
23   
24   
25   
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0002
 1                    P R O C E E D I N G S
 2        Whereupon, the hearing was commenced at 2:04 p.m.
 3   as follows:
 4   
 5                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Can everyone hear me
 6   okay?
 7                  THE AUDIENCE:  No.
 8                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Can everyone hear me
 9   now?  Thank you.  I want to welcome everyone to the
10   third of our public hearings on the Central Corridor
11   SDEIS.  This is the process where we ask people from
12   the community to raise any issues on the Supplementary
13   Draft Environmental Impact Statement that we will be
14   submitting September 5th.  This is a part of the
15   process with the Federal Transit Administration.
16   Right now, we're in preliminary engineering, and we
17   will be making our application for what is known as
18   final decision.  That process hopefully, we will be
19   allowed into in February or March of 2009.  We will be
20   in that stage of development of the project for about
21   a year, at the end of which we will make another
22   application to the Federal Transit Administration for
23   a full funding grant agreement, whereby the Feds will
24   pay 50 percent of the cost of constructing the line.
25                  Now, let me introduce the folks at the
0003
 1   table here.  Georgeanne Hilker is to my left.  She's a
 2   member of the Met Council.  Kirstin Sersland Beach is
 3   also a member of the Metropolitan Council, and her
 4   district encompasses much of the central corridor.  My
 5   name is Peter Bell; I'm chair of the Met Council.
 6   Shoua Lee is to my immediate right, and she works on
 7   the staff of the Central Corridor Team.  And Kathy
 8   O'Brien to my far right also works on the staff of the
 9   Central Corridor Project office.
10                  Before we hear testimony today, I'm
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11   going to ask Kathryn O'Brien to do a bit of an
12   overview of what's in the SDEIS, and then we will hear
13   testimony from persons that want to comment on that
14   process.  Katherine?
15                  MS. O'BRIEN:  Thank you, Chair Bell.
16   Can everyone hear me?  Good.  Just a very quick
17   introduction to set the stage for what the
18   supplemental DEIS is and what its purpose is and the
19   overall project process, and then I will move on very
20   quickly to give you a little bit of an overview of
21   where we've been in the environmental process, where
22   we're going to be going over the next few months, and
23   hopefully do all of this and give plenty of time for
24   you to testify today.
25                  The supplemental DEIS was really a
0004
 1   focused document.  It was focused on nine key changes
 2   from what had been proposed in the 2006 Draft
 3   Environmental Impact Statement.  Those key changes are
 4   there on the screen, but the first was that that
 5   Hiawatha central connection over on the U of M -- near
 6   the U of M's West Bank campus, there were some changes
 7   that were contemplated in terms of how the train would
 8   connect to the existing Hiawatha Light Rail train.
 9                  The second issue that got a lot of
10   attention in the press, I know, locally was the -- the
11   decision to take a look at an alternate arrangement of
12   the LRT through the University of Minnesota's West
13   Bank campus.  We're now proposing a solution that
14   would run at grade on Washington Avenue through the
15   East Bank campus and turning a portion of that into a
16   transit/pedestrian mall.
17                  The third change was a result of many
18   comments that were received during the 2006 Draft
19   Environmental Impact Statement comment period, and
20   that was to look at building three additional stations
21   in St. Paul on Hamline Avenue, Victoria Street, and
22   Western Avenue.
23                  The fourth is changes that were
24   proposed in the Capitol area of St. Paul.  The shift
25   in the station location from -- at the Capitol station
0005
 1   and also change in the alignment of the LRT.
 2                  Sixth issue was looking at traction
 3   power substations and locations for those to be placed
 4   along the line.  There were 13 traction power
 5   substations, and the supplemental DEIS gives
 6   information on the general location for those pieces
 7   of equipment.
 8                  And I see missed one, No. 5.  No. 5 is
 9   the downtown St. Paul alignment and station locations.
10   There were several changes contemplated in that net
11   alignment, that portion of the alignment, the
12   consolidation of two stations into one station placed
13   on the diagonal block at 5th and 4th Streets in
14   downtown St. Paul and also changes in the alignment.
15                  The seventh issue was looking at the
16   three-car train requirement.  It was looking at the
17   impact of building these stations out to accommodate
18   the three-car trains at some point in the future when
19   they'll be required, and also other elements that
20   would be required for those operations.
21                  The eighth issue was the vehicle
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22   maintenance facility that had been talked about in
23   very general terms in the 2006 DEIS.  The supplemental
24   DEIS gives a very specific location for that facility
25   in downtown St. Paul, just a little bit east of the
0006
 1   Union Depot Station, and other elements that would be
 2   required for that vehicle maintenance facility.
 3                  And then the ninth issue is Washington
 4   Avenue bridge and improvements to that to facilitate
 5   the LRT operations.
 6                  And there's just a map here that gives
 7   some information in terms of where these elements are
 8   located geographically along the corridor.  That map
 9   and some other information is actually set up just
10   outside the room here, and for those of you who might
11   not have come in before the hearing started, if you
12   would like to take a quick look at that after you're
13   done testifying, that will be left up for you to take
14   a look at.
15                  The environment process, where we've
16   been has been a series of many years in different
17   studies.  But most recently, in 2001, it began with a
18   look at a number of different alternatives and
19   different ways and modes of transit that meet the
20   needs of the central corridor.  From that
21   broad-scoping document, there were just a few
22   alternatives that were selected for analysis in the
23   Draft Environment Impact Statement that included bus
24   transit and light rail transit operating on University
25   and Washington Avenues.  Through that process of the
0007
 1   publication and review of the Draft Environmental
 2   Impact Statement, the Met Council selected, in June of
 3   2006, they selected light rail transit as the
 4   preferred alternative, and so that is what we've been
 5   looking at ever since that time in 2006.
 6                  Between 2006 and 2007, there was a
 7   period where we were applying to the Federal Transit
 8   Administration to formally enter preliminary
 9   engineering, and that is where we're at at this point
10   in time.  Through the process of preliminary
11   engineering and through the process of looking at
12   public comments that were received on the 2006 DEIS,
13   the FTA has said, you know, some of these changes that
14   you're thinking about, they would have the potential
15   for significant impacts, and we were directed by the
16   FTA, basically, to do the supplemental draft
17   environmental impact statements that we're going to be
18   discussing today.
19                  Then, finally, after the DEIS is
20   published, there will be the process of putting
21   together the final environmental impact statement.
22   The purpose of that document is to look at the final
23   preferred alternative, also to look at commitments to
24   mitigation for any impacts that that alternative will
25   cause, and then also to respond to public comments.
0008
 1   So the comments received at the hearing this
 2   afternoon, those will be responded to in the final EIS
 3   document.
 4                  And then the final step in the process
 5   is really to get to a record of decision, which the
 6   Federal Transit Administration would sign.  The

Page 3

Record of Public Comment on Central Corridor SDEIS_________________________________________________________________________________________Page 345

__________________________________________________________________________________________



Aug9-Lightrail
 7   schedule now has us receiving that in early 2009.
 8   Once that record of decision is received, then we
 9   would enter into the full-funding grant agreement and
10   enter final design and eventually enter into
11   construction on the project.
12                  The public comment period will close
13   August 25th.  Your comments are being received at
14   public hearings.  The third hearing is one we're
15   having this afternoon.  There's also the opportunity
16   to comment via e-mail, also to comment by writing to
17   myself as a point (inaudible) project (inaudible), and
18   also by telephone.  We have a telephone hotline set
19   up, as well.
20                  As I mentioned, this is the third
21   public hearing.  We've had two already this week and
22   this caps our final hearing for that process.
23                  And with that, Chair Bell, I will turn
24   it over to you as you wanted to go over the ground
25   rules.
0009
 1                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you very much,
 2   Kathryn.  There are a few simple rules of the road
 3   regarding this session today; the first of which is:
 4   People wishing to speak, we would kindly ask you to
 5   sign up at the desk to my right, to your left.  People
 6   will be called to speak in the order in which they
 7   appear on the sign-in sheet.  And I beg your
 8   indulgence now if I pronounce your name wrong.  Each
 9   speaker should state his or her name, address, and the
10   organization they represent, if any.
11                  It is important that people identify
12   themselves because we, of course, are transcribing
13   this session.  Individuals will be given three minutes
14   if they are only representing themselves.  If,
15   however, they are representing a group, they will be
16   given five minutes to present.  Written statements, in
17   addition to oral comments, are also very much welcome
18   and accepted.  And as stated earlier, the deadline for
19   those written comments is August 25th.
20                  We would request that you limit the
21   scope of your contents -- of your comments to the
22   supplemental draft environmental impact statement; in
23   other words, those nine points that Kathryn went
24   through.  There are many additional questions and
25   concerns and comments that people may have about the
0010
 1   central corridor line, but for this process and this
 2   hearing, we would kindly ask you to, if you could,
 3   limit your comments to those nine points.
 4                  To maximize the number of people that
 5   are given an opportunity to speak, those individuals
 6   that have addressed the Council at one of the previous
 7   listening sessions, we would ask that you wait to make
 8   your comments until people who have not had that
 9   opportunity can speak; though I don't anticipate a
10   problem with that because we don't have that many
11   people requesting to make a comment.
12                  And the final and very important point
13   is we're not going to be responding to your comments.
14   We are just going to be listening to them.  I would
15   ask you to kindly refrain from asking us questions or
16   attempting to engage us in dialogue, because the
17   session will become too long and protracted.  We are
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18   only going to be receiving and hearing your comments.
19                  And with that, our first speaker is
20   Terry Henry.  Welcome.
21                  MR. HENRY:  Thank you.  My name is Dr.
22   Terry Henry.  My wife and I live at 406 Wacouta
23   Street, Unit 208, downtown St. Paul, 55101, lowertown.
24   I represent myself.
25                  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We can't hear you.
0011
 1                  MR. HENRY:  Can you hear me now?  I'll
 2   repeat it.  My name is Dr. Terry Henry.  My wife and I
 3   live at 406 Wacouta Street, River Park Lofts, Unit
 4   208, downtown St. Paul, Minnesota, 55101.  We are
 5   representing no one except ourselves; however, we are
 6   members of the Central Presbyterian Church.  I'm on
 7   the board of elders, which is the governing board of
 8   the church; however, I cannot speak for the church
 9   because the session has not (inaudible), so I'm only
10   speaking for our concern.  We're speaking because of
11   the -- we had a show -- we went to a viewing of the
12   light rail last Sunday, so that's where a revelation
13   occurred.  I just want to bring some issues to you
14   which the supplemental DEIS really does not cover.  In
15   summary -- in general, the publication covers churches
16   more as artifacts, historical buildings, pretty
17   buildings, historic -- vibration concern, a little lip
18   service for weddings and funerals, nothing that the
19   church as a place of business and the service of
20   people, the service of God.
21                  I'll read off what I see as happening
22   to Central Presbyterian Church and see what you say.
23   The tracks -- we're concerned about the tracks on
24   Cedar Street that cover -- that abut against Central
25   Presbyterian Church in downtown St. Paul, 500 Cedar
0012
 1   Street -- Cedar Avenue, I guess it's called, in St.
 2   Paul.  Tracks are right -- go next to the church
 3   property 28 feet from the front door of the church.
 4   In our opinion, my wife's and my opinion, the tracks
 5   effectively block the church's only access to a public
 6   street.  Central Presbyterian Church is hemmed in on
 7   all other sides by private property.  We can use it
 8   only at the behest at -- or they can change their mind
 9   in a flash.
10                  The arriving trains, as we understand
11   it, between 7 and 10 minutes, block the only loading
12   zone of the church.  We understand there's supposed to
13   be some mitigation (inaudible) have not been satisfied
14   with what I've heard so far.  Driving change crossing
15   the intersections of Exchange and Cedar Streets in the
16   vicinity of the church must announce such arrivals by
17   the authorized gong, gong, gong.  Since trains are the
18   only -- the train going 28 feet from the door of the
19   church, the noise will not be mitigated by distance,
20   and in the summertime, the church leaves the sanctuary
21   open due -- because we don't have air conditioning.
22                  The research documents do not pertain
23   to the LRT -- do not acknowledge all churches,
24   including Central Presbyterian Church, that the church
25   operates business daily, 7 days a week, all day into
0013
 1   the evening and sometimes overnight.  It's not --
 2                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  You've got a minute
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 3   left.
 4                  MR. HENRY:  All right.  I'll talk
 5   (inaudible).  Churches include religious service,
 6   education classes, counseling, social services,
 7   assistance to the elderly, homeless -- housing for
 8   homeless.  We have rummage sales, music performances,
 9   luncheons, pizza socials, facility like A.A.  This LRT
10   will discriminate against the elderly because there's
11   no way for them to get into the only authorized ADA
12   ramp in the church.  We would have to redo the new
13   ramp someplace else.  There is no way for the church
14   to have a -- where are they going to put its dumpster
15   because that's the only place we have for the
16   dumpster.  Weddings are screwed up because of the
17   church.  The funerals are messed up because of the
18   arrival trains, and there's no way for the persons to
19   get the caskets properly into the church in proper
20   dignity.
21                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Mr. Henry, your time is
22   up.
23                  MR. HENRY:  Thank you.
24                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  I appreciate you coming
25   in.
0014
 1                  MR. HENRY:  I'll write you a nice long
 2   letter.
 3                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  The next speaker is
 4   Leslie Davis.  Mr. Davis, welcome.
 5                  MR. DAVIS:  Thank you.  My name is
 6   Leslie Davis.  I represent (inaudible) Environmental
 7   Group.  Address is Post Office Box 1168, Minneapolis,
 8   55402.  And my address is 622 Lowry, where I live with
 9   my cat; I speak for me and my cat today under your
10   (inaudible).  I testified or provided a letter to the
11   Met Council probably four, five, or six years ago
12   questioning if car rail was going to be proposed,
13   suggesting that it go up along Pierce Butler Road or
14   along existing railroad tracks, so I'll make that part
15   of my comments today by reference that I am in play in
16   this issue because I am on the record doing that.
17                  You know, when government gets a bad
18   idea, first thing they do is they plant a little seed
19   of it and then they take a little money and throw it
20   at it and then they go and chase that money with a
21   whole bunch of more money and we wind up with the
22   project which exists today, a project that we can't
23   afford.  The State of Minnesota is billions -- I have
24   a record that shows we were $28 billion, with a B, in
25   debt.  The federal government is trillions of dollars
0015
 1   in debt.  A trillion dollars is a thousand billion;
 2   think about that.  Thousands of billions of dollars in
 3   debt with no hope of paying it because we keep
 4   creating money and interest out of thin air, and we're
 5   going to pay for a project and we're all thrilled
 6   because union workers will go to work and the federal
 7   government is going to pay for it, but with whose
 8   money?  The future's money that's going to be created
 9   out of thin air.
10                  So I'm going to give four points today:
11   That we can't afford this project because of what I
12   just mentioned about the money.  It's not needed
13   because this corridor is the most efficient one for
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14   transportation.  Jamming rail trains onto the
15   Washington bridge and onto Washington Avenue, it just
16   doesn't make sense.  If this is your state and you had
17   the power and you were king, you wouldn't put in a
18   project like this when you look down on it.  It's just
19   outrageous.
20                  It's -- now, the central lines, this
21   whole thing by allowing this corridor to run into the
22   light rail, you see -- put yourself vulnerable to
23   disruption.  What if something were to happen downtown
24   Minneapolis that might knock out the tracks or
25   something?  Then you got a whole transportation system
0016
 1   to the University, to Minneapolis/St. Paul, the
 2   airport, the Mall of America knocked out.  You'd be
 3   too vulnerable because of centralizing it.  In this
 4   day and age where terrorism is the key word,
 5   centralization is really not a good idea.
 6                  And fourth point I'll make is the
 7   environment.  I see no examination of the electricity
 8   effects from this operation; either riding the trains,
 9   standing on the platforms.  I mean, stray voltage is a
10   serious problem.  The farmers have spoken up numerous
11   times in numerous places.  There's voluminous amounts
12   of records about stray voltage from electricity.  With
13   computers and all the things in the cars, you think --
14   you need to examine that in this environment review.
15   And also, environment protects us against noise,
16   disruption.  It doesn't have to be noise that exceeds
17   certain decibel levels, but if you're going to hear
18   those bells on University ding, ding, ding all night
19   until two a.m., I don't know if the people are going
20   to stand for it.  What we're going to do, if we can
21   find public support for it, we're going to sue to stop
22   the project if we can mobilize enough people to do it
23   because I'm convinced that's all that's going to stop
24   it.
25                  Thank you for your courtesy and the
0017
 1   opportunity to testify, and you all have a good
 2   weekend.
 3                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Mr. Davis, thank you
 4   for your comments.  The next presenter is Irwin
 5   Wintervold.  Erin, I'm sorry.
 6                  MS. WINTERVOLD:  Hi.  I'm Erin
 7   Wintervold.  I'm also (inaudible).
 8                  THE COURT REPORTER:  Can you speak into
 9   the microphone?
10                  MS. WINTERVOLD:  Can you hear me now?
11   I'm also a (inaudible) MICAH.  As a youth, I am part
12   of the primary group of consumers (inaudible) in the
13   Twin Cities, and today, I'm going to talk about some
14   of my concerns about the central corridor and the
15   effects on the area, particularly on the small
16   businesses along University and the residences in the
17   surrounding communities.  As part of the (inaudible)
18   this project, their concerns should really be
19   (inaudible) fully addressed for this project to be
20   successful, and the current plans that you have have
21   very little that's a benefit to them, which I just
22   don't see how that's justified at all.
23                  So one of the biggest issues right now,
24   obviously, is the parking.  It's something that really
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25   does impact the whole area, because if 80 percent of
0018
 1   University Avenue's on-street parking is eliminated,
 2   No. 1, where do people park as they're getting on the
 3   light rail stops, and No. 2, what happens to the small
 4   businesses without parking lots who depend on the
 5   availability of street parking for their customers?
 6   And so, clearly, there needs to be some kind of
 7   compensation or mitigation for this because it's going
 8   to hurt small businesses as well as the community if
 9   parking starts to overflow into residential streets.
10   I think it would be best not to choose an alternative,
11   such as a parking permit, which will force the
12   community to pay for a problem caused by a development
13   that many of them don't want.
14                  Another issue I have is the spacing of
15   stops on University Avenue.  By having the light rail
16   stop a mile apart in this area and reducing the bus
17   service, the access to public transit is being limited
18   in an area where it's most needed because there are
19   high concentrations of transit-dependent people in and
20   along the corridor in that area.  So the possibility
21   of additional stops needs to be considered a necessity
22   in order for the light rail to really to be in
23   (inaudible) public transit on University Avenue and
24   (inaudible) to the people in the community.
25                  One of the most serious problems I can
0019
 1   see happening with the construction of a light rail
 2   line in the central corridor is the impact of
 3   gentrification in both the residential and commercial
 4   areas.  I know this certainly isn't an issue that's
 5   going to be avoided or easily fixed.  It's something
 6   that really needs to be considered seriously and
 7   thoroughly investigated if the project intends to
 8   fulfill its objective of sustaining and preserving the
 9   neighborhoods of the corridor.
10                  Rising property values due to the
11   presence of the light rail are going to put huge
12   pressure on the residents in the area as well as the
13   local small businesses that manage to stay open
14   through the construction.  The project plans need to
15   have clear commitments to invest in supporting and
16   preserving the existing community.  This includes the
17   neighborhood residents and the small businesses that
18   define the character and the identity of the area and
19   reflect the diversity of the community.  That's all.
20                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you very much.  I
21   appreciate your coming down.  Scott Halstead.
22   Welcome.
23                  MR. HALSTEAD:  Greetings on a sunny
24   day.  Scott Halstead, 3271 Woodbridge Street,
25   Shoreview.  I'll start out by saying the population of
0020
 1   St. Paul has declined from 2004 to 2006; that's
 2   according to the U.S. Census, City of St. Paul, State
 3   of Minnesota.  Ramsey County's population has declined
 4   over the same period of time.  Employment in
 5   Minneapolis and St. Paul has declined over the same
 6   period of time.  Traffic, according to the SDEIS, is
 7   actually down on the main central corridor streets.
 8   There's a real question of the projections for 2030
 9   may be very inaccurate.  Bus schedules; I went back
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10   and looked at the DEIS, I got copies of the schedules
11   that were mostly used for calculating the DEIS.  Those
12   average times are less than the DEIS.  I calculated
13   using current schedule times; they're still less.
14   Projections of bus times for 2030 are not very likely
15   (inaudible).
16                  Financial assets of this project are
17   just terrible.  In contracting for architect,
18   engineering services, construction in the last 20
19   years of the federal government building $415 million
20   was an infrastructure, it paid $169 million, I
21   believe -- $163 million for professional services; 39
22   percent.  That is just ridiculous.  We're paying for
23   paperwork.  The operating costs, projected to reduce
24   now to $60 million down to almost $54 million;
25   calculated that with three percent inflation, in 2030,
0021
 1   that's $106 million.  How much new revenue is this
 2   line going to bring in?  I calculated around $10, $12
 3   million.
 4                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Mr. Halstead, if I can
 5   ask you to wrap up, your time is drawing to a close.
 6                  MR. HALSTEAD:  That is a tremendous
 7   amount, and that means the taxpayers subsidizing this,
 8   approximately 85 percent; that is a lot of money.
 9                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you for coming
10   down.  Our next presenter is Carol Swensen.  Welcome.
11                  MS. SWENSEN:  Thank you.  We have
12   spoken before.  Do you want to me to defer to the
13   other people behind me?
14                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  You know, why don't you
15   -- you're here and we don't have that many more people
16   who have requested to -- I see.  Our court reporter
17   has also asked if you'd be kind enough to speak right
18   into the microphone because we are transcribing this.
19   Why don't you go ahead?
20                  MS. SWENSEN:  Okay.  My remarks are
21   very brief.  My name is Carol Swensen.  I'm the
22   community liaison for the District Council
23   Collaborative of St. Paul and Minneapolis.  DCC is an
24   organization of 15 neighborhood associations and
25   district councils in Minneapolis and St. Paul that are
0022
 1   in or along or nearby the central corridor.  Our
 2   office is at 1080 University Avenue West in St. Paul.
 3                  On behalf of the DCC, I would like to
 4   thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS.
 5   I would like to state that the DDC supports
 6   construction of light rail in the central corridor.
 7   The DDC will be submitting written comments that touch
 8   on a number of the key elements in the SDEIS.  This
 9   afternoon, I will focus our brief remarks on stations
10   at Western and Victoria and Hamline.  While this is
11   not new ground for the DCC, it is important ground,
12   and an issue that remains unresolved.  The SDEIS
13   asserts that, because the central corridor as a whole
14   has a greater percentage of low-income and minority
15   persons than counties in which it is located, there
16   aren't any adverse impacts that are borne unequally
17   throughout the corridor, and it also asserts that any
18   benefits will be shared equally.  Consequently, SDEIS
19   concludes that no official mitigation measures are
20   needed.  The DCC disagrees and contends that issues of
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21   transportation equity for environmental justice
22   neighborhoods have not been adequately addressed.
23                  With no stations at Western, Victoria,
24   and Hamline, reduced number 16 bus service, and no
25   special mitigation measures, disproportionately high
0023
 1   impacts on residents and businesses between Snelling
 2   and Rice would not be avoided, minimized, or
 3   mitigated, and receipt of benefits by minority and
 4   low-income populations would be reduced and
 5   significantly delayed.  We respectfully ask that the
 6   SDEIS address environmental justice in greater detail
 7   and give full consideration to arrange mitigation
 8   measures, including build-out of all three stations.
 9   Thank you.
10                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you very much for
11   your comments.  And the next presenter is Marlee
12   Leebrick-Stryker.
13                  MS. LEEBRICK-STRYKER:  Chairman Bell,
14   members of the Metropolitan Council, and community
15   members, my name is Marlee Leebrick-Stryker, and I'm a
16   youth (inaudible) at the Metropolitan Interfaith
17   Council on Affordable Housing, also known as MICAH.
18   It is important to us that (inaudible) project benefit
19   the communities it runs through.  The communities on
20   the eastern edge of this route need the station stops
21   on Western, Victoria, and Hamline, with first
22   preference to Western and Victoria.  The businesses
23   along the route will need mitigation to stay open and
24   not be displaced during construction, particularly
25   with parking cuts.  The neighborhoods along the route
0024
 1   will need protection from tax increases related to
 2   increased land value.  Neighbors will need to move
 3   across University freely and not have (inaudible).
 4   The local bus service needs to continue.  We feel that
 5   social effects, environmental justice, economic and
 6   developmental effects are not being taken into
 7   account.  Thank you for your time and consideration.
 8                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you for your
 9   comments.  The next presenter is T. Mychael Rambo, my
10   favorite entertainer in the whole Twin Cities.
11                  MR. RAMBO:  That's trouble now.  Mr.
12   Bell, members of the council, it's very good to be
13   here and I will not be performing.  I am a resident in
14   St. Paul at 871 Aurora Avenue.  My name is T. Mychael
15   Rambo, and I'm here today only echoing what you
16   already heard.  And it's very clear that the two young
17   ladies who spoke before me have expressed deep
18   concerns about gentrification and the impact on how
19   the central corridor is being affected.  Being a
20   resident near Victoria and University, it's very
21   clear.  My grandmother said that if the mountain is
22   smooth, you couldn't climb it, and it's powerful to
23   think about.  We understand it's going to be
24   challenging and we understand that there are going to
25   be levels of give and take, but we feel, as members of
0025
 1   this community, we have lost far more than we're
 2   gaining.  At this particular watch, when we look at
 3   the members of my community that live along that
 4   corridor -- seniors, elders, those who have physical
 5   restrictions who do not have access to economic
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 6   advantages of businesses located at Hamline stops, the
 7   impact of smaller businesses, what are we going to do
 8   about parking -- those concerns have to be addressed.
 9   Living on Aurora Avenue, I'm very much aware of how
10   parking will be shifted to the block where I live;
11   how, right now, we already have concern about traffic,
12   trash, and people use our streets as kind of a
13   pass-through, if you will.
14                  There's also something that's very
15   important:  Because I moved here from Texas where I-35
16   eradicated the black community in Austin.  Where Rondo
17   was erased by I-94 and the community which is now the
18   central corridor is the reflection of what Rondo once
19   was and, yet again, we're looking at the same sort of
20   potential for businesses and the gentrification to, in
21   effect, impact what that community looks like.  And
22   the importance of keeping that cultural diversity
23   present and having the young people that I work with,
24   whether it be at Central High School or as a professor
25   at the University of Minnesota, having access to all
0026
 1   benefits of being a member of this community, being
 2   able to give back and feel like their voices and who
 3   they are counts and matters.  And that's one of the
 4   things that I think is of great importance that yours
 5   -- your vision and your willingness to support the
 6   need of this community is going to be something that
 7   is going to (inaudible) young people truly believe
 8   that they count and that they matter when you think of
 9   their concerns of being important.  And making these
10   choices is going to be very valuable, not only to them
11   but to all of us as a whole.
12                  One of the final concerns that I have
13   is just the fracturing.  One of the things that the
14   Council talks about is building community,
15   connectivity, and accessibility, and I'm wondering how
16   strong this project will continue to build community
17   when the community is being somewhat torn apart and
18   fractured so tremendously by the impact of not having
19   those stops, the potential businesses being shut down,
20   parking, and the potential for homeowners and others
21   who are struggling just to keep ends meeting being
22   able to remain in the community.
23                  Those are some of my concerns.  And so
24   many others said this eloquently, but I wanted to say
25   something that lets it be known that we care, and
0027
 1   thank you for caring enough to help us through this
 2   process.
 3                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you for coming
 4   down and presenting today.  The next presenter is Ken
 5   Smith representing District Energy.  Mr. Smith.
 6                  MR. SMITH:  Thanks, Chair Bell.  Ken
 7   Smith with District Energy, 76 Kellogg Boulevard West
 8   in St. Paul.  I'm pleased to make a statement
 9   concerning the Supplemental Draft Environment Impact
10   Statement for the central corridor LRT project.  We
11   applaud the efforts that have been made to continue to
12   move this vital project forward.
13                  THE COURT REPORTER:  Can you speak into
14   the microphone?
15                  MR. SMITH:  Speak louder, okay.
16                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Well, into the
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17   microphone.
18                  MR. SMITH:  Okay.  We applaud the
19   efforts that have been made to move this vital project
20   forward and we remain steadfastly supportive of the
21   project.  However, the serious concerns we have raised
22   about the impacts this project will have on our piping
23   systems and the heavy impact on our customers remains
24   understated.  While the SDEIS does a better job of
25   documenting those impacts than the draft EIS, it
0028
 1   seriously understates the extent of the impact.  For
 2   example, (inaudible) concerning routing changes at the
 3   Capitol that, and I quote, District Energy's large
 4   heating and cooling pipelines would likely be affected
 5   without substantial, unquote.  In fact, the impact is
 6   very substantial, and concerns about this impact were
 7   raised with the project office before the SDEIS was
 8   completed.  It also does not accurately document the
 9   depth of our systems.  This was also provided.  Some
10   of the routing adjustments in the SDEIS have reduced
11   the impact on District Energy, whose lines lie at 4th
12   and Cedar, mitigating impacts on two very congested
13   blocks.  However, other changes, such as those by the
14   Capitol, have more than offset the savings that have
15   been achieved.
16                  The central corridor project continues
17   to impact approximately two miles of our most critical
18   piping systems.  The total estimated cost of the
19   impact continues to be approximately $20 million:
20   $17.6 million for new pipe, 2.4 for demolition of old.
21   As 501(c)3 nonprofits form to lessen the burdens of
22   government and serve the energy needs of this
23   community, we do not have the means to cover these
24   costs.  Unless funding solutions can be found, all
25   costs will be borne by our small customer base, which
0029
 1   would be harmful to many.  We and our customers
 2   continue to face a serious problems, and the
 3   construction of this project is potentially just over
 4   a year away.
 5                  District Energy St. Paul started over
 6   25 year ago with an idea; an idea that has grown to
 7   become the most successful district energy system in
 8   America.  Communities and leaders from around the
 9   country and the world continue to flock to St. Paul to
10   learn from us and find solutions to secure their
11   community's energy future and reduce their carbon
12   emissions.  It is essential that this critically
13   important central corridor project continue to move
14   forward but not be achieved at the expense of one of
15   St. Paul's true renewable energy success stories.
16   Solutions must be found to help mitigate the impacts
17   this project is having on District Energy, District
18   Cooling, and our customers.
19                  To understate and underestimate the
20   seriousness of the impacts of your renewable energy
21   program in the first draft EIS and now in the
22   supplemental DEIS is not an acceptable practice.
23   Thank you for the opportunity to make a comment.
24                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  I appreciate your
25   coming down.  Thank you.  Our next presenter is John
0030
 1   Slade.  Mr. Slade, welcome.
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 2                  MR. SLADE:  Thank you very much.
 3   Chairman Bell, commissioners, members of the
 4   community, my name is John Slade, and I'm an organizer
 5   working for MICAH, the Metropolitan Interfaith Council
 6   on Affordable Housing.  We've been active in
 7   Minneapolis and St. Paul for over 20 years fighting
 8   for a metropolitan area where everyone, without
 9   exception, has a safe, decent, and affordable home.
10   In cities like St. Paul, land use is much more stable
11   than it is in the suburbs.  There's not that much
12   going on to really stir things up.  The central
13   corridor line is definitely stirring things up.  We at
14   MICAH stand for the underlying principle that the
15   development of this line should benefit the neighbors
16   and neighborhoods it runs through.
17                  We've been having a lot of discussions
18   on the line.  In talking with the folks at the
19   Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy, they say
20   there's three ways in which a line like this kind of
21   benefits people.  One way is it gets people from here
22   to there.  It also can relieve congestion, although it
23   doesn't really do that too much.  And the last and
24   most important is that lines like this create location
25   efficiency, which is kind of a technical way of saying
0031
 1   that the land around the station stops gets much more
 2   valuable.
 3                  So we deal with housing and get housing
 4   when people build houses or apartments and, of course,
 5   they need land to build it on, so we at MICAH are very
 6   concerned with what happens to land use and land
 7   value.  So if we invest a lot of money and
 8   infrastructure, then the land values, they go up, and
 9   they go up particularly near the stations.  If you
10   got, like, a free map of land value, the station --
11   each of those stations kind of pulls up a mountain of
12   land value around it.  And we kind of look at that as
13   kind of a mountain range of increased value stretching
14   down University.  The sun, I can see the sun shining
15   brightly on the tops of these mountains and they can
16   be golden mountains, so peaks of gold in the sun.
17                  One of the things that we watch for as
18   these mountains get created is that the people who are
19   there don't go tumbling off the sides and into the
20   dark valleys.  So that's gentrification; that is a
21   disservice in the local neighborhoods.  And the other
22   thing that we want (inaudible), and this speaks
23   directly to the -- what the SDEIS talked about, if
24   each station stop is a golden mountain of land value,
25   why do the people between Snelling and Rice get one
0032
 1   mountain per mile?  Where are the golden mountains of
 2   land value for the people who live around Western and
 3   Victoria and Hamline?  And why is it that these
 4   people, a lot of whom are Asian, African-American, or
 5   African, get a dark valley instead of a golden
 6   mountain?
 7                  So that's one of the ways that we're
 8   looking at three stations on (inaudible), and one of
 9   the reasons why we're supporting the line going in
10   with those three stations (inaudible).  Thank you.
11                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you for your
12   presentation.  The next presenter is Linda Sullivan.
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13   Welcome.
14                  MS. SULLIVAN:  Thanks.  I'm a citizen
15   of St. Paul; I have been for a while.  And the only
16   thing I can see that this project is doing is cutting
17   neighborhoods in half.  I can see the elder people
18   trying to cross the street and they can't.  There have
19   been fatalities from the old light rail in Hiawatha.
20   They anticipated the price will be 400 million plus
21   when it came in at 800 million.  And I would like to
22   know how much is it going to cost?  I hear that 626
23   million was supposed to be designated from the federal
24   government; however, I hear 550 from the government
25   now -- 425, and I can see that our taxes are going to
0033
 1   go up.  Since the Hiawatha went into effect, my
 2   property taxation on public transit has gone up three
 3   times, and I don't feel that the people can afford
 4   this.
 5                  I have gone to the University of
 6   Minnesota, and to have light rail go over the
 7   Washington bridge, I beg to differ that it will fall
 8   into the river, just like all the rest of the bridges.
 9   I think we need to build up the bridges and streets,
10   and if anything is left over, then try for light rail.
11   But I'm tired of people that do not live in this area
12   telling us what to do and when to do it, because we
13   don't have any say in this because the meetings are
14   the day before Memorial Day, the day of 4th of July or
15   high noon when people would have to take off work to
16   attend these meetings.  People have said that they
17   don't want them, and they were going to lose their
18   parking spots in front of their businesses down
19   University, and if they do that, they're going to
20   close up, our taxes are going to go through the roof,
21   and I don't believe that the property taxation
22   department is going to increase our values because
23   we're close to light rail.  But I promise you, if it's
24   noisy in the middle of the night, I'm coming to your
25   house to sleep at night because I am tired of telling
0034
 1   of people that we do not want it.  Or put it on 94,
 2   which is supposed to be an ideal location, or down
 3   Energy Park rail systems because it would be more comp
 4   -- more beneficial for everyone.  And we are not
 5   benefitting the City of St. Paul because there's too
 6   many obstacles, and I have never heard nothing being
 7   addressed on those obstacles.
 8                  And I'm going to be talking to the
 9   University president within the next 30 days, because
10   he and I have had several discussions and I think he
11   is not for it, as well.  Because if you want your
12   mother to go and she has a heart attack, she's not
13   going to get in the emergency area of the University
14   of Minnesota because light rail is coming through.
15   Now, does that make any sense in your book?  I don't
16   think -- I think you need to make the light rail from
17   Minneapolis out to Edina or some of the other suburbs,
18   but that isn't where you're putting it.  You want it
19   in downtown St. Paul.  Well, downtown St. Paul is not
20   going to benefit.  It's going to the Vikings and the
21   Gophers --
22                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Ms. Sullivan, your time
23   is up.
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24                  MS. SULLIVAN:  Thank you.
25                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you for your
0035
 1   comments.  The last presenter that has asked to make a
 2   comment is Lorraine Sullivan.  Welcome.
 3                  MS. SULLIVAN:  I don't know if you're
 4   the Mr. Bell that I've been reading a lot about --
 5                  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  We can't hear you.
 6                  MS. SULLIVAN:  I don't know if you're
 7   the Mr. Bell that I've been reading a lot about, and
 8   I'm awful angry because, if you're the one that's in
 9   Edina, why are -- are you the one that lives in Edina?
10                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  No.
11                  MS. SULLIVAN:  You don't have to
12   answer.
13                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  No.
14                  MS. SULLIVAN:  But your name is Mr.
15   Bell?
16                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Yes.
17                  MS. SULLIVAN:  And I've heard a lot
18   about a Mr. Bell from Edina, and I don't know why he
19   and some guy from Red Wing and some guy from Maple
20   Grove, all these people that are far away are the ones
21   that are in this light rail business.  Why?  They're
22   not even living -- I live pretty close to University.
23   I'm Lorraine Sullivan.  I live at 1690 Thomas Avenue
24   in St. Paul, and I live close to -- I'm looking
25   forward retirement so I can enjoy my home and my yard.
0036
 1   It looks like I'm going to have to get rid of it.  I
 2   can't afford it with the bills coming in.  We pay for
 3   street (inaudible), tree trimming, they never come
 4   around.  (Inaudible) and these bills are going to come
 5   in with this light rail deal.  Where are we supposed
 6   to get the money?  I don't even -- I can't even live
 7   on social security, I'm 82 years old and I'm still
 8   working because I can't afford to quit.  I'd like to
 9   know where are we supposed to get money to pay for all
10   these bills that are coming in?  And I think that's --
11   if you're not the Mr. Bell, then I'm sorry.  But
12   anyway, I'm still hoping I can meet him.  He's in
13   Edina and I don't think he has the right to fight for
14   our light rail if he's not going to be riding it.  So.
15                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  That's not me.
16                  MS. SULLIVAN:  You know, if I got
17   another second, I would like to say, all those people
18   from working in the courthouse, they build a
19   courthouse just inside the city limits, and they have
20   their own cars, maybe they should -- how come they're
21   not going to be able to ride the light rail because
22   the amount of cars and live away from downtown?  Let
23   them come back to St. Paul, ride the light rail, and
24   we'll (inaudible) state cars so we need to save that
25   money.  Okay.  Thank you.
0037
 1                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Ms. Sullivan, thank you
 2   very much for coming down and sharing your concerns.
 3   That is the end of the list of people who have signed
 4   up, but I want to provide an opportunity for anyone
 5   else in the audience who didn't sign up that would
 6   like to make a brief comment for the record to have an
 7   opportunity to do so now.  Would anyone else like to
 8   -- yes, sir?
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 9                  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Mr. Bell, I don't
10   have a speech.  I just wanted to say that I'm from
11   Senator Ellen Anderson's office, and Ellen has been to
12   a number of central corridor meetings and I'm here to
13   just listen, and I've been taking notes, and Ellen
14   wants to keep up on it.  Thank you.
15                  CHAIRMAN BELL:  Thank you.  I think
16   Senator -- I think she was at the first meeting that
17   we had, actually.  So anyone else like to make a
18   comment?  All right.  Before we adjourn, I would just
19   remind everyone that we are accepting written comments
20   that are due by August 25th.  And so, if you would
21   like to have an additional written comment or if you
22   have someone else that you know that has a question or
23   a concern, I should say, about the SDEIS, I would
24   encourage you to submit a written comment or have them
25   submit a written comment by August 25th.  And with
0038
 1   that, thank you all for taking time out of a beautiful
 2   Saturday and coming down.  We're adjourned.
 3                 (Whereupon, the hearing was concluded at
 4   2:53 p.m.)
 5   
 6   
 7   
 8   
 9   
10   
11   
12   
13   
14   
15   
16   
17   
18   
19   
20   
21   
22   
23   
24   
25   
0039
 1   STATE OF MINNESOTA  )
                         )ss.          CERTIFICATE
 2   COUNTY OF RAMSEY    )
 3        BE IT KNOWN that I, Jenelle Lundgren, took the
     foregoing hearing;
 4   
          That the testimony of said parties was recorded
 5   in shorthand by me and was reduced to typewriting
     under my direction;
 6   
          That the foregoing hearing is a true record of
 7   the testimony given by said parties;
 8        That I am not related to any of the parties
     hereto, nor an employee of them, nor interested in the
 9   outcome of the action;
10        That the cost of the original has been charged to
     the party who noticed the hearing, and that all
11   parties who ordered copies have been charged at the
     same rate for such copies;
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12   
          WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL this 14th day of August,
13   2008.
14   
                        JENELLE LUNDGREN, Notary Public
15   
16   
17   
18   
19   
20   
21   
22   
23   
24   
25   
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