MEETING OF THE FUNDING & PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
Thursday | September 17, 2020

Remote Meeting Via Webex# | 1:30 PM

# Contact Joe Barbeau (joseph.barbeau@metc.state.mn.us) for access to the video conference.

AGENDA
l. CALL TO ORDER
Il. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

[I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
August 20, 2020, meeting of the Funding & Programming Committee*

vV TAB REPORT

V. BUSINESS
1. 2020-28: 2020 Regional Solicitation Scoring Appeals and Approval of Final Scores

VI. INFORMATION
1. Highway Safety Improvement Program Draft Project Selection
2. Regional Solicitation Before and After Study Update

VII.  OTHER BUSINESS
IX.  ADJOURNMENT

* Additional materials included for items on published agenda.
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Minutes of the REGULAR MEETING OF THE TAC FUNDING &

PROGRAMING COMMITTEE
Thursday, August 20, 2020

Committee Members Present: Paul Oehme (Chair, Lakeville), Jerry Auge (Anoka County), Angie
Stenson (Carver County), John Sass (Dakota County), Jason Pieper (Hennepin County), Craig Jenson
(Scott County), Emily Jorgensen (Washington County), Elaine Koutsoukos (TAB), Cole Hiniker
(Metropolitan Council), Anna Flintoft (Metro Transit), Molly McCartney (MnDOT Metro District), Colleen
Brown (MnDOT Metro District State Aid), Mackenzie Turner Bargen (MnDOT Bike & Ped), Nancy
Spooner-Mueller (DNR), Aaron Bartling (MVTA), Robert Ellis (Eden Prairie), Jim Kosluchar (Fridley),
Michael Thompson (Plymouth), Nathan Koster (Minneapolis), Anne Weber (St. Paul)

Committee Members Absent: John Mazzitello (Ramsey County), Innocent Eyoh (MPCA), Karl Keel
(Bloomington), Ken Ashfeld (Maple Grove)

.  CALL TO ORDER
A quorum being present, Chair Oehme called the regular meeting of the Funding & Programming
Committee to order at 1:34 p.m. on Thursday, August 20, 2020. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
meeting was held via teleconference.

II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA
MOTION: It was moved by Koutsoukos and seconded by Brown to approve the agenda with VI-1,
Travel Behavior Inventory — Results of the COVID Survey, removed. The roll-call-vote served also to
take attendance. The motion was approved unanimously via roll-call vote with McCartney and Koster
yet to arrive.

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MOTION: It was moved by Koutsoukos and seconded by Ellis to approve the minutes of the June 18,
2020, regular meeting of the Funding & Programming Committee. The motion was approved
unanimously via roll-call vote with McCartney and Koster yet to arrive.

IV. TAB REPORT
Koutsoukos reported on the August 19, 2020, TAB meeting.

V. BUSINESS
1. 2020-30: Program Year Extension Request — City of St. Paul Bridge Reconstruction

Barbeau said that the City of St. Paul received $7,000,000 from the 2016 Regional Solicitation
to fund reconstruction of the Kellogg Boulevard bridge from East 7" Street to Market Street in
program year 2021. The city is requesting an extension of the program year to 2022 as it awaits
the results of its request for state funding from the 2020 legislative session.

Dag Dejene from the City of St. Paul said that the city is committed to completing the project in
2021. Glenn Pagel from the city said that the city can deliver the project on time; the concern is
with the funding. Both legislative and Regional Solicitation funding are needed. The city has
applied for legislative funding each of the last three years without success.

Motion: It was moved by Thompson and seconded by Brown to recommend approval of the

request. The motion was approved unanimously via roll-call vote with McCartney yet to arrive
and Ellis having left the meeting.
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Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

ACTION TRANSMITTAL No. 2020-28

DATE: September 10, 2020
TO: TAC Funding & Programming Committee
PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)

Elaine Koutsoukos, TAB Coordinator (651-602-1717)

Steve Peterson, Mgr. of Highway Planning and TAB/TAC Process
(651-602-1819)

SUBJECT: 2020 Regional Salicitation Scoring Appeals and Approval of Final
Scores

REQUESTED Applicants for 15 applications request changes to 27 scoring

MOTION: measures. Additionally, Metropolitan Council staff requests approval

of final Regional Solicitation scores.

RECOMMENDED That TAC F&P approve the final Regional Solicitation scores with
MOTIONS: any changes from the scoring appeals.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF ACTION: Regional Solicitation applicants are given the
opportunity to appeal their scores after the initial release of scores that occurred at the August
20, 2020, Funding & Programming Committee meeting. Appeals were due on Monday, August
31. Metropolitan Council staff consulted with scorers and chairs, as needed, to generate
recommendations for each appeal as shown in the accompanying attachment.

New material cannot be considered in the review of an appeal. Applicants can only Appeals are
meant only to challenge scoring errors or misinterpretations of the scoring guidelines. In the
appeal process, the burden is on the applicant to illustrate that an error occurred in the scoring
of their application. Deference should be given to the volunteer scorer and the scoring
committee, especially on qualitative scoring measures.

The Funding & Programming Committee, which makes the final decision on appeals, is not
required to follow the scorer's recommendation.

Please note that any changes made to the scores will also affect the Cost Effectiveness
formula, which could potentially change the project’s overall score as well.

A summary of appeals and scorer recommendations is shown on the next page.

390 North Robert St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1805 (651) 602-1000 Fax (651) 602-1739
2020-28; Page 1



Max | Original | Scorer-Suggested
App # Pages Sponsor Cat Measure Score Score Score (Change)
14346 3,7-8 Carver Co SpotMob 2A (Equity) 50 11 13 (+2)
14347 12, 4-5 Carver Co StratCap 6B (Ped Safety) 30 15 19 (+4)
14345 13, 5-6 Carver Co StratCap 3A (Equity) 50 59 61 (+2)
14345 13-14, 7 Carver Co StratCap 6B (Ped Safety) 30 18 22 (+4)
14049 15-28 Carver Co StratCap 6A (Crashes) 120 74 74 (0)
14015 29,31 ScottCo StratCap 6B (Ped Safety) 30 7 7(0)
14015 29-30, 31-32 | ScottCo StratCap 8 (Risk Assess) 75 51 51 (0)
14396 33-35 Anoka Rd Mod 6B (Ped Crash) 30 5 51 (0)
14340 36, 38 MVTA Transit Ex | 1A (Jobs/Schools) 50 11 11 (0)
14340 36-38 MVTA Transit Ex | 3B (Housing)? 50 31 31 (0)
14340 37-39 MVTA Transit Ex | 5 (Multimodal) 100 63 63 (0)
14171 40, 42 MVTA Transit Md | 1A (Jobs/Schools) 50 8 8 (0)
14171 41-42 MVTA Transit Md | 4 (Emissions Red) 50 9 9(0)
14171 41-42 MVTA Transit Md | 6 (Multimodal) 100 8 8 (0)
14026 44, 46-47 Coon Rapids | Trail/Bike | 2A (Usage) 200 8ill 31 (0)
14026 44-49 Coon Rapids | Trail/Bike | 3A (Equity) 70 44 44 (0)
14026 45-46, 49 Coon Rapids | Trail/Bike | 7 (Cost-Eff)® 100 11 11 (0)
14062 | 50,52,54-64 | Minnetonka | Trail/Bike | 3A (Equity) 70 18 30 (+12)
14062 51, 53-64 Minnetonka | Trail/Bike | 5 (Multimodal) 100 70 70 (0)
14097 65-68 Burnsville Trail/Bike | 5 (Multimodal) 100 70 70 (0)
14367 69-70 Woodbury Trail/Bike | 3A (Equity) 70 22 29 (+7)
14290 71-72 Arden Hills Trail/Bike | 4A (Gaps) 100 60 60 (0)
14288 73,75 Chaska Pedestrian | 3A (Equity) 70 20 20 (0)
14288 74,76 Chaska Pedestrian | 5 (Multi-modal) 150 23 23 (0)
14045 77,79 Minneapolis | SRTS 1B (Plan Compl) 100 3 75 (0)
14045 77-79 Minneapolis | SRTS 4A (Barriers) 100 40 40 (0)
14045 78, 80 Minneapolis | SRTS 4B (Deficiencies) 150 100 100 (0)

ROUTING

TO ACTION REQUESTED | DATE SCHEDULED/COMPLETED

TAC Funding & Programming
Committee

Approve

9/17/2020

1 This may change. The scorer was unavailable before the meeting packet was released but should be
available before the meeting date.
2 The Housing piece being appealed is the 10-point written reply, Affordable Housing Access.

% The recommendation is not to change the method for which cost-effectiveness was determined.
However, should either of the other measures change, Measure 7 will be recalculated. This is the case for
any measure that changes, regardless of whether cost effectiveness is being appealed.
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https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/SPOT-MOBILITY-AND-SAFETY/14346_CarvCoTh11IntImp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/ROADWAY-EXPANSION/14347_CarvCoTh5ArbAreaMob.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/ROADWAY-EXPANSION/14345_CarvCoTh41Csah10MobImp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/ROADWAY-EXPANSION/14345_CarvCoTh41Csah10MobImp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/ROADWAY-EXPANSION/14049_CarvCoUs212FrMob.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/ROADWAY-EXPANSION/14015_ScotCoTh282Us169GradSep.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/ROADWAY-EXPANSION/14015_ScotCoTh282Us169GradSep.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/ROADWAY-MODERNIZATION/14396_AnokCoTh47CorImp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/TRANSIT-EXPANSION/14340_MvtaRt436Exp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/TRANSIT-EXPANSION/14340_MvtaRt436Exp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/TRANSIT-EXPANSION/14340_MvtaRt436Exp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/TRANSIT-MODERNIZATION/14171_MVTABvillGarMod.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/TRANSIT-MODERNIZATION/14171_MVTABvillGarMod.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/TRANSIT-MODERNIZATION/14171_MVTABvillGarMod.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitathttps:/metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14026_CoonRapidsCCBPBrCoonRapidsBlvd.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitathttps:/metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14026_CoonRapidsCCBPBrCoonRapidsBlvd.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitathttps:/metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14026_CoonRapidsCCBPBrCoonRapidsBlvd.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14062_MntonkaHopkinsXrdTrail.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14062_MntonkaHopkinsXrdTrail.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14097_BvilleNicolletAveTrail.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14367_WoodbryGoldLnBikePedCon.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/MULTIUSE-TRAILS/14290_ArdenHillsMoundsviewHSTrail.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/PEDESTRIAN/14288_ChaskaTh41PedImp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/PEDESTRIAN/14288_ChaskaTh41PedImp.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/SAFE-ROUTES-TO-SCHOOL/14045_MplsCentElem34st.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/SAFE-ROUTES-TO-SCHOOL/14045_MplsCentElem34st.aspx
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Transportation-Funding/Regional-Solicitation-NEW/Results-of-Solicitations/2018-Applications-(1)/SAFE-ROUTES-TO-SCHOOL/14045_MplsCentElem34st.aspx

Roadway Spot Mobility and Safety
Application 14346: Carver County

Highway 11 Intersection Improvement Project

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of Measure 3A: Socio-Economic Equity (50 points)

Measure Summary:

1. Sub-measure: Equity Population Engagement (0 to 20 points): Active engagement of low-income
populations, people of color, persons with disabilities, youth and the elderly. Engagement should
occur prior to and during a project’s development, with the intent to provide direct benefits to, or
solve, an expressed transportation issue, while also limiting and mitigating any negative impacts.

2. Equity Population Benefits and Impacts (0 to 30 points): Provide benefits and mitigate negative
impacts.

a. (0 to 30 points) Describe the project’s benefits to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly.

b. (-10 to 0 points) Describe any negative impacts to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly created by the project, along with
measures that will be taken to mitigate them. Negative impacts that are not adequately
mitigated can result in a reduction in points.

The application scored 11 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant cited nearby equity populations, project elements, and public meetings as rationales for why
the applications could have been scored better. The applicant also cited another application that scored 44
out of 50 points to which it felt this application compared favorably with another measure scored by
someone else.

Scoring Review:

The scorer did not review scores completed by other scorers or in other funding categories. While each
equity scorer may have had different interpretations, each is consistent within their own measure. The
scorer does recommend awarding two points (up from zero) for the following sub-measure: ability to
identify, connect and describe benefits specifically directed to Equity populations. Therefore, the scorer
suggests an overall two-point increase.
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Carver County
Public Works

11360 Highway 212, Suite 1
Cologne, MN55322

August 31, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos
Metropolitan Council
Transportation Advisory Board
390 Robert Street N

St. Paul, MN 55101

SUBJECT: Carver County 2020 Regional Solicitation Applications Scoring Re-Evaluation Request

Dear Ms. Koutsoukos,

Carver County respectfully requests further review and re-evaluation of four specific scores received
for applications in the 2020 Regional Solicitation. The information below identifies the specific
application and scoring criteria in question, describes why the initial score may be incorrect based on
project components provided in the original application, and highlights areas for further review that
may have been missed by the scorer.

1. Highway 5 Arboretum Area Mobility and Access Improvement Project (#14347)
a. Application Category: Roadways including Multimodal Elements - Strategic Capacity
b. Score Re-evaluation review requested for Criterion 6B: Safety — Pedestrian Crash
Reduction (Proactive)
i. The project received a total of 15 out of 30 possible points for this criterion.
Initial information from the scoring process shows the scorer chose to award
points in three categories: Intersection Improvements, Along-network
Improvements, and Across-network Improvements. This project received a 1
out of possible 10 points in the Intersection Improvements scoring subarea
developed by the scorer. Please provide methodology for how this score was
determined.
ii. Further review and re-evaluation of Criterion 6B and the Intersection
Improvement scoring subarea are requested, as the proposed project provides
a high level of service for pedestrians through intersection improvements
including pedestrian specific amenities.

1. Asnoted in the original application (highlighted in Attachment A) and
summarized here for purposes of this memo: The proposed project
includes pedestrian underpasses of Highway 5 serving both
intersection areas in the project. Pedestrian underpasses eliminate
pedestrian conflict points for crossing the Highway 5 corridor. In
addition to the pedestrian underpass facilities, a new at-grade
signalized crossing of Highway 5 is also proposed compared to the
existing 2-way stop condition currently on Highway 5 at Minnewashta

Pkwy.

2020-28; Page 4
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Further review and re-evaluation are requested because this project
specifically adds a high level of service for pedestrian intersection safety. Per
re-evaluation instructions, a list of possible areas of misinterpretation or
missed data is provided for consideration.

1. The scorer may not have realized the project adds a signal-controlled
intersection with marked at-grade crossing facilities on all legs at
Minnewashta Pkwy and Highway 5 where today the condition is
currently side street stop-controlled with a marked crosswalk only on
the north leg. The new marked crosswalks and signal controlled
intersection connects pedestrians and bicyclists from all directions to
the existing pedestrian underpass immediately east of the intersection
and also serving pedestrian safety at this intersection location.

2. The scorer may not have realized that the proposed project includes
serving both intersections with pedestrian underpasses of Highway 5, a
high level of service for pedestrian safety. The pedestrian underpass at
Minnewashta Pkwy is an existing underpass. A new pedestrian
underpass was specifically included in the project to address
pedestrian safety west of the Highway 5/Rolling Acres Rd. intersection
and directly serves pedestrian traffic otherwise destined for the at-
grade intersection. The scorer may not have realized this location
directly serves the neighborhood to the south and connects to the
regional trail facility to the north and trail system to the south. The
scorer also may not have realized that the University of MN
Landscape Arboretum is private property and is not accessible as a
destination for pedestrian traffic (the property is fenced) and is not
available for future development. Thus, the proposed location of the
pedestrian underpass directly serves pedestrian traffic that would
otherwise cross Highway 5 at-grade at the Rolling Acres Rd.
intersection.

iv. Due to the high level of pedestrian safety amenities proposed at each

intersection, it is clear this project should receive more than 1 out of a possible
10 points in the Intersection Improvement subarea developed by the scorer for
Criterion 6B. It is important for this criterion to be scored fairly and accurately
across applications. Please provide additional scoring methodology on how
this score was determined and review and re-evaluate the score based on the
information in the original application.

2. Highway 41 and CSAH 10 Mobility and Access Improvement Project (#14345)
a. Application Category: Roadways including Multimodal Elements - Strategic Capacity
b. Score Re-evaluation review requested for Criterion 6B: Safety — Pedestrian Crash
Reduction (Proactive)

The project received a total of 18 out of 30 possible points for this criterion.
Initial information from the scoring process shows the scorer chose to award
points in three categories: Intersection Improvements, Along-network
Improvements, and Across-network Improvements. This project received a
2 out of possible 10 points in the Intersection Improvements scoring subarea
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developed by the scorer. Please provide methodology for how this score was
determined.

Further review and re-evaluation of Criterion 6B and the Intersection
Improvement scoring subarea are requested, as the proposed project
provides a high level of service for pedestrians through intersection
improvements with pedestrian specific amenities.

1. Asnoted in the original application (highlighted in Attachment B) and
summarized here for purposes of this memo: The proposed project
provides roundabouts with pedestrian refuge islands at two
intersections, replacing two existing all-way stop controlled
intersections with noted driver compliance issues. Also, due to existing
pedestrian demand, pedestal mounted RRFBs are proposed to be
installed at the intersection with Bavaria Road to bring a higher level
of attention to pedestrians crossing the roadway. A new pedestrian
underpass of Highway 10 is also proposed to provide a high level of
pedestrian safety at the intersection by reducing pedestrian conflict
points.

Further review and re-evaluation are requested because this project
specifically adds a high level of service for pedestrian intersection safety.
Per re-evaluation instructions, a list of possible areas of misinterpretation or
missed data is provided for consideration.

2. The scorer may not have realized the proposed roundabouts with
pedestrian refuge islands improvement compared to the existing all-
way stop condition.

The scorer may not have considered the proposed RRFBs in the score.

4. The scorer may not have realized the connection of the proposed
pedestrian underpass to the at-grade signalized crossing options at TH
41/CSAH 10. The scorer’s note states: “Unclear how people could go
from underpass to signalized intersection”. Documents included in the
application show the pedestrian underpass connecting to the at-grade
crossing facilities. The proposed pedestrian underpass provides an
important connection to a planned regional trail and connects directly
to Chaska Middle School West campus, allowing for a high degree of
pedestrian safety for this leg of the intersection.

Due to the high level of pedestrian safety amenities proposed at each
intersection, it is clear this project should receive more than 2 out of a
possible 10 points in the Intersection Improvement subarea developed by the
scorer for Criterion 6B. It is important for this Criterion to be scored fairly
and accurately across applications; this score needs to be reviewed for
consistency across applications as it is noted that other similar applications
providing roundabouts with pedestrian refuges, but without a pedestrian
underpass or RRFB amenity, scored higher in this subarea category. Please
provide additional scoring methodology on how this score was determined
and review and re-evaluate the score based on the information in the original
application.

.
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c. Score Re-evaluation review requested for Criteria 3A: Equity and Housing
Performance — Benefits and outreach to disadvantaged populations

This request is to check that there was not an error in the scorer’s spreadsheet
and is based on review of the raw information from the scoring process. The
spreadsheet for Criterion 3A, Row 14 is a subarea developed by the scorer to
evaluate the following: “Is clear in how engagement and input was/will be
used to shape project”. The score column for this project in this subarea score
is blank; all other project received a numerical score 0, 1, or 2. Please review
and ensure the criterion subarea for this project receives a score that is
included in the total project score for Category 3A.

3. Highway 11 Intersection Improvements Project (#14346)
a. Application Category: Roadways including Multimodal Elements — Spot Mobility
b. Score Re-evaluation review requested for Criterion 2A: Equity and Housing
Performance — Benefits and outreach to disadvantaged populations

The project received a total of 11 out of 50 possible points for this criterion.
Please provide methodology for how this score was determined. This score is
concerning when compared to the County’s Highway 41 and CSAH 10
Mobility and Access Improvement Project application (Strategic Capacity
category), which received a raw score of 43.5 out of 50 (before being awarded
bonus points due to geography). The two proposed projects and applications
include nearly identical engagement of equity populations, as both projects
were developed as part of the same corridor study. The engagement and
language submitted in the applications are nearly identical, yet the scores are
vastly different. In fact, the only notable difference for this CSAH 11
application was the addition of outreach at Township meetings (3), adding the
perspective of rural populations, which the County considers as an important
underrepresented population.

Further review and re-evaluation of Criterion 2A are requested, as the
proposed project extensively engaged equity populations as part of the project
development process and provides direct benefit to these populations.

1. As noted in the original application (highlighted in Attachment C) and
summarized here for purposes of this memo: Equity populations were
engaged through the Highway 10 Corridor Study with specific
outreach to target populations through a pop-up meeting at the Chaska
Community Center - Lodge Senior Center; outreach to the
Brandondale Manufactured Home neighborhood and translation of
meeting invitations and materials into Spanish; neighborhood
meetings; meetings with ISD 112 staff and survey of student's parents
regarding transportation priorities for students. Engagement was also
conducted via open houses, online surveys, and social media outreach.
Feedback from target populations focused on existing congestion,
safety, and access concerns. Specific ways the project was impacted by
feedback was to move forward with a near-term project due to major
existing issues instead of waiting until the full corridor vision can be
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realized through development or other major expansion project in
order to provide benefits to these populations as soon as possible.

c. Further review and re-evaluation are requested because project development included
extensive engagement with equity populations and the proposed project will provide
future benefits to these populations. Per re-evaluation instructions, a list of possible
areas of misinterpretation or missed data is provided for consideration.

I. The scorer may not have realized that the project is located adjacent to the
core area of Chaska where substantial engagement and project development
with equity populations took place. For example, this proximity is recognized
in the Criterion 3B Housing Performance score. Please review and re-evaluate
to ensure all equity-focused engagement efforts completed as part of the
corridor study and equity population project benefits described in the original
application are considered in the scoring of this criterion.

Thank you for consideration regarding review and re-evaluation of these scoring measures. The
regional partnership toward a consistent scoring process for all projects is important and valued by
the County. Please provide response as requested and coordination as needed to remedy the scoring
inconsistencies noted in this memo.

Sincerely,

Lyndon Robjent, P.E.
Public Works Director/County Engineer

Enclosures

Attachment A: Excerpt from Highway 5 Arboretum Area Mobility and Access Improvement Project
(#14347)

Attachment B: Excerpt from Highway 41 and CSAH 10 Mobility and Access Improvement Project
(#14345)

Attachment C: Excerpt from Highway 11 Intersection Improvements Project (#14346)
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Response:

Attachment A

This project will enhance walking facilities and
improve pedestrian safety at major intersections
primarily and by constructing a pedestrian
underpass west of the TH 5/CSAH 13 intersection.
For pedestrian safety, the project incorporates two
separated grade crossings of TH 5: an existing
underpass at the TH 5/Minnewashta Pkwy.
intersection and a new pedestrian underpass west
of CSAH 13 at Madelyn Creek Park. The
underpasses eliminate conflict points for crossing
the TH 5 corridor. Pedestrian infrastructure will also
include accessible pedestrian signal upgrades for
at-grade crossings at CSAH 13 and Minnewashta
Pkwy (new signal). These improvements will allow
safe crossings of the Highway 5 corridor and side
streets.

The proposed improvement will enable the
expanding local trail network to achieve its full
potential by effectively linking disconnected
neighborhoods to the regional system and grade
separated crossings. Additional trails along and
across the TH 5 corridor will provide access to
regional assets such as the Arboretum and Lake
Minnetonka LRT Regional Trail, where residents
currently have no alternative other than to use the
highway shoulder or cross TH 5 at uncontrolled
locations. The project will include connection and
expansion of trails throughout the project area.
These will link with existing facilities, with a new
trail through the Minnesota Landscape Arboretum
property scheduled for 2020 construction and will
provide a connection to the Lake Minnetonka LRT
Regional Trail. The new TH 5 trail segments are
part of an RBTN Tier 1 Alignment, as is the Lake
Minnetonka Trail. The latter allows high quality
walking access from the project area to downtown
Victoria, downtown Excelsior and to Carver Park
Reserve. The expansion of trails helps create a
local and regional network of bicycling and
pedestrian facilities that allows walking and

bicycling for recreation and transportation.
2020-28; Page 9
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Attachment B

The proposed improvements feature numerous
pedestrian-oriented safety improvements. Namely,
the grade-separated pedestrian underpass
traversing the east leg of the CSAH 10 at TH 41
intersection will eliminate pedestrian exposure to
traffic at this busy intersection. A pedestrian
underpass of the north leg of the same intersection
is also planned and will integrate with the east
underpass to eliminate the need for pedestrians to
cross at-grade at this location. The signal system
will also feature APS push buttons and countdown
timers to maintain accessibility for all pedestrian
traffic. The addition of center median islands will
provide refuge areas of pedestrians crossing at
local intersections where crossings are marked.
The proposed roundabouts also increase
pedestrian safety in the installation of splitter
islands, allowing pedestrians to cross one direction
of traffic at a time. Pedestal mounted RRFBs near
the Bavaria Rd roundabout will provide a higher
level of safety and visibility to pedestrians
attempting to cross Highway 10./The nature of a
roundabout intersection also calms traffic, therefore
reducing speeds and allowing drivers more time to
recognize pedestrians attempting to cross the
roadway. The project includes continuation of trail
facilities along the north side of CSAH 10 and
introduces a sidewalk connection on the southside

Response:

from TH 41 to Crest, which was identified as a gap
for pedestrians traveling to the school campus.

(Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words)

Measure A: Multimodal Elements and Existing Connections
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Attachment C

Response:

To reach out to rural populations, the
project was presented and discussed at the Laketown Township board meeting three times
including during the annual resident meeting with approximately 40 rural residents
participating. The proposed improvements were presented to these groups and there is wide
support for the project.

(Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words)

2.Sub-measure: Equity Population Benefits and Impacts: A successful project is one that has been designed to provide direct benefits to low-
income populations, people of color, persons with disabilities, youth and the elderly. All projects must mitigate potential negative benefits as
required under federal law. Projects that are designed to provide benefits go beyond the mitigation requirement to proactively provide
transportation benefits and solve transportation issues experienced by Equity populations.

a.Describe the projects benefits to low-income populations, people of color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly. Benefits could
relate to pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements; public health benefits; direct access improvements for residents or improved access to
destinations such as jobs, school, health care or other; travel time improvements; gap closures; new transportation services or modal options,

leveraging of other beneficial projects and investments; and/or community connection and cohesion improvements. Note that this is not an
exhaustive list. 2020-28; Page 11
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Roadway Strategic Capacity
Application 14347: Carver County

Highway 5 Arboretum Area Mobility and Access Improvement

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of 6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)

Measure:

Discuss how the project will improve safety for pedestrians. Safety countermeasures for pedestrians can
include those identified by the FHWA as part of its Safe Transportation for Every Pedestrian program or
others in its Proven Safety Countermeasures (e.g., pedestrian refuge islands, raised crosswalks, pedestrian
hybrid beacons, leading pedestrian intervals). More information about pedestrian safety best practices is
also available in MnDOT’s Best Practices for Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety. The application scored 15
points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant examined each of the three sub-measures the scorer used (Intersection Improvements,
Along-Network Improvements, and Across-Network Improvements) and suggested several elements that
the scorer may have missed.

Scoring Review:

The scoring of this application includes one point out of 10 in the intersection improvements sub-
measure. Due to the existing pedestrian behavior patterns and alignment with the proposed
improvements., the scorer suggests increasing this sub-measure to five points, an addition of four points.
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https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dot.state.mn.us%2Fstateaid%2Ftrafficsafety%2Freference%2Fped-bike-handbook-09.18.2013-v1.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7C02e71c1ae4d240a0215608d70150cce6%7Cddbff68b482a457381e0fef8156a4fd0%7C0%7C0%7C636979318857315673&sdata=57Exek%2BlZCcN3gmm2wlDZmm9VPs0FxUhuxZRm2A%2FGgE%3D&reserved=0

Roadway Strategic Capacity
Application 14345: Carver County
Highway 41 and CSAH 10 Mobility and Access Improvement

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of two measures:

e 3A: Socio-Economic Equity (50 points)
e 6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)

3A: Socio-Economic Equity (50 points)
Measure Summary:

1. Sub-measure: Equity Population Engagement (0 to 20 points): Active engagement of low-income
populations, people of color, persons with disabilities, youth and the elderly. Engagement should
occur prior to and during a project’s development, with the intent to provide direct benefits to, or
solve, an expressed transportation issue, while also limiting and mitigating any negative impacts.

2. Equity Population Benefits and Impacts (0 to 30 points): Provide benefits and mitigate negative
impacts.

a. (0 to 30 points) Describe the project’s benefits to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly.

b. (-10 to 0 points) Describe any negative impacts to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly created by the project, along with
measures that will be taken to mitigate them. Negative impacts that are not adequately
mitigated can result in a reduction in points.

The application scored 59 points, made possible by the bonus points added.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant’s challenge is based on the presence of a blank scoring box within the outreach scoring
section. Other applicants received 0, 1, or 2 points and the applicant is checking to see whether one of
those scores should have been included.

Scoring Review:
The scorer reviewed the scoresheet and determined that two additional points should have been awarded.
The scorer recommends changing the score from 59 to 61.

6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)
Measure:
Discuss how the project will improve safety for pedestrians. Safety countermeasures for pedestrians can
include those identified by the FHWA as part of its Safe Transportation for Every Pedestrian program or
others in its Proven Safety Countermeasures (e.g., pedestrian refuge islands, raised crosswalks, pedestrian
hybrid beacons, leading pedestrian intervals). More information about pedestrian safety best practices is
also available in MnDOT’s Best Practices for Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety. The application scored 18
points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant examined each of the three sub-measures the scorer used (Intersection Improvements,
Along-Network Improvements, and Across-Network Improvements) and suggested several elements that
the soccer may have missed.
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Scoring Review:

The scoring of this application includes two points out of ten in the intersection improvements sub-
measure. Due to the addition of a rectangular rapid flash beacon (RRFB) that the scorer missed in the
initial review, the scorer suggests increasing this sub-measure to six points, an addition of four points.
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Roadway Strategic Capacity
Application 14049: Carver County

US 212 Freight Mobility and Safety Project from CSAH 51 to
CSAH 36

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of Measure 6A: Crashes reduced (120 points)

Measure Summary:

Calculate the reduction in the total number of crashes due to improvements on the A-minor arterial or
non-freeway principal arterial made by the project. The applicant must base the estimate of crash
reduction on the methodology consistent with the latest Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
application (www.dot.state.mn.us/stateaid/trafficsafety.html). The application was awarded 74 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

Crash reduction scores are based on the HSIP cost/benefit worksheet. The applicant had calculated its
cost/benefit at approximately $136 million. The scorer changed it to approximately $20 million, by
reducing the “cost” of the fatal crashes in the C/B analysis. The highest-scoring project was about $32.5
million. The applicant listed all its crashes improvements and requested that the $136 million be used.

Scoring Review:

The scorer stated that because fatal crashes tend to be random events, the HSIP scoring criteria states that
either two fatal crashes or one fatal crash plus two serious-injury crashes—that are correctable by a
countermeasure in the project—must have occurred. The scorer does not believe that this threshold was
met. When it is not met, the “randomness” of fatal crashes dictates that the cost used for fatal crashes
should not be used in the B/C equation. This project had two fatal crashes near each other, but one was
intersection related and the other was not. Therefore, they wouldn’t be corrected by the same
countermeasure, rendering them both random events. The scorer recommends no change.

NOTE: The entire attachment for this appeal is 92 pages. It is included as a link on the agenda webpage.
Parts of the attachment are included here, as discussed below:

Letter: Included

Attachment A — Crash Data: Not included

Attachment B — MnDOT HSIP guidance: Not included

Attachment C — Technical references: Not included

Attachment D — Pages from submitted application: Response to this scoring measure Included
Attachment E — Additional details on fatal crashes at US 212/CSAH 51 intersection: Included
Attachment F — Pages from County Road Safety Workshop: Not included
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Carver County
Public Works

11360 Highway 212, Suite 1
Cologne, MN55322

August 31, 2020

TO: Ms. Elaine Koutsoukos
Transportation Advisory Board
390 RoBERT STREET NORTH, ST. PAUL, MN 55101

FROM: Mr. Lyndon Robjent
County Engineer
CARVER COUNTY PuBLIC WORKS DIVISION
11360 HIGHWAY 212 SUITE 1, COLOGNE, MN 55322

CC: Ms. Angie Stenson
Sr. Transportation Planner
CARVER COUNTY PuBLIC WORKS DiVISION

SUBJECT: Carver County 2020 Regional Solicitation Re-Evaluation Request for US 212 Freight
Mobility and Safety Project (#14049) — Strategic Capacity Category; Safety Measure 6A

Dear Ms. Koutsoukos:

Carver County is seeking further information on the details and methodology for how the project
benefit cost was calculated for Measure 6A — Safety for the US 212 Freight Mobility and Safety
Project (#14049). Per the details in the scoring breakdown worksheet, the project benefit cost
noted is substantially different than what was calculated per application requirements and
guidance and submitted with the application (approximately $20 million benefit down from an
approximately $136 million benefit). Further review and re-evaluation of the information and
data submitted with the original application is requested.

The following information, consistent with application guidance and requirements, was included
with the submitted application:

e The project area includes two correctable fatal crashes (see Attachment A). Per MnDOT
guidance if there are two or more correctable fatal crashes within a three-year period,
then a cost benefit per crash of $12.3 million can be used (see Attachment B).

e The CMFs utilized in the submitted application provide direct countermeasures to the two
fatal crashes, one was a right angle crash and the second was vehicle slowing to make a
left turn that lost control of the vehicle and then ran off the road into the north side ditch
clear zone area and hit a non-breakaway sign.

e There were three (3) minor injury and five (5) possible injury crashes within the project
area in the last three years. The proposed project will provide direct countermeasures for
these crashes as well.
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Links were provided in the application to the following technical reports. Each of these
reports provides information that speaks to the correctability of the run-off-road crashes.
Pertinent pages from each of these references is attached for your reference (See
Attachment C).

o Factors Related to Fatal Single-Vehicle Run-Off-Road Crashes

o A Pilot Study on Mitigating Run-Off-Road Crashes

o Fatal Run Off the Road Crashes on Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Highways in

Minnesota
The proposed project includes the following improvements that will have a direct
improvement on the safety of the corridor. Attached are relevant pages from the
submitted application with highlighting to document these improvements (see
Attachment D). The project layout included with the application provides additional
detail.

o Adding a Reduced Conflict Intersection (RCI) at the intersection of US 212 and
CSAH 51 which provides a center median and exclusive left- and right-turn lanes
Increase the number of lanes from two to four
Increasing shoulder width to 8 feet
Providing skid-resistant pavement to increase traction
Widening side slopes and eliminating shoulder drop-offs along the corridor
Removing/relocating any objects within the clear zone or adding breakaway or
crashworthy devices within the clear zone
o Adding 8” wide white wet-reflective pavement markings to edgelines

O O O O O

It is also important to note that a sustained crash problem has been documented in this location,
which increases the validity of the 3-year crash data and subsequently calculated project benefit
requested and required per application. This sustained crash issue is highlighted by the
following:

There was a fatal rear end crash at the intersection of US 212 and CSAH 51 in 2009 that
resulted in two deaths (see Attachment E).

There was a serious injury (A) right-angle crash at the intersection of US 212 and CSAH
51in 2010.

The intersection of US 212 and CSAH 51 was included as a study intersection during the
workshops held as part of the County Road Safety Plan update (see Attachment F).

Given this information, we respectfully request revision and adjustment to the project benefit
cost used for scoring this project based on the data submitted in the original application and a
recalculation of the Measure 6A — Safety across projects.

Enclosures

Attachment A — Crash data

Attachment B — MnDOT HSIP guidance

Attachment C - Technical references

Attachment D — Pages from submitted application

Attachment E — Additional details on fatal crashes at US 212/CSAH 51 intersection
Attachment F — Pages from County Road Safety Workshop
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Attachment D — Pages from submitted application
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Measure A: Benefit of Crash Reduction

Crash Modification Factor Used:

The following crash modification factors were used: Install J-turn intersection, provide intersection
lighting, resurface pavement, and expand roadway to 4 lanes and restrict side-street left-turns.
Further information regarding the CMF is shown in the attached PDF.

Rationale for Crash Modification Selected:
Due to the roadway expansion, construction of the median area, eliminating a lane merge on a curve,
and the restriction of left-turns, various crashes are expected to be 100 percent eliminated in the future
due to the inability of the vehicles to interact after project completion.

Per MNnDOT guidance if there are two or more correctable fatal crashes within a three-year period, then a
cost benefit per crash of $12.3 million can be used (page 13 of the HSIP criteria document
(http://www.dot.state.mn.us/metro/trafficeng/files/Hi ghway Safety Improvement_Program_-
_Metro_Criteria_2020.pdf). The proposed project includes adding a RCI at the intersection of CSAH 51
and US 212 and expanding the roadway, adding a median, adding snow fence, and ensuring adequate
clear zone. The following provide further guidance on the correctability of the two fatalities at the
intersection of CSAH 51 and US 212.

https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/Api/Public/ViewPub lication/811232

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/trafficeng/safety/docs/fat alrunoffroadstudy.pdf

https://conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/112 99/155993/CTS13-
23.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

(Limit 1400 Characters; approximately 200 words)

Project Benefit ($) from B/C Ratio: $136,232,835.00
Total Fatal (K) Crashes: 2

Total Serious Injury (A) Crashes: 0

Total Non-Motorized Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes: 0

Total Crashes: 30

Total Fatal (K) Crashes Reduced by Project: 2

Total Serious Injury (A) Crashes Reduced by Project: 0

Total Non-Motorized Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes Reduced by 0

Project:
Total Crashes Reduced by Project: 17
Worksheet Attachment 1589483260336_US212_Expansion_BC.pdf

Please upload attachment in PDF form.
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Attachment E — Additional details on fatal crashes at US 212/CSAH 51 intersection
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Carver County

Public Works

11360 Highway 212, Suite 1
Cologne, MN55322

——
Tl

US 212: Traffic Safety Analysis of 2-Lane Gap Segments

--including details on Fatal Crashes
A review of the 2-lane gap segments of US 212 from Carver to Cologne and Cologne to NYA
2009-2019
(based on available data)

[Note: This does not include data at the Cologne CSAH 53 / TH 284 intersection.
Until major improvements there were built in 2012, there were three (3) traffic fatalities at this
intersection in the reporting period from 2009-2011.]

Introduction: Minnesota TZD: Towards Zero Deaths

A key focus of the Minnesota Departments of Public Safety and Transportation is a statewide program
called TZD: Towards Zero Deaths, the state’s cornerstone traffic safety program employing an
interdisciplinary approach to reducing traffic crashes, injuries, and deaths on Minnesota roads. The TZD
mission is to create a culture for which traffic fatalities and serious injuries are no longer acceptable
through the integrated application of education, engineering, enforcement, and emergency

medical and trauma services. More info at: http://www.minnesotatzd.org/

Carver County supports the same TZD mission and looks to review and improve the traffic safety
conditions of its highways to reduce fatalities and serious injuries on all its roads to zero. As part of TZD
and its County Roadway Safety Plan, Carver County has prepared a focus on US Highway 212, a key,
principal arterial serving the County and State.

Summary: Last 10 years — 9 Fatalities (total both 2-lane gap segments)

In the last 10 years, 2009-2019, there has been a total of nine (9) reported traffic fatality crashes (Type K
Crash) and three severe crashes (Type A Crash) on the 2-lane gap segments of US 212 from Carver to
Norwood Young America.

US 212 — Carver to Cologne (5 K's; 2 Type A Severe)
o Length: 4.17 miles; AADT: 13,400 vpd; Section Average Crashes per Year: 15+ crashes/year

B 2009 Fatal Crash (1 death) — West of Jonathan Carver Parkway — ROR (WB), Rollover
2 2014 Fatal Crash (2 deaths) — Near Kelly Ave. — Head-On

@ 2018 Fatal Crash (1 death) -- at CSAH 43, Right-Angle (WB - SB)

@ 2019 Fatal Crash (1 death) — east of CSAH 43 — Right-Angle (WB ->WB U-turn)

2016 Severe Incapacitating Crash (Type A) — TH 212 at CSAH 43 — Right-Angle (EB > NB)
2017 Severe Incapacitating Crash (Type A) —West of Kelly Avenue — EB Rear End

1|Page
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US 212 — Cologne to Norwood Young America (4 K’s; 1 Type A Severe)
o Length: 5.33 miles; AADT: 12,700 vpd; Section Average Crashes per Year: 15+ crashes/year

@ 2009 Fatal Crash (2 deaths) — TH 212 at CSAH 51 (Bongards) — Rear End/Head On (on US 212)
@ 2018 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 at CSAH 51, ROR (EB), Ditch
2 2018 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 at CSAH 51, Right-Angle (WB -> NB)

B 2010 Severe Incapacitating Crash (Type A) — TH 212 at CSAH 51 (Bongards) — Right-Angle (EB -
SB)

Summary: Last 5 Years — 6 Fatalities (total both 2-lane gap segments)

In the last 5 years, 2014-2018, there has been a total of four (4) reported traffic fatality crashes (Type K
Crash) and two (2) severe crashes (Type A Crash) on the 2-lane segments of US 212 from Carver to
Norwood Young America.

Details of each of the fatal crashes from the last 5 years and 10 years are noted below.

2014 Fatal Crash (2 deaths) — Near Kelly Ave. — Head-On

= Angelica Salas
Lester Prairie, MN
Female Age: 29
Obituary: http://www.herald-journal.com/obits/2014/salasal115.html

= Jorge E. Salas
Lester Prairie, MN
Male Age: 6

(plus father Omar Salas and brother both injured)
Memorial: https://minnesota.cbslocal.com/2014/11/16/mother-6-year-old-son-remembered-
after-deadly-carver-co-crash/

= Highway 212 at Kelly Ave, Dahlgren Twp, Carver County

= On 11-15- 2014, during a snowy, icy and metro-wide crash prone Saturday, two members of a
Lester Prairie, MN family died as passengers in a crash on Highway 212, according to the
Minnesota State Patrol. Two passengers of one of the vehicles, a mother and her son, died in a
head on crash on the narrow 2-lane section of highway near Kelly Ave on 11-15- 2014 at 1:51
pm, on a cloudy day with snow on the highway.

A Pontiac Aztek driven by Jorge Salas, of Lester Prairie, and carrying his wife and two sons, was
eastbound on an icy Highway 212 in Carver County when it spun out, lost control and went

sideways, according to the State Patrol report. A westbound Ford Ranger, pulling a trailer, and
driven by Matthew C. Radde, 33, of Excelsior, broadsided the Pontiac Aztek.

2|Page
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Angelica Salas, 29, and Jorge E. Salas, 6, were killed in the crash. The driver and his 4-year-old
son, Omar Salas, were seriously injured and transported to the Hennepin County Medical
Center. Radde was treated at Ridgeview Medical Center in Waconia for non-life-threatening
injuries.

https://www.swnewsmedia.com/chanhassen villager/news/public safety/devastation-on-the-
roads/article 6ebb412e-c60c-54eb-bb8d-3059042a61d8.html

2018 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 at CSAH 43, Right-Angle (WB = SB)

= Irene Delilah Coran
Carver, MN
Female Age: 65
Obituary: http://www.bertasfh.com/obituary/irene-coran

= Highway 212 at County Road 43, Dahlgren Twp, Carver County

* |n 2018, on Saturday January 13" at 4:11 p.m., Irene Delilah Coran (DOB 04/04/52), age 65, of
Carver, MN, was driving with her seatbelt on in her red 2006 Toyota Scion passenger car
traveling southbound on County Road 43 trying to cross US Highway 212. She proceeded from
the side street stop sign and was struck by a Chevy Suburban hauling a U-Haul trailer traveling
westbound on US 212 driven by Stephen P. Keaton, age 53, of Richmond, MN. Irene was driving
by herself. The Suburban was driven by Stephen Patrick Keaton, 53, of Richmond, whose
injuries were non-life threatening. Two passengers, Olivia Ann Keaton, 24, of Elk River, and
Stephen Anthony Keaton, 17, of Richmond, also sustained non-life-threatening injuries.

According to the State Patrol, road conditions at the time of the crash were dry, airbags
deployed in both vehicles and all the travelers were wearing seatbelts. The road was dry and
alcohol wasn’t involved. First responders from the Carver County Sherriff’s Office, Chaska Fire
Department, and State Patrol transported Ms. Coran to 212 Medical Circle, where she was later
taken to Hennepin County Medical Center (HCMC) in Minneapolis with her daughter Carmen
Nicole Bernu by her side (DOB 02/21/90). At about 7:30 p.m. that same day Ms. Coran had
succumbed to her injuries and was declared deceased. (MSP Case # 18500803; District 2500)

http://www.startribune.com/driver-crosses-into-path-of-suv-in-southwest-metro-and-is-
killed/469230843/

2018 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 at CSAH 51, Right-Angle (WB = NB)

= Amanda Nicole Green
Shakopee, MN, USA
Female Age: 20
Memorial: https://www.twincities.com/2018/09/01/family-invites-public-to-honor-shakopee-
womans-memory-at-crash-site-sunday/

= Highway 212 at County Road 51, Benton Twp, Carver County

3|Page
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= |n 2018, on Tuesday 8-28-18, at 7:44 a.m., Amanda Nicole Green, 20 years old, of Shakopee, MN
was driving her 2006 Chevy HHR station wagon northbound on County Road 51 trying to cross
US Highway 212. She stopped at the side street stop sign near Bongards Creameries and St.
John’s United Church of Christ in Benton Township and was struck as she crossed the
intersection by a Mack semi-tractor driven by Michael Duane Mickolichek traveling westbound
on US 212. The Minnesota State Patrol reported that Green was not wearing a seat belt, her
airbag deployed, and she was pronounced dead at the scene. Reports indicated that the
collision left the semi jackknifed and, in a ditch, while Green’s vehicle came to rest on its side.

As noted in the newspaper BringMeTheNews, a GoFundMe account was started in Green's
name with a goal of raising $7,000 to help pay for funeral expenses. The GoFundMe page was
created by her stepfather, who says he only married Green's mother 9 days prior to her death.
He noted that her mother was delayed in seeing Green's body because she was registered as an
organ donor.

Said Amanda’s stepfather, "My heart breaks for my wife and ask any willing to listen...... Please
help me so that she can see her daughter one more time."

The driver of the semi, 52-year-old Mickolichek, of Silver Lake, MN sustained minor injuries in
the crash and was treated at the scene.

2018 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 at CSAH 51, ROR (EB), Ditch

= leonarda Munoz
Lester Prairie, MN
Female Age: 64

= Highway 212 at County Road 51, Benton Twp, Carver County

= |n 2018, on Sunday 4-15-18, at 10:51 p.m., Leonarda Munoz, 64 years old, of Lester Prairie, MN
was a passenger in the back seat of a SUV with two other people traveling eastbound on US 212,
when during a snowstorm and poor road conditions the SUV lost control and spun out into the
ditch on the north side, just west of CR 51, in a single vehicle run off the road crash. The Carver
County Sheriff’s Office reported that Munoz was bleeding from her head and complained of
back pain. Ridgeview Ambulance transported Munoz and another passenger to the Ridgeview
Medical Center in Waconia. The third person in the vehicle was uninjured.

= 0On5/5/2018, the Hennepin County Medical Examiner’s Office advised that Munoz had died
because of the injuries sustained during the crash. During the crash Munoz sustained a C1 and
C4 fracture in her neck, which caused additional other complications leading to her death.

Roads were icy with blowing snow. A witness 100 yards behind the vehicle said the SUV was
traveling below the speed limit at about 50 mph and lost control and spun out into the ditch and

taking out a Hwy 212 West road sign. No drugs or alcohol were involved. Carver County
Sheriff’s Office Incident Report: 201800011098.
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2019 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 east of CSAH 43 — Right-Angle (WB ->WB U-turn)

= Bonnielee Pope (Larson - Chapman)
Norwood Young America, MN (and Mellen, Ashland County, WI)
Female Age: 75

= Highway 212 east of County Road 43 (@5730 Hwy 212), Dahlgren Twp, Carver County

In 2019, on 1-16-2019, at 10:02 a.m., a semitrailer truck collided with a pickup truck making a U-
turn on Hwy 212 Wednesday morning west of Carver, and the driver of the pickup was killed,
authorities said. The crash occurred in Dahlgren Township on Hwy. 212 between Carver County
Road 43 and Jonathan Carver Parkway, according to the State Patrol. The pickup driver was
identified as Bonnielee Pope, 75, of Norwood Young America. Pope died at the scene, and next
of kin in the area were notified. The semi driver, Trevor L. Hogan, 43, of South St. Paul, survived
his injuries. Pope was making a U-turn after stopping on the right shoulder along westbound
Hwy. 212 attempting to head in the opposite direction, and the big rig struck the pickup, the
Minnesota State Patrol said.

According to the state patrol, the 75-year-old woman was driving a 2004 Chevrolet Silverado
and was sitting stationary alongside the highway, just east of CSAH 43 at or around the driveway
at 5730 Hwy 212. Pope attempted to make a U-turn onto Hwy. 212 to go back east on the
highway and was unaware of the semi-truck approaching. The semi-truck t-boned the Chevrolet
pickup, killing Pope. The driver of the 2000 Peterbilt semi, driven by 43-year-old Trevor Lynn
Hogan of South St. Paul, suffered non-llife-threateninginjuries, according to the state patrol, and
was not transported to a health care facility. Alcohol was not thought to be a factor in the
crash, according to the incident report. MSP (Minnesota State Patrol) Incident Report: 19500557

https://www.swnewsmedia.com/chaska herald/driver-tried-to-make-u-turn-on-highway-
before-fatal/article 2ead1b67-8549-5c04-9cf2-b2b6ca9d4d3d.html

2009 Fatal Crash (2 deaths) — TH 212 at CSAH 51 (Bongards) — Rear End/Head On (on US 212)

= Sandral. Babatz
Norwood Young America, MN, USA
Female Age: 45
Obituary: http://www.startribune.com/obituaries/detail/12160404/

= Juan Olvera
Sullivan, TX
Male Age 35
(plus 4 family members injured)

= Highway 212 at County Road 51, Benton Twp, Carver County

= On 8-29-2009, a three-vehicle fatal accident took the lives of two people and injured several
others on Highway 212 in Carver County. Two of three drivers are dead, Sandra Babatz, 45, of
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Norwood and Juan Olvera, 35, of Sullivan, Texas, following a chain reaction involving a left turn
off the highway.

In the double fatality crash on US 212 at Bongards at County Road 51, a car was stopped on dry
roads during daylight, cloudy conditions on Hwy 212, in Carver County, waiting to turn left onto
CR 51, when it was rear-ended by a semi-truck. The impact threw the car into the oncoming
traffic, broadsiding a pick-up truck.

The accident took place as follows: Semi-truck driver Gordon Curtiss, 52, of Hutchinson was
going eastbound on Highway 212 in a 2007 Kenworth semi-truck. A second driver, Babatz, was
also going eastbound, driving a 2003 Pontiac Vibe. Babatz stopped in the eastbound lane to
make a left handed turn off the highway, onto County Road 51 going north.

Curtiss rear-ended Babatz, pushing her into the westbound lane, where she was struck
broadside by driver Olvera driving a 1999 Chevrolet K15 pickup. Olvera was killed, but also had
numerous passengers in his vehicle.

The driver of the car, Sandra Babatz, 45, of Norwood Young America, was pronounced dead at
the scene. The driver of the pick-up truck, Juan Olvera, 35, of Sullivan, Texas, died as he was
being transported to Ridgeview Medical Center. There were 4 other occupants in the truck. All
four were critically injured and taken to Ridgeview Medical Center, Waconia. They are: Nancy
Castillo, 29, Narely Olvera, 9, Andira Olvera, 8, and Galylea Olvera, 7, all of Bird Island, MN. The
driver of the semi was not injured.

[Note: In 2011, MnDOT added exclusive turn lanes and rural lighting on US 212.]

2009 Fatal Crash (1 death) — West of Jonathan Carver Parkway — ROR, Rollover

= Karl K. Cooper
Minneapolis, MN
Male Age: 55
Obituary: http://www.trigam.org/class profile.cfm?member id=4134968

= Highway 212 west of County Road 11/147, Dahlgren Twp, Carver County

= Details of the 4-22-2009 fatal crash west of Jonathan Carver Parkway — Run off the Road (ROR),
Rollover, indicate that around 4:47 p.m., Karl K. Cooper, 55, of Minneapolis, was going east on
Minnesota 212 in Dahlgren Township about a quarter mile west of County Road 11, the
Minnesota State Patrol said. After his Volkswagen Cabrio hit the shoulder, Cooper over-
corrected and the car rolled over.

Cooper died of multiple blunt force injuries, according to the Hennepin County medical
examiner’s office. Cooper was not wearing a seat belt, and roads were dry on a clear day at the
time of the crash, the state patrol said.
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Additional Details and Statistics of Crash / Safety Data (based on available data)

[Note: This does not include data at the Cologne CSAH 53 / TH 284 intersection. Until major
improvements there were built in 2012, there were four (4) traffic fatalities at this intersection in the
reporting period from 2009-2011.]

US 212 - Carver to Cologne
o Length: 4.17 miles; AADT: 13,400 vpd

5-Year Analysis (2011 — 2015)

Corridor Analysis

@ Total Crashes = 78 crashes

Crash Rate = 0.76 crashes per MVMT

Statewide Average Crash Rate = 0.76 crashes per MVMT
Critical Crash Rate = 0.99 crashes per MVMT

Critical Index =0.78

@ Key Intersections

B US 212 at CSAH 43

o Thru-Stop Control

o Total Crashes = 19 crashes

o Critical Index = 1.37 (> 1.0 therefore outside normal range)

o 8 right-angle crashes during 5-year period at CSAH 43 intersection

2-Year Analysis (2016 — 2017)

Corridor Analysis

Total Crashes = 30 crashes

BICrash Rate = 0.74 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled (MVMT)
Statewide Average Crash Rate = 0.77 crashes per MVMT

Critical Crash Rate = 1.14 crashes per MVMT

Critical Index = 0.65

Key Intersections

US 212 at CSAH 43

o Thru-Stop Control

o Total Crashes = 6 crashes
o Critical Index = 0.80

Fatal and Severe Incapacitating Crash Notes (2006 — 2015 + 2016 — March 2018 + Extra):
@ 2009 Fatal Crash (1 death) — West of Johnathan Carver Parkway — ROR, Rollover

@ 2014 Fatal Crash (2 deaths) — Near Kelly Ave. — Head-On

@ 2018 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 at CSAH 43, Right-Angle (WB - SB)

2017 Severe Incapacitating Crash (Type A) —West of Kelly Avenue — EB Rear End
2016 Severe Incapacitating Crash (Type A) — TH 212 at CSAH 43 — Right-Angle (EB - NB)
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US 212 - Cologne to Norwood Young America
o Length: 5.33 miles; AADT: 12,700 vpd

5-Year Analysis (2011 - 2015)

Corridor Analysis

B Total Crashes = 76 crashes

Crash Rate = 0.62 crashes per MVMT

Statewide Average Crash Rate = 0.76 crashes per MVMT

Critical Crash Rate = 0.97 crashes per MVMT & Critical Index = 0.64

Key Intersections

US 212 at CSAH 34

o Thru-Stop Control

o Total Crashes = 14 crashes o Critical Index = 1.08 (> 1.0 therefore outside normal range)
o 3 right-angle, 4 head-on, 2 left turn crashes observed at CSAH 34

2-Year Analysis (2016 — 2017)

Corridor Analysis

¢ Total Crashes = 37 crashes

¢ Crash Rate = 0.75 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled (MVMT)
e Statewide Average Crash Rate = 0.77 crashes per MVMT

e Critical Crash Rate = 1.1 crashes per MVMT

e Critical Index = 0.68

Key Intersections

e US212 at CSAH 34

o Thru-Stop Control

o Total Crashes = 6 crashes
o Critical Index = 0.85

Fatal and Severe Incapacitating Crash Notes (2006 — 2015 + 2016 — March 2018 + Extra):
@ 2009 Fatal Crash (2 deaths) — TH 212 at CSAH 51 (Bongards) — Rear End/Head On (on US 212)
@ 2018 Fatal Crash (1 death), TH 212 at CSAH 51, Right-Angle (WB -> NB)

@ 2010 Severe Incapacitating Crash (Type A) — TH 212 at CSAH 51 (Bongards) — Right-Angle (EB - SB)
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Roadway Strategic Capacity
Application 14015: Scott County
TH 282, CSAH 9, TH 169 Grade Separation

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of two measures:

e 6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)
o 8: Risk Assessment (75 points)

6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)
Measure:
Discuss how the project will improve safety for pedestrians. Safety countermeasures for pedestrians can
include those identified by the FHWA as part of its Safe Transportation for Every Pedestrian program or
others in its Proven Safety Countermeasures (e.g., pedestrian refuge islands, raised crosswalks, pedestrian
hybrid beacons, leading pedestrian intervals). More information about pedestrian safety best practices is
also available in MnDOT’s Best Practices for Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety. The application scored seven
points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant felt that the score was not reflective of the project’s benefits.

Scoring Review:

Proposals that received full points in the Intersection Improvements sub-measure identified infrastructure
improvements specific to people walking in locations that have documented crossing activity. This
application was unclear in that area. Additionally, the benefit of a grade-separated crossing is negated by
the multiple-threat crash potential introduced by a multi-lane roundabout.

In the Across Network Improvements sub-measure, projects receiving full points incorporated regular
crossings at intervals for people walking to cross. In the Along Network Improvements sub-measure,
projects received full points when infrastructure along the proposed facility created space for walking on
both sides of the roadway and included connections to the existing local network. The scorer recommends
no change.

8: Risk Assessment (75 points)

Measure Summary:
The Measure rates risk based on inclusion of a project layout, need for the Section 106 process, need of
right-of-way, railroad involvement, and public involvement. The appeal in question relates only to the
project layout element, which says that the layout should include proposed geometrics and existing and
proposed right-of-way boundaries and awards points as follows:

e 100% (18.75 pts) -- Layout approved by the applicant and all impacted jurisdictions (i.e.,

cities/counties that the project goes through or agencies that maintain the roadway(s)).

o 50% (9.38 points) -- Layout completed but not approved by all jurisdictions.

e 0% -- Layout has not been started.
While the measure is worth 75 points, the Layout element is worth 18.75 points. The applicant was
awarded 51 points for the measure, including 9.38 points for the Layout element.
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Applicant’s Challenge:
The challenge is based on a suggestion from MnDOT personnel in April 2020, that staff approval is not a
key element of a layout and that the layout provided should receive full points.

Scoring Review:
The scorer, Council staff, and other applicants were not privy to this suggestion. The application language

states what is needed to receive full points and this is how all applications were scored. The scorer
recommends no change.
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Transportation Services Director County Engineer Mobility Services/Fleet Mgr.

August 31, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos

TAB Coordinator

390 North Robert Street
St. Paul, MN 55101

Subject: 2020 Regional Solicitation - TH 169/282 Interchange
Dear Elaine,

Scott County respectively requests a scoring appeal/review of two items under strategic capacity, 6B
and 8-1 for the County’s application on the TH 169/282 interchange in the 2020 Regional Solicitation.

Review Item #1 — Scoring of Risk Assessment 8-1: Layout Approval

Under Risk Assessment 8-1, the County was close to having layout approval in the spring, however we
were advised by MnDOT to make it a concept layout since it did not have federal funding yet. MnDOT
staff felt that this would be sufficient for 100% of the layout points in the scoring criteria so the County
pursued concept layout approval. We had marked layout approval in the application. The score was
changed to approved by some without our knowledge or being informed it was changed. We had
submitted letters from both Jordan and MnDOT.

From MnDOT staff in April 2020: “Tim suggested that we take the signature block off, call it a Concept
Layout and update the layout history. Explain that this has been reviewed by both the LAC and GDSU
and major issues have been addressed. For the Regional Solicitation application, | don’t think the “staff
approved” is as important as being able to say that all agencies support the layout. Since that is the
case, | believe we would still have the potential to get 100% of the Layout points.”

The County requests a scoring review of this item.

Review Item #2 — Scoring of Safety and Safety Elements 6B

Scott County would like a review of how 6B was scored. The scoring appears arbitrary and not reflective
of the answer provided to score the question on Safety and Safety Elements.

APPLICATION MEASURE: Discuss how the project will improve safety for pedestrians. Safety
countermeasures for pedestrians can include those identified by the FHWA as part of its Safe
Transportation for Every Pedestrian program or others in its Proven Safety Countermeasures (e.g.,
pedestrian refuge islands, raised crosswalks, pedestrian hybrid beacons, leading pedestrian intervals).
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More information about pedestrian safety best practices is also available in MnDOT’s Best Practices for
Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety.

Scorers Take:
Intersection Along-network Across-network
Notes/Descritpion Score Improvements (10) improvements (10) improvements (10)

There are multiple clearly demonstrated desire paths across TH 169 at Syndicate

and near Creek Lane/Sand Creek

The proposed project does not provide a crossing in areas where crossing

movements are clearly currently occuring, contradicting the application's assertion

that there are no current crossings of TH 169

The project as designed requires people to walk/bicycle 0.7 miles out of their way

if crossing at Syndicate, and 0.5 miles out of their way if crossing at Creek Lane.

The project adds sidewalk/trail along CSAH 8, Triangle Lane, and Syndicate Street,

which is a benefit to pedestrian safety compared to current conditions 7 2 5 0

For intersection improvement scoring which is an interchange for an intersection project - we received
only two points for removing a high speed at grade crossing. The crossing is a safety improvement for
ALL of the City of Jordan which was ignored by the scorer. Instead the scorer focused on an informal dirt
path east of the project. This path is only used because residents don’t want to use the high speed at
grade signal, which this crossing hazard for pedestrians was explained. It appears the scorer focused on
a small percentage of people taking longer route but didn’t focus on safety or all Jordan residents.

Along network improvements we received half the points, but then received a zero for across network,
without explanation. Also, across network is not part of the application measure or defined. It appears
the actual safety measure was ignored. We request a review and reconsideration by the scorer and an
independent review and rescore of this Safety measure with the information provided in the application
consistent with the measure.

Thank you for your consideration, if you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Anthony J. Winiecki, PE
County Engineer
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Roadway Reconstruction and Modernization
Application 14396: City of Anoka

TH 47 Corridor Improvements

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of Measure 6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)

Measure:

Discuss how the project will improve safety for pedestrians. Safety countermeasures for pedestrians can
include those identified by the FHWA as part of its Safe Transportation for Every Pedestrian program or
others in its Proven Safety Countermeasures (e.g., pedestrian refuge islands, raised crosswalks, pedestrian
hybrid beacons, leading pedestrian intervals). More information about pedestrian safety best practices is
also available in MnDOT’s Best Practices for Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety. The application scored five
points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant suggests that the scorer may not have recognized some of the benefits and that their
response compared favorably with other, higher-scoring, responses.

Scoring Review:
The scorer is out of the office until September 14. No recommendation is reflected at this time, but staff
anticipates a recommendation prior to the meeting date.
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August 31, 2020

TO: Elaine Koutsoukos
Transportation Advisory Board
390 Robert Street North
St. Paul, MN 55101

SUBJECT: City of Anoka Highway 47 Corridor Improvements
Application 14396 — Scoring Appeal

The City of Anoka would like to appeal a score received for the following evaluation category
and criteria as part of our Roadway Modernization application submission.

Category: Safety
e (Criteria 6B — Pedestrian Crash Reduction (Proactive):

The score of 5 points awarded for 30 points available for proactive pedestrian
crash reduction measures is not reflective of the pedestrian safety benefits
proposed for the TH 47 corridor. The proposed safety features include a new
multi-use trail alongside a high volume (19,000+ ADT today, 21,300 ADT
forecast 2040), two-lane road where no bicycle or pedestrian accommodation
currently exists (as mentioned on the project one-pager). People walking or
biking today make their way through unpaved areas or along a very narrow
shoulder — this is inaccessible for many and unsafe for all. The application
response describes pedestrian crossings at a new pedestrian signal with ADA-
compliant ramps, APS features, countdown timers, enhanced lighting and high
visibility crosswalks, as well as a new marked and signed crosswalk with
median refuge island at a second intersection. The project includes a new
sidewalk segment to link from residential neighborhoods to a local commercial
node, and more broadly the proposed non-motorized facilities would link
residential neighborhoods to local and regional parks, the county fairgrounds,
the local high school, a public library, and to a regional non-motorized RBTN
Tier 2 trail. The pedestrian safety features proposed will give people safe
opportunities to travel along and cross TH 47 — a significant local barrier. We
are confident that these facilities will be well used given the adjacent land uses
and close access to nearby destinations.
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In considering our appeal, we reviewed the scores of competing projects.
Several projects were in comparable settings and proposed similar proactive
pedestrian safety measures. These include new sidewalks and trails, new
signals with APS and countdown timers, high visibility crosswalks and median
refuge islands. Details vary between these applications, but many scored
higher that TH 47 and sometimes by a factor several times over.

Additionally, traffic volume plays a major role in the safety and feeling of
comfort for pedestrians. In comparison with similar applications, TH 47 had a
high traffic volume both at present and anticipated in 2040. The volume of
traffic reinforces our understanding that TH 47 is a significant barrier for
pedestrians in this neighborhood, poses real safety hazards for travel along or
across the roadway, and effectively limits access for many people in ways that
may not be the case for roads that with less traffic at present and in the future.

Thank you for your time and consideration. The City of Anoka appreciates the opportunity to
apply for Met Council’s Regional Solicitation funding and provide further background on our
application response for pedestrian safety measures.

Respectfully Submitted,

=l ~

Ben Nelson | Engineer Technician
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Transit Expansion
Application 14340: Minnesota Valley Transit Authority
Route 346 Expansion — Viking Lakes

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of three measures:

e 1A: Connection to jobs and educational institutions (50 points)
e 3B: Housing Performance Score / affordable housing connection (50 points)
e 5: Multimodal Elements and Existing Conditions (100 points)

1A: Connection to jobs and educational institutions (50 points)
Measure:
Reference the “Population/Employment” map generated at the beginning of the application process.
Report the existing employment and educational institution enrollment within 1/4 mile of the project’s
bus stops or within 1/2 mile of the project’s transitway stations. Existing employment will be measured
by summing the employment located in the census blocks that intersect the 1/4-mile or 1/2-mile buffers.
Enrollment at public and private post-secondary institutions will also be measured. Applications for
projects that include “last mile” service provided by employers or educational institutions can get credit
for the employment and enrollment, respectively, if a commitment letter is provided guaranteeing service
for three years. The application scored 11 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
Applicant states that consideration should be given to new developments housing developments coming
in and a recent increase in employment.

Scoring Review:

The scoring measure is based on enrollment and employment data (not residential data) that are generated
by the Regional Solicitation’s mapping program and is based on the most recent Census estimates
available at the time the application was released. The score was therefore correctly determined. Further,
it would be impractical and inconsistent to award population points for future development. The scorer
recommends no change.

3B: Housing Performance Score / affordable housing connection (50 points)

Measure Summary:
The measure is broken into two pieces:

1. Housing Perforce Score (40 points)

2. Affordable housing connection (10 points)
The appeal focuses on number 2. That sub-measure reads: This measure is a qualitative scoring measure.
Describe and map any affordable housing developments— planned, under construction or existing, within
%2 mile of the proposed project. The applicant should note the development stage, number of units,
number of bedrooms per unit, and level of affordability using 2019 affordability limits. Also note whether
the affordability is guaranteed through funding restrictions (i.e. LIHTC, 4d) or is unsubsidized, if housing
choice vouchers are/will be accepted, and if there is a fair housing marketing plan required or in place.
Describe how the proposed project will improve or impact access for residents of the affordable housing
locations within % mile of the project. This should include a description of improved access by all
modes, automobiles, transit, bicycle and pedestrian access. Since residents of affordable housing are
more likely not to own a private vehicle, higher points will be provided to roadway projects that include
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other multimodal access improvements. The application scored 31 points, all based on its Housing
Performance Score. It scored no points for affordable housing connection.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant reiterated the fact that the application mentioned several new developments, including a
261-unit multi-family development slated for completion in the fall of 2020.

Scoring Review:

The instructions ask for a description and map of any affordable housing developments. No map was
included. Nor was any detailed text included that would have enabled the scorer to verify. No points were
awarded in other such instances from this scorer as well, in other categories. The scorer recommends no
change.

5: Multimodal Elements and Existing Conditions (100 points)
Measure:
Discuss any bicycle or pedestrian elements that are included as part of the total project and how they
improve the travel experience, safety, and security for users of these modes. Also, describe the existing
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and accommodations or bicycle and pedestrian connections. Furthermore,
address how the proposed project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., transit, vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians). Applicants should also identify supporting studies or plans that address why a
mode may not be incorporated into the project. The application scored 63 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant cited sub-measures for which they were surprised to not receive higher scores. These
include Bike Network (where the applicant thought bike racks should have led to points), Pedestrian
Network, Transit Stop Pedestrian Connections, and Safety.

Scoring Review:
The scorer explained the rationale for the scores:

o Bike Network: Applications not bringing physical improvements to the bike network received a
score of zero. Points for the bike racks and bike lockers were given in the Transit Stop Bike
Connections sub-measure, per the scorer’s methodology.

e Pedestrian Network: Applications in which the route is fully connected via sidewalk or offering
service that would equate to such connectivity received full points.

e Transit Stop Pedestrian Connections: The application received 10 out of 15 points. The remaining
five points were awarded to projects for which the route offers pedestrian connectivity to all stops
or if the project would bring that level of connectivity.

o Safety: Applications in which on-demand service would be offered or infrastructure to enhance
rider safety is being built received more points.

The scorer suggests no change.
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m 100 East Highway 13 (952) 882-7500
(952) 882-7600

Burnsville, Minnesota 55337
Minnesota Valley Transit Authority

August 31, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos
Transportation Advisory Board
390 Robert Street North

St. Paul, MN 55101

RE: Appeal Request for 2020 Regional Solicitation Application for Route 436 Service Expansion —
Viking Lakes

Dear Ms. Elaine Koutsoukos,

Thank you for accepting and reviewing Minnesota Valley Authority Application for the 2020
Regional Solicitation. We have reviewed the scores awarded to the Route 436 Service Expansion,
and we feel this application could have scored better in the following categories:

e 1A-Project Location, 3A-Equity and Housing

o The area is currently being developed, and a large amount of dense housing is
currently under construction. We as an agency, are trying to work proactively to
have transit services ready to go as the housing is filled. MVTA mentioned in the
application that there will be 261 Multi-Family residential units that is planned to
be completed in Fall of 2020. We also mentioned that services will be provided
every day of the week and transfer options will be available to 46 Street LRT
station and Eagan Transit Station. Were these developments factored in to our
housing score? If not, how does the committee account for planned housing that
is not yet reflected in their system?

o The area has seen a very recent boom in employment, including the flagship Twin
Cities Orthopedic physical therapy complex and a 4-star Omni hotel, scheduled to
opening next month, as mentioned in our application. Can we confirm these
employment opportunities that will be created with the Vikings Lake
Development numbers were included in our scores?

e Multimodal

o Inthis section, we tried to be explicit on how the pedestrian and bicycles are our
highest priority as an agency. We want to get more clarification as to why we
were scored so much lower than other projects on this category.

o We were particularly surprised that we received zero points in the bike network
category. Even though we do not have bikes for rent, we mentioned in our
application that our entire bus fleet is equipped with bike racks. We also noted
that MVTA has a large amount of infrastructure at our stations, including bike
lockers that for customers to rent. We were wondering why we didn’t receive any
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points in this category, despite it being mentioned in multiple sections of our
application.

o We received the lowest points of all applications for both transit stop, pedestrian
connections and pedestrian network. Could we get clarification on why we scored
so much lower on these sections compared to other applications? In our
application, we talk about not only the different infrastructure in place both along
our route and at each transit station, but also about how we prioritize pedestrian
comfort and safety.

o Safety and accessibility were a large part of our application, but we were
penalized in this section as well. Safety and comfort of riders are one of the
highest priorities of our agency, and we also included our ADA policies, which go
above and beyond industry standards. More information on how this score was
determined would be appreciated as well.

Thank you for taking the time to review the scores in these categories again. MVTA recognizes
the difficulty in scoring very different projects on the same criteria and appreciates the work that
goes into this process. Please feel free to email me, Nene Israel - Grants Management Analyst, at
nisrael@mvta.com if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

s

Nene Israel
Grants Management Analyst
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Transit Modernization
Application 14171: Minnesota Valley Transit Authority

Burnsville Bus Garage Modernization

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of three measures:

e 1A: Connection to jobs and educational institutions (50 points)
e 4: Description of emissions reduced (50 points)
e 6: Multimodal Elements and Existing Conditions (100 points)

1A: Connection to jobs and educational institutions (50 points)
Measure:
Reference the “Population/Employment” map generated at the beginning of the application process.
Report the existing employment and educational institution enrollment within 1/4 mile of the project’s
bus stops or within 1/2 mile of the project’s transitway stations. Existing employment will be measured
by summing the employment located in the census block groups that intersect the 1/4-mile or 1/2-mile
buffers. Enrollment at public and private post-secondary institutions will also be measured. Applications
for projects that include “last mile” service provided by employers or educational institutions can get
credit for the employment and enrollment, respectively, if a commitment letter is provided guaranteeing
service for three years. The application scored eight points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

This is a 50-point category in which the top-rated project in terms of total employment and school
enrollment is awarded the full 50 points. The applicant notes that aside from the project awarded 50
points, the other projects are all awarded small scores (9, 8, 8, 4, 3, 2, 0, 0) and suggests that an outlier
adjustment should have been completed.

Scoring Review:

Starting with the 2018 Regional Solicitation, scoring committees can make an adjustment to a
“proportionate” scoring category where an “outlier” creates one high-scoring project along with mostly
very low-scoring projects. For example, if a project is awarded the full 100 points in a category and all of
the others score zero to two points, the category is essentially negated in terms of creating separation for
all but one application. That said, the history of adjusting for outliers is inconsistent.

e There is no threshold for when an outlier adjustment can or should be applied. Scoring
committees assign them when they see fit to do so.

e How an outlier is adjusted for is not standardized. The most common tactic has been to award the
second-ranked project the full points and score the remaining projects proportionate to it.

e No appeals have ever been made related to outliers; therefore, the Funding & Programming
Committee has no precedent as to whether it can assign an outlier adjustment and, if so, how to
do so.

An outlier adjustment was made for Measure 2 (total existing annual riders) but not for the measure in
question. The scorer did not make a recommendation about this appeal. Staff suggests that due to the
above bullets, it is impractical to assign an adjustment at this stage and therefore suggests no change.
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4: Description of Emissions Reduced (50 points)
Measure:
Discuss how the project will reduce emissions. Examples of project elements that can reduce emissions
include (note that this is not an exhaustive list):
o Improved fuel efficiency and reduced tailpipe emissions through vehicle upgrades
e Improved ability for riders to access transit via non-motorized transportation
e Improved accommodation of transit-oriented development walkable from transit stop(s)
and/or station(s)
e Reduced vehicle acceleration/deceleration cycles, “dead head” time, or idling time
e Electric vehicle charging stations
e Sustainable facility features such as energy efficient equipment, “green infrastructure” for
storm water management, and use of renewable energy
The application scored 9 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant suggested that the movement of buses into the garage in the winter will reduce emissions.

Scoring Review:

The scorer considered emissions reduction in scoring the application. Additionally, while points were
awarded for reduction, the scorer does not agree that this action will “eliminate” the pollutant. The scorer
recommends no change.

6: Multimodal Elements and Existing Conditions (100 points)
Measure:
Discuss any bicycle or pedestrian elements that are included as part of the total project and how they
improve the travel experience, safety, and security for users of these modes. Also, describe the existing
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and accommodations or bicycle and pedestrian connections. Furthermore,
address how the proposed project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., transit, vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians). Applicants should also identify supporting studies or plans that address why a
mode may not be incorporated into the project. The application scored eight points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant noted safety improvements.

Scoring Review:

This application received some points for the safety improvements cited in the appeal. The measure is
focused on safety and improvements for multi-modal transit users. Other applications scored in the other
sub-measures because of their connectivity with other modes. Within safety, other applications scored
more points because they included safety improvements that will more directly and significantly impact
multi-modal transit users. The scorer recommends no change.
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m 100 East Highway 13 (952) 882-7500
Burnsville, Minnesota 55337 (952) 882-7600

Minnesota Valley Transit Authority

August 31, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos
Transportation Advisory Board
390 Robert Street North

St. Paul, MN 55101

RE: Appeal Request for 2020 Regional Solicitation Application for Burnsville Bus Garage
Modernization

Dear Ms. Elaine Koutsoukos,

Thank you for accepting and reviewing Minnesota Valley Authority Application for the 2020
Regional Solicitation. We have reviewed the scores awarded to the Burnsville Bus Garage
Modernization, and we feel this application could have scored better in the following categories:

1. Role in Transit System & Economy (1A):
= Project ID No. 14357 is clearly an outlier; should this scoring be reviewed and adjusted
accordingly (similar to ridership)? Outliers were removed from other criteria categories —
| would assume from this criteria category as well.
4. Emissions Reduction — Fuel Efficiency & Emissions Improvements (1 pt.)
= Noted in MVTA’s application was bus storage increases; therefore, moving buses into the
garage. During winter months, outside-stored buses must ‘warm-up’ before going into
service — thus adding emissions; the added interior bus storage will eliminate this
pollutant.
6. Multimodal — Safety (30 pts.)
=  MVTA received 8 points under safety; however, improved safety measures were
mentioned throughout the application. Noted safety improvements noted below:

o Project Description — noted safety concerns throughout the bus garage due to
building layout, bus parking, bus wash location, etc. — the modernization’s main
objective is to improve safety at the garage due to sighted concerns.

o Regional Plans — MVTA has noted multiple regional plan requirements to ensure
safety (this project would fulfill this requirement).

o Measure A — Description of Emissions Reduced also notes safety issues and how
the modernization project will alleviate these issues by improving bus flow,
renovation of building, etc.

o Measure C— Improvements and Amenities notes the primary reason for the
modernization application is to create a safer environment for bus operations,
contracted employees, and MVTA employees.
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All Letters of Support also address safety concerns that need to be addressed through building
renovations, state of good repair construction, vehicle storage, etc.

Thank you for taking the time to review the scores in these categories again. MVTA recognizes
the difficulty in scoring very different projects on the same criteria and appreciates the work that
goes into this process. Please feel free to email me, Nene Israel - Grants Management Analyst, at
nisrael@mvta.com if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Lamud

Nene Israel
Grants Management Analyst

2020-28; Page 43


mailto:nisrael@mvta.com

Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities
Application 14026: City of Coon Rapids

Coon Creek Regional Trail and Bridge Over Coon Rapids
Boulevard

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of three measures:

e 2: Potential Usage (200 points)
e 3A: Socio-Economic Equity (70 points)
e 7: Cost Effectiveness (100 points)

2B: Potential Usage (200 points)
Measure:
Reference the “Population Summary” map generated at the beginning of the application process. Report
the existing population and employment within one mile, as depicted on the “Population Summary” map.
The application scored 31 points based on having just under a quarter of the population of the application
with the highest population (24 points) and 3 percent of the employment of the application with the
highest employment (3 points). These 27 points were adjusted proportionately to the top-scoring
application, resulting in a score of 31.

Applicant’s Challenge:
Applicant feels that consideration should be given to new developments slated to be completed soon as
well as the project’s proximity to a regional park.

Scoring Review:

The population and employment data are generated by the Regional Solicitation’s mapping program and
are based on the most recent Census estimates available at the time the application was released. The
score was therefore correctly determined. Further, it would be impractical and inconsistent to award
population points for future development. The scorer recommends no change.

3A: Socio-Economic Equity (70 points)
Measure Summary:

1. Sub-measure: Equity Population Engagement (O to 30 points): Active engagement of low-income
populations, people of color, persons with disabilities, youth and the elderly. Engagement should
occur prior to and during a project’s development, with the intent to provide direct benefits to, or
solve, an expressed transportation issue, while also limiting and mitigating any negative impacts.

2. Equity Population Benefits and Impacts (0 to 40 points): Provide benefits and mitigate negative
impacts.

a. (0 to 40 points) Describe the project’s benefits to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly.

b. (-10 to 0 points) Describe any negative impacts to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly created by the project, along with
measures that will be taken to mitigate them. Negative impacts that are not adequately
mitigated can result in a reduction in points.
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The application scored 44 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant is asking for a revisit of the engagement component of the score (for which the application
scored 21/30) based on outreach held in low-income areas, as well as additional information provided in
the outreach portion of the Risk Assessment. The applicant is also asking for a revisit of the benefits
component of the score (for which the application scored 23/40) as well as consideration for hardships
based on the COVID-19 pandemic.

Scoring Review:
The scorer provided the following notes:

e Equity scorers, as a group, decided to only review material within the specific measure (3A).
Additionally, the additional information the applicant included under Measure 6A, item 5 would
not have changed the score, anyway.

e The applicant points out that the project is in/near an ACP and Opportunity Zone. This would
have been accounted for in the bonus point portion of scoring, had they reached that threshold.

e The proposal would have scored higher if the benefits being claimed were linked more closely
with the particular populations in the area.

e The engagement and planning was well-handled despite the pandemic; this factor did not put the
applicant at any disadvantage.

The scorer recommends no change.

7: Cost Effectiveness (100 points)
Measure:
Cost effectiveness = total number of points awarded in previous criteria/total TAB-eligible project cost
(not including noise walls). The application scored 11 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

Applicant suggests that the dollar amount used in the cost-effectiveness equation should be based on the
federal request. Additionally, the applicant requested less federal funding than it was able to and feels that
should be reflected in the cost effectiveness score.

Scoring Review:
The funding amount used for this scoring measure is the total project cost. There is no mechanism to
recognize a reduced federal funding request. The scorer recommends no change.
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Engineering Division
11155 Robinson Drive NW, Coon Rapids, MN 55433

KAPIDS Web: coonrapidsmn.gov ~ Phone: 763-767-6479  Fax: 763-767-6573

Minnesota

August 28, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos

Transportation Advisory Board of the Metropolitan Council
390 Robert Street North

St. Paul, MN 55101

SUBJECT: 2020 Regional Solicitation Score Re-evaluation for Coon Creek Regional Trail and Bridge
Over Coon Rapids Boulevard (ID 14026)

Dear Ms. Koutsoukos:

The City of Coon Rapids respectfully requests the TAC Funding and Programming Committee to re-
evaluate the scores for three measures for Coon Creek Regional Trail and Bridge Over Coon Rapids
Boulevard (ID 14026). Specific measures for re-evaluation are:

Measure 2A — Potential Usage: Existing population and employment within 1 mile
Measure 3A — Equity and Housing Performance: Benefits and outreach to disadvantaged populations
Measure 7A — Cost Effectiveness: Total points awarded divided by total project cost

Reason for Re-Evaluation of Measure 2A — Potential Usage: Existing population and employment
within 1 mile

We request consideration for population and employment growth due to ongoing development. One of
the key drivers of growing population and employment in the area is the Port Riverwalk Development,
which is a 30-acre townhome development immediately adjacent to proposed Coon Creek Regional
Trail bridge over Coon Rapids Boulevard. Since the time of this application construction was
completed on the public infrastructure for the development, model homes were constructed, and 20
homes have been presold. The ultimate buildout of the development is planned for 2024 which will
include 136 homes.

We also request consideration that a significant area within a 1-mile radius of the project area is the
Coon Rapids Dam Regional Park, a major regional amenity and attractor of bicyclists and pedestrians,
but also a factor that lowers the population and employment numbers for the purpose of evaluating this
measure. The context outside the 1-mile radius is highly urban and denser in population and
employment. See the graphic below.

2020-28; Page 46

Community strength... for generations



¢ %
%COON Engineering Division

11155 Robinson Drive NW, Coon Rapids, MN 55433

KAPIDS Web: coonrapidsmn.gov ~ Phone: 763-767-6479  Fax: 763-767-6573

Minnesota

Coon Rapids

Py BOEF

2000 ft

Reason for Re-Evaluation of Measure 3A — Equity and Housing Performance: Benefits and
outreach to disadvantaged populations

This scoring measure was calculated based on a narrative response to three questions, for which the
application received a raw score of 44 points out of a possible 70. The City requests a reevaluation of
two of these sub-measures (sub-measure 1 and 2a) due to the location of the project within an area of
concentrated poverty and the project’s demonstrated, multifaceted outreach approach.

Sub-measure 1 requests, “Describe how these specific populations were engaged and provided
outreach to, whether through community planning efforts, project needs identification, or during the
project development process.” The following excerpt from the application response which addresses
this specific request.

Events were held at a variety of locations and were designed to engage all demographics from
the local population, including elderly, youth, low-income populations, people of color, and
disabled. The first open house event, held on February 19, 2020, was held at Parkview Estates
Apartments to hear from renters and those that live near the proposed pedestrian bridge. A
second open house was held on March 11, 2020 at Crest Oak Apartments and was attended by
housing residents that were within a %2 mile of the proposed bridge. Anoka County staff attended
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a Transformative Circle meeting on March 5, 2020 to provide project information and solicit
feedback from community members of color. For those unable to attend the in-person meetings,
online engagement included Facebook posts and an online survey, which was open from
February to March 2020. The online survey received 247 responses, and the Facebook
comments related to the Anoka County Parks account were tracked and responded to directly.
Future events include a presentation at Anoka Hennepin Regional high school to engage
populations of youth.

Both Crest Oak Apartments and Parkview Estates are in the neighborhood directly adjacent to the
project and within a 2 mile of the proposed bridge, on the south side of Coon Rapids Boulevard.
They are both within census tract 0506.06, an area of concentrated poverty within Coon Rapids
where median income is between 30-50% of AMI and is one of three areas of concentrated poverty
in all of Anoka County. Census tract 0506.06 is also an identified Economic Opportunity Zone.
Opportunity Zones are federally designated neighborhoods considered economically distressed due
to high concentrations of poverty and under-served populations. The zones provide tax incentives
for investors seeking to locate businesses, fix-up dilapidated buildings or construct new housing.
Comments received at the two events at the apartment complex were overwhelmingly in favor of
the bridge. Several attendees rely solely on the bus system for transportation and indicated they
would use the bridge.

While the City believes this information was provided in the response quoted above, additional
detail on the City and County’s engagement impact on project outcomes was provided in the
response to Measure 6A, item 5:

Community engagement for this project began in 2000 and has continued through a series
of studies (the Coon Rapids Boulevard/East River Road Corridor Study (2010) and the Port
Riverwalk Master Plan (2013)) through the most recent events which occurred in February
and March of 2020. Throughout these past engagement events, including an additional
round of engagement related to the trail in 2018, residents expressed support for safer
boulevard crossings. Specifically, they came out in support of a grade-separated crossing,
based on concerns that children and senior citizens have a slower pace which makes at-
grade crossings a barrier to pedestrian activity. Thus, engagement related to the bridge
helped define the pedestrian-level improvements that the project could provide, like lighting
and greening along the corridor, and raise awareness among potential users of the benefits

of project.

The response to this measure clearly demonstrates that the engagement received from populations
within the project area directly influenced the design and expected outcomes of the project.

Additionally, sub-measure 2a requests, “Describe the project’s benefits to low-income populations,
people of color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly.” These benefits are partially
described in the response provided to sub-measure 1, above, but are also further described in the
response, quoted below:

Improving a critical junction in the regional trail system provides significant transportation
and recreational value along the entire corridor. The Coon Creek Regional Trail connects
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communities along Coon Rapids Boulevard with green spaces such as the Coon Rapids
Regional Dam, Erlandson Park and Bunker Hills Regional Park. The Rush Creek Regional
Trail and Mississippi River Regional Trail provide additional links to expansive greenway
systems. It also strengthens a key link to Mercy Hospital and the Anoka-Ramsey Community
College Coon Rapids campus, which are major employment and education centers in the
area. Providing a safe and convenient trail corridor encourages greater bicycle use for
transportation and recreation, along with the positive public health outcomes associated
with greater physical activity — such as reduced risk of cardiovascular disease and improved
mental health.

In combination with the demonstrated outcomes of outreach performed, the City requests the
reevaluation of this response due to the proven community desire for positive outcomes associated
with the project and the extensive outreach approach undertaken to reach these conclusions.

A final consideration for the reevaluation of these scores is that the timing of the most recent
engagement events were held in February and March of 2020, right before restrictions for in-person
meetings were initiated due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The City and County used their websites
and social media accounts to share the results of engagement and plans to do additional in-person
outreach when it is safe to do so, which includes a future engagement session at the High School.
Since the timing of future events is unknown, the City requests that the score be reevaluated to
acknowledge this hold on in-person events that restricts the sharing of both outreach opportunities
and the results of engagement to online-only means.

Reason for Re-Evaluation of Measure 7A — Cost Effectiveness: Total points awarded divided by
total project cost

The City requests consideration for a Federal fund request that is below the maximum allowable
amount. As we prepared the application for this project we intentionally reduced the Federal fund
request with the understanding that the cost effectiveness measure was related to the Federal fund
requested amount, not the total construction cost, which would make this application more competitive.
If the cost effectiveness score is removed from the scoring, the Coon Creek Regional Trail and Bridge
Over Coon Rapids Boulevard would move up 4 positions to #5 of 38. Without having an agreed upon
methodology for addressing Federal fund requests below the maximum allowable for the project, it is
not clear how our project would rank overall. However, it doesn’t seem that the formula or scoring
criteria reflects any benefit for a higher local match. There were only three other projects in the Multi-
Use Trail and Bicycle Facility category that requested less than the 80% maximum allowable, and this
project had the lowest Federal fund request percentage overall, at 51%.

Sincerely,

N

Mark C. Hansen
City Engineer
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Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities
Application 14062: City of Minnetonka

Multimodal Elements and Connections

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of two measures:
e 3A: Socio-Economic Equity (70 points)
e 5: Multimodal Elements and Connections (100 points)

3A: Socio-Economic Equity (70 points)
Measure Summary:

1. Sub-measure: Equity Population Engagement (0 to 30 points): Active engagement of low-income
populations, people of color, persons with disabilities, youth and the elderly. Engagement should
occur prior to and during a project’s development, with the intent to provide direct benefits to, or
solve, an expressed transportation issue, while also limiting and mitigating any negative impacts.

2. Equity Population Benefits and Impacts (0 to 40 points): Provide benefits and mitigate negative
impacts.

a. (0 to 40 points) Describe the project’s benefits to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly.

b. (-10 to 0 points) Describe any negative impacts to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly created by the project, along with
measures that will be taken to mitigate them. Negative impacts that are not adequately
mitigated can result in a reduction in points.

The application scored 18 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant highlights the nearby Chabad Center for Jewish Life and suggests that the scorer may not
have understood the impact of the project on that facility.

Scoring Review:
The scorer reviewed the application and the letter provided by the applicant and recommends the
following adjustments:

e Two additional points in “engagement with equity communities...” (so this part receives 5 of 9
points)

o Five additional points “general benefits to equity populations...” Their point about presuming
knowledge of the population is well-made and substantive. The scorer feels they should have seen
that connection.

e Five additional points in “Specific benefits to equity populations...” The scorer finds the related
point about pedestrian needs of the population compelling.

This brings the scorer’s recommended total addition of points to 12.
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5: Multimodal Elements and Connections (100 points)
Measure:
Discuss any transit or pedestrian elements that are included as part of the project and how they improve
the travel experience, safety, and security for users of these modes. Applicants should make sure that new
multimodal elements described in the response are accounted for as part of the cost estimate form earlier
in the application. Also, describe the existing transit and pedestrian connections. Furthermore, address
how the proposed bikeway project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., bicyclists, transit,
pedestrians, and vehicles). Applicants should note if there is no transit service in the project area and
identify supporting studies or plans that address why a mode may not be incorporated in the project. The
application scored 44 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant is asking for the scorer to revisit the score.

Scoring Review:

Among the five sub-measures the scorer used in the measure, 15 of the 30 points were lost in safety,
where the scorer felt other applicants did a much better job of addressing safety. Five points were lost in
each of three other sub-measures. The scorer recommends no change.
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14600 Minnetonka Blvd. | Minnetonka, MN 55345 | 952-939-8200 | minnetonkamn.gov

August 31, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos

Transportation Advisory Board

390 Robert Street North

St. Paul, MN 55101

Email: elaine.koutsoukos@metc.state.mn.us

RE: 2020 Regional Solicitation Re-evaluation Request
Hopkins Crossroad Multi-Use Trail - City of Minnetonka
Multi-Use Trail Category

Dear Ms. Koutsoukos,

The City of Minnetonka would like to appeal the score received for categories 3 and 5 for the Hopkins
Crossroad Multi-Use Trail project.

Category 3
The figures included with the application illustrate the Chabad Center for Jewish Life located along the

proposed facility and the Adath Jeshurun Congregation Synagogue located just east of the proposed
trail, well within the 1 mile travel area. Locations of these institutions are illustrated on the project
location map.

The project application notes that this trail benefits users of those institutions. The limited space and
requested scope in the application does not allow full elaboration on Judaic culture, and it must be
assumed that the scorers are familiar with Judaic religious beliefs. Judaic beliefs demand that only non-
motorized transportation be used on certain holidays throughout the year, which are the same Judaic
holidays when patrons of the Chabad and Synagogue must travel to/from those facilities. Furthermore,
the application notes there are no existing non-motorized facilities along Hopkins Crossroad, meaning
those users must currently use alternative routes, travel unsafely along the collector roadway, or violate
their religious beliefs. It is expected that not only a large number of the congregation will be traveling
from the neighborhoods in the vicinity of the trail to the Jewish community center but will also be
traveling to and from the place of worship in at Adath Jeshurun Congregation Synagogue, labeled on the
submitted map as a point of interest.

The score received in this segment of the application suggests the scorers may not have understood

these aspects of Judaic culture and the facility, which were considered in the citywide trail prioritization
also identified in the application, and therefore it is requested the score in this category be re-evaluated.
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Category 5
At multiple locations in the project application identifies the following:

1. Existing unimproved transit stops to be improved by the project (see category 5 response,
project layout figures)

2. Construction of a multi-use trail for benefit of bicyclists and pedestrians (see all category
responses, project layout figures, project location map)

3. Completion of a continuous bikeable shoulder to mitigate 11 locations where it is eliminated or
transitioned into a turn lane for benefit of advanced cyclists (see category 4 response, project
layout typical sections)

4. Completion of a multi-use trail connection to the Station 73 Metro Transit Park & Ride for transit
users (see category 5 response, project location map). This station is observed to be one of the
highest used park and rides in the metro area.

5. Retaining all vehicular lanes and allowing retrofit of a coordinated turnlane improvement at
Hopkins Crossroad / Mill Run (see project layout figures, letter of support from Hennepin
County)

Additionally, the Category 5 response details the benefit of making this critical north-south connection.

As referenced above for locating in the application, the project proposes to make improvements that
will benefit pedestrians, lesser abled cyclists, advanced cyclists, and transit users, all without detriment
to vehicular travel. It is unclear how these benefits to all user groups as well as the gaps closed as noted
would not cause this project score relatively high with respect to Multimodal Elements and Connections,
and therefore it is requested this score be re-evaluated.

Attachments
The following attachments are included with this re-evaluation request:
e Project Layout Figures 1 -8 (8 pages)
e Project Layout Figure 9 - Typical Sections (1 page)
e Project Location Map (1 page)
e Hennepin County Letter of Support (1 page)

These are the same respective attachments included with the application. Notation has been added to
emphasize previously identified information relative to content identified in this letter that the scorers
may not have noticed while originally scoring the application.

Thank you for your consideration of this re-evaluation request.

Sincerely,

Carol HejlStone, Park & Trail Planner
City of Minnetonka
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HOPKINS CROSSROADS TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS

Proposed Trail Layouts: Figure 2
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HOPKINS CROSSROADS TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS

Proposed Trail Layouts: Figure 3 BOLTON
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HOPKINS CROSSROADS TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS

Proposed Trail Layouts: Figure 7
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HOPKINS CROSSROADS TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS

Proposed Trail Layouts: Figure 8
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HOPKINS CROSSROADS TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS

City of Minnetonka

Typical Sections: Figure 9
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HENNEPIN COUNTY

MINNESOTA

April 30, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos - TAB Coordinator
Metropolitan Council

390 North Robert Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Support for 2020 Regional Solicitation Application
CSAH 73 (Hopkins Crossroad) Multi-Use Trail Project
From Cedar Lake Road to Wayzata Boulevard (south junction)

Dear Ms. Koutsoukos,

Hennepin County has been notified that the City of Minnetonka is submitting an application for funding as
part of the 2020 Regional Solicitation through the Metropolitan Council. The proposed project is the CSAH
73 (Hopkins Crossroad) Multi-Use Trail Project as identified in the city's Parks, Open Space, and Tail Plan
along with the city’s Draft 2019 Trail Improvement Plan.

The project will provide a multi-use trail along CSAH 73 (Hopkins Crossroad) to improve safety and mobility
for people walking and biking. Hennepin County supports this funding application and acknowledges that
the project aligns with the Hennepin County 2040 Bicycle Transportation Plan. In addition, Hennepin County
will operate and maintain the roadway facilities along CSAH 73 (Hopkins Crossroad) for the useful life of
improvements.

At this time, Hennepin County has no funding programmed in its 2020-2024 Transportation Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) for this project. Therefore, county staff is currently unable to commit county
cost participation in this project. However, we request that the City of Minnetonka continues to include
county staff as part of the design process to ensure project success. We look forward to working together
to improve safety and mobility for people walking and biking along CSAH 73 (Hopkins Crossroad).

Sincerely,

Conia— Smrne

Carla Stueve, P.E.,, P.T.O.E.
Transportation Project Delivery Director and County Engineer

cc: Chad Ellos, P.E., P.T.O.E. — Transportation Planning Division Manager

Hennepin County Transportation Project Delivery
7009 York Avenue South, MN 55435 (Temporary)
612-596-0241 | hennepin.us

2020-28;


mikewa
Highlight
The project will provide a multi-use trail along CSAH 73 (Hopkins Crossroad) to improve safety and mobility 
for people walking and biking. Hennepin County supports this funding application and acknowledges that 
the project aligns with the Hennepin County 2040 Bicycle Transportation Plan.


Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities
Application 14097: City of Burnsville

New Multiuse Trail on Nicollet Avenue from TH 13 to CSAH 32
(Cliff Rd)

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of Measure 5: Multimodal Elements and Connections (100 points)

Measure:

Discuss any transit or pedestrian elements that are included as part of the project and how they improve
the travel experience, safety, and security for users of these modes. Applicants should make sure that new
multimodal elements described in the response are accounted for as part of the cost estimate form earlier
in the application. Also, describe the existing transit and pedestrian connections. Furthermore, address
how the proposed bikeway project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., bicyclists, transit,
pedestrians, and vehicles). Applicants should note if there is no transit service in the project area and
identify supporting studies or plans that address why a mode may not be incorporated in the project. The
application scored 70 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant examined the five sub-measures from the rubric the scorer used and compared them to the
highest-scoring project. The applicant suggested that three of those sub-measures (traveler experience,
security, and connection) compared more favorably to the other application and requested re-examination.

Scoring Review:
The scorer reviewed each of the three sub-measures and stated that other applications met their objectives
better.

e Security (received 5 out of 10 points): While the application does allow separation from vehicular
traffic, points were reduced due to the crossing at TH 13. At busy TH/intersections/etc., a
deduction was added for lack of comfort.

e Connections (15 out of 30): Only applications that with existing facilities could receive the
maximum of 30 pts. This project received the max 15 points because it serves a strong
transportation connection (i.e., connections to transit, employment vs more recreational use).
Projects without existing connections are creating more “new” connections.

e Traveler Experience (10 out of 20): Projects that received more points captured improved comfort
for non-motorized users, such as pleasant, or scenic routes, boulevards to increase separation
between modes, etc. The applicant could have further described comfort of crossings from the
existing sidewalk on the west side to the new multiuse trail. The applicant only highlights the
crossing at TH 13, which is not exceedingly comfortable for non-motorized. There was also no
identification of streetscaping elements that would improve the user experience, such as lighting,
benches, beautification elements, etc., which would have improved their score.

The scorer recommends no change.
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City Of .
Burnsville

"/ 100 Civic Center Parkway e Burnsville, Minnesota 55337-3817

www.burnsville.org

August 31, 2020
Ms. Elaine Koutsoukos

Metropolitan Council - Transportation Advisory Board
390 Robert Street North
St Paul, MN 55101

August 31, 2020

Dear Ms. Koutsoukos,

On behalf of the City of Burnsville, | am respectfully asking you, your staff and the TAC Funding and
Programming Committee to review the scoring that was completed for the city’s Multiuse Trail Along Nicollet
Avenue between TH 13 and CSAH 32 grant application in the Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities category. In
reading the scoring notes and methodology of the reviewer, we believe the project may not have been given full
credit for some of the security, connections and integration provided. We are specifically asking staff and the
Funding and Programming Committee review the scoring for Question 5 — Multimodal Elements and
Connections.

The scoring methodology in Question 5 indicates this criterion measures how the project improves the travel
experience, safety, and security for other modes of transportations, provides strong connections, and addresses
the safe integration of these modes. The applicant is requested to discuss any transit or pedestrian elements
that are included as part of the project and how they improve the travel experience, safety, and security for
users of these modes. Applicants are to describe the existing transit and pedestrian connections and address
how the proposed bikeway project safely integrates all modes of transportation.

The proposed project, as noted in several locations within the application, (including in Question 5, the project
description, under disadvantaged populations, affordable housing access, and gaps closed/barriers removed)
provides connections to a high-density area with jobs, access to existing MVTA transit facilities, the future
Orange line BRT, and the RBTN. The project includes intersection improvements, median treatments, ADA
improvements, and access to the existing and future Orange line BRT.

The highest scoring project received the following breakdown of points:

1. Travel experience — 20 points. The project was noted as having good streetscape elements and
boulevards which add comfort to trail users.

2. Safety — 30 points. The project was noted as having added crossing enhancements and separation
elements.

3. Security — 10 points. The reviewer noted that the project provided good separation from arterial traffic,
should provide feeling of security for uses.
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4. Connections — 30 points. It was stated that the project had a strong transportation purpose.
5. Integration — 10 points. It was noted that ADA considerations were included, close connections to
proposed future Blue Line BRT station.

The city’s project received the following points and notes for its sub-scores.

1. Traveler experience — 10 points. The reviewer noted that there was added convenience with shared-use
facility access to transit center, not much description of streetscaping elements.

We agree that the project does not have much description in terms of streetscaping, but the project
provides separation with a boulevard that enhances user experience over walking/biking along Nicollet
Avenue under existing conditions. Additionally, the project includes a pedestrian refuge and median
safety features which should also improve traveler experience. Presently pedestrians and bicyclists must
cross multiple lanes of traffic without such assistance. Clearly the proposed improvement should enhance
user experience.

We believe that the scoring for this sub-category is low.

2. Safety — 30 points. The reviewer noted the pedestrian refuge & median safety features, improved
crossings at TH 13.

We appreciate the reviewer acknowledging these improvements and the role that they play in the overall
safety of the improvement.

3. Security — 5 points. The reviewer noted that the bicyclists and pedestrians are separate from traffic, but
still close on busy TH.

We are unsure why the project would lose points due to its proximity to TH 13. Yes, the user must to
cross the highway if they are going to the future Orange line station or are coming from that direction
and going to the existing MVTA transit facility. The pedestrians and bicyclists are not travelling with the
highway traffic, and they will have crossings with pedestrian signals when they do so, so there should not
be a safety or security problem. The crossing of the highway is a very small portion of the project. The
rest of the project provides boulevard buffers (which cannot be provided at an at-grade highway
crossing).

We believe the scoring for this sub-category is low.

4. Connections — 15 points. The reviewer noted that the project has a clear transportation purpose,
improves access to RBTN and employments centers, and has a sidewalk on the west side of the corridor.
The project is noted as having better/at least as good as project connections as the highest-scoring

project. In addition to being noted as having a clear transportation purpose (like the highest scoring
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project), it was noted as having connections to the RBTN and employment centers. We would also like to
note that connections to the existing transit center were not acknowledged in the review, nor were
future connections to the Orange line BRT station at the southern end of the project. We believe that
these connections should be acknowledged. It would be consistent with the scores provided for the
highest-scoring project as well as other projects scoring 20 points or more.

Typically the scorer noted clear/strong transportation purpose on projects that had 20 points or more,
along with notations regarding connections for the RBTN and/or transit facilities — including the future
gold line BRT. We believe that this project should score higher in this subcategory. Some projects
receiving 30 points were only noted as having connections to other trails. The Burnsville project links to
other trails, multiple transit facilities, the RBTN network and employment areas. These elements are all
noted in Question 5 as well as in the project description.

5. Integration — 10 points. The review noted connection to Burnsville transit, ADA improvements identified.

We appreciate the acknowledgement of the existing transit facility and ADA improvements. The project
also includes integration with the Orange line BRT stop.

Thank you for the opportunity to request a review of our scores on Question 5. We believe that our project
addressed many of the comments that were received on other projects in the scorer’s review and that the final
scoring was not reflective of our project’s multimodal elements. If you have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at Ryan.Peterson@burnsvillemn.gov or at 952-895-4459.

Sincerely,

Ryan Peterson

Ryan Peterson, PE
Public Works Director
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Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities
Application 14367: City of Woodbury

Woodbury Gold Line Station Trail and Pedestrian Connections

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of Measure 3A: Benefits and outreach to disadvantaged populations (70
points)

Measure Summary:

1. Sub-measure: Equity Population Engagement (0 to 30 points): Active engagement of low-income
populations, people of color, persons with disabilities, youth and the elderly. Engagement should
occur prior to and during a project’s development, with the intent to provide direct benefits to, or
solve, an expressed transportation issue, while also limiting and mitigating any negative impacts.

2. Equity Population Benefits and Impacts (0 to 40 points): Provide benefits and mitigate negative
impacts.

a. (0 to 40 points) Describe the project’s benefits to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly.

b. (-10 to 0 points) Describe any negative impacts to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly created by the project, along with
measures that will be taken to mitigate them. Negative impacts that are not adequately
mitigated can result in a reduction in points.

The application scored 22 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant suggests that the scorer may not have recognized some of the needs for the connections the
project is being created. The applicant also stated that another project connected with the Gold Line
received more points (project not named) in this category. That assertion is related to the outreach piece
(30 of 70 points in the measure).

Scoring Review:
The scorer recommends adding seven points for the following sub-criteria:
e “Describing demographics/types of equity populations”. The scoresheet left this blank due to an
omission (add two points).
e “Ability to identify, connect and describe benefits”. The description of the connection to
employment and other uses is more compelling than the scorer had originally caught. (add five
points).
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tta,

8301 Valley Creek Road * Woodbury, MN 55125-3330 * woodburymn.gov
651-714-3500 » TDD 651-714-3568 *« FAX 651-714-3501

August 31, 2020

TO: Elaine Koutsoukos
Transportation Advisory Board

FROM: Tony Kutzke
City Engineer

City of Woodbury

SUBJECT: City of Woodbury Gold Line Station Trail & Pedestrian Connections Application 14367 —

Scoring Appeal

The City of Woodbury would like to appeal a score received for the Gold Line Connections application

submitted to the 2020 Multiuse Trail category solicitation. Specifics are as follows:

1. Gold Line Station Trail & Pedestrian Connections
a. Application Category: Multiuse Trails
b. Criteria 3A:

1.

The scorer may not have understood from the application that the need for
these connections was shared and reciprocated by the community in three
high effort and profile planning processes including the Gold Line BRT,
2040 City Comprehensive Plan update, and the Woodbury Stations
BRTOD Masterplan outreach. The Gold Line effort itself held six in-
person opportunities within the City of Woodbury and included multi-
lingual materials and surveys.

Another multiuse category application also and solely conducted
engagement through Gold Line outreach efforts and scored significantly
more points in the same measure. The only notable difference was that the
other, higher scoring application, only discussed engagement through the
Gold Line efforts and then discussed the populations living near the
project area while Woodbury’s application utilized the 1400-charcater
limit to highlight three inclusive engagement processes and how the
multiple efforts engaged equity populations. A significant point difference
in this case seems inconsistent and in need for more clarity regarding the
measure.

The City of Woodbury is grateful for your time and consideration and the opportunity to apply for
Regional Solicitation funds.

O ) Ke>—

Tony Kutzke
City Engineer
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Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities
Application 14290: City of Arden Hills
Mounds View High School Trail Project

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of Measure 4A: Gaps closed/barriers removed and/or continuity
between jurisdictions improved by the project (100 points)

Measure Summary:

This is a two-part measure. The application receives the best score awarded out of the below two
elements:

1. Qualitative assessment of project narrative discussing how the project will close a bicycle
network gap, create a new or improved physical bike barrier crossing, and/or improve continuity
and connections between jurisdictions. Specifically, describe how the project would accomplish
the following: Close a transportation network gap, provide a facility that crosses or circumvents a
physical barrier, and/or improve continuity or connections between jurisdictions.

2. Major River Barrier Crossings / Inclusion in Regional Bicycle Barrier Crossing Improvement
Area:

a. Tier 1 Regional Bicycle Barrier Crossing Improvement Area segments & any Major
River Bicycle Barrier Crossings: (1 (100 Points)
Tier 2 Regional Bicycle Barrier Crossing Improvement Area segments: [1 (75 Points)
Tier 3 Regional Bicycle Barrier Crossing Improvement Area segments: [1 (50 Points)
Crossings of non-tiered Regional Bicycle Barrier segments: [ (25 Points)

e. No improvements to barrier crossings [ (0 Points)
The application was awarded 60 points based on its score in part 1. Zero points were awarded in part 2.

oo o

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant challenges the 60 points in part 1 by reiterating points discussed in the project description

(nearby school enrollment) along with some outreach conducted and that the trail’s extension will help
make a connection over I-35W.

Scoring Review:
The scorer for part 1 awarded 60 points and noted that the application would have been clearer had it
shown maps. Additionally, the text was general connections. The scorer recommends no change.
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~ARDEN HILLS

August 31, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos
Transportation Advisory Board
390 Robert Street North

St. Paul, MN 55101

Subject: Re-evaluation for Regional Solicitation Application
ID # 14290, Mounds View High School Trail

Dear Ms. Koutsoukos:

The City of Arden Hills requests a re-evaluation of the score for the Mounds View High School Trail Regional
Solicitation Application (ID#14290). Specifically, the score of 60 under category 4A Safety to close gaps,
remove barriers, and improve continuity between jurisdictions.

The following elements of the application are highlighted for your consideration.

1. The application describes how the proposed project would address a critical safety issue related to the
missing trail section along Snelling Avenue North (CSAH 76). The trail segment would improve safe
pedestrian connections for Mounds View High School (Enrollment 1,794), Bethel University
(Enrollment 4,500) and Valentine Hills Elementary (Enrollment 642).

2. The application described that the City’s 2040 comprehensive planning process included input from
residents regarding the missing trail segments. The proposed trail project forms an important
connection within the larger regional trail network. Residents with children who walk to school or
driving to drop their students off at school are concerned about the students walking in the street,
especially during the winter months. While this group represented all residents, it was especially
worrisome to low income families without the means to have their children drive to school.

3. The project maps indicate that this proposed trail project extends the community trail system along
Snelling Avenue North and Lake Valentine Road, linking to the existing trail segment extending over
Interstate I-35W and connecting to the City of New Brighton. 1-35W is considered a major pedestrian
barrier that limits opportunities for pedestrian crossings between the cities of Arden Hills and New
Brighton.

The City of Arden Hills would appreciate your reconsideration of the score for category 4A related to the
subject application. If you have any questions, please contact me at 651-792-7800.

Sincerely,

Dave Perrault
City Administrator

City of Arden Hills
1245 West Highway 96 = Arden Hills Minnesota 55112
Phone 651.792.7800
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Pedestrian Facilities
Application 14288: City of Chaska

City of Chaska Highway 41 Pedestrian Improvements in Historic
Downtown Chaska

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of two measures:

e 3A: Socio-Economic Equity (70 points)
e 5: Multimodal Facilities and Existing Connections (150 points)

3A: Socio-Economic Equity (70 points)
Measure Summary:

1. Sub-measure: Equity Population Engagement (0 to 30 points): Active engagement of low-income
populations, people of color, persons with disabilities, youth and the elderly. Engagement should
occur prior to and during a project’s development, with the intent to provide direct benefits to, or
solve, an expressed transportation issue, while also limiting and mitigating any negative impacts.

2. Equity Population Benefits and Impacts (0 to 40 points): Provide benefits and mitigate negative
impacts.

a. (0 to 40 points) Describe the project’s benefits to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly.

b. (-10 to 0 points) Describe any negative impacts to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly created by the project, along with
measures that will be taken to mitigate them. Negative impacts that are not adequately
mitigated can result in a reduction in points.

The application scored 20 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:

The applicant is asking for a revisit of the engagement component of the score (for which the application
scored 4.75/30) based on outreach held in low-income areas as well as additional information provided in
the outreach portion of the Risk Assessment. The applicant cites its “Circle the Brick Trail” application in
the Multi-use Trails and Bicycle Facilities category, which scored better despite being part of the same
engagement process. The applicant is also asking for a revisit of the benefits component of the score (for
which the application scored 15/40).

Scoring Review:

The scorer reviewed the appeal and application and does not feel that anything was missed. Note that the
scorer for this category was a different person than the scorer for the Multiuse Trails and Bicycle
Facilities category (where the Circle the Brick Trail was scored). While each scorer may have had
different interpretations from each other, they are consistent within their own application category. For
example, the scorer in the Pedestrian category awarded an average of 25.9 points while the Multiuse
Trails and Bicycle Facilities scorer awarded an average of 34.5 points. To adjust this project’s score based
on another category would be unfair to the other projects in the Pedestrian category. The scorer
recommends no change.
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5: Multimodal Facilities and Existing Connections (150 points)
Measure:
Discuss any transit or bicycle elements that are included as part of the project and how they improve the
travel experience, safety, and security for users of these modes. Applicants should make sure that new
multimodal elements described in the response are accounted for as part of the cost estimate form earlier
in the application. Also, describe the existing transit and bicycle connections. Furthermore, address how
the proposed pedestrian facility project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., pedestrians,
transit, bicyclists, and vehicles). Applicants should note if there is no transit service in the project area and
identify supporting studies or plans that address why mode may not be incorporated into the project. The
application scored 23 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant suggests that the reviewer may not have understood various benefits included within the
response.

Scoring Review:
The scorer said that 60 of the 150 points possible were not attainable, as there is no transit. The scorer
recommends no change.
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Chaska

August 28, 2020

Metropolitan Council
Attn: Elaine Koutsoukos, TAB Coordinator
390 North Robert Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota
55101

SUBJECT: City of Chaska Highway 41 Pedestrian Improvements in Historic Downtown Chaska
Application 14288 — Scoring Appeal

The City of Chaska would like to appeal a score received for the following criteria and sub
measures as part of our Pedestrian Facilities application submission. Specifics are as follows:

Category: Pedestrian Facilities
Criteria 3A:
A score of 20/70 for equity engagement is not reflective of the extensive and inclusive

engagement directly related to this project that resulted in a community led vision for the
‘Highway 41 corridor in Downtown Chaska and the 2017 APA Partnership in Planning Award.

"~ The engagement efforts for our Circle the Brick multiuse trail application were conducted within
the Highway 41 project process presented in this application. Yet the Circle the Brick application
-scored 19 paints higher than the Highway 41 pedestrian facilities application, highlighting some
possible inconsistencies. _

‘The reviewer, for the Highway 41 pedestrian facilities application, may have overlooked that
" more than. 100 public and stakeholder meetings over 2.5 years was an extensive time and
opportunity allotting technique to conduct face to face engagement with representation of all
- -.populations at stake and in benefit of this project. As noted, notifications of public
opportunities, both in person and online, reached nearby affordable living areas and low-income
- populations. With a.1400-character limit to respond to the years of engagement efforts within
-~ Measure A/Sub Measure 1, the response to Sub Measure 2 should also be considered to give
- the reviewer a comprehensive understanding of the populations engaged and benefited. The
- 1400-character limit does also not allow opportunity to highlight information shown in the
- affordable housing section that shares the commitment set forth by the City of Chaska to
“provide a variety of affordable -housing options. Measure A/Sub Measure 1 states to map the
. . location of low-income and other EJ populations, yet does not provide opportunity to attach
- such:map until reaching Measure B/Part 1 inferring the need for a reviewer to cross reference
measures to comprehensively score a response.

City Of Chaska Minnesota  one City Hall Plaza 55318-1962 Phone 952/448-9200 www.chaskamn.com
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Criteria 5:
The reviewer may have not understood that the city’s multimodal response responds to travel

experience, safety, and mobility improvements for each possible mode that can be addressed in
this measure. This includes pedestrians, bicyclists, connection to existing and future transit, and
passenger vehicles while still accommodating a high level of heavy commercial truck traffic on a
tier three truck corridor. As described in the response the increased user experience will not
only be provided at a local level but a vast regional level as well. Highway 41 is one of few
trunk highways and designated truck corridors that also traverse a downtown main street in the
metro-area. Highway 41 is also one of few river crossings in the southwest metro area. In a
constrained downtown trunk highway corridor this project addresses the safety and mobility

needs of each user to the highest extent possible.

‘Thank you for your time and consideration. The City of Chaska appreciates the opportunity to
apply for.Regional Solicitation funds and provide clarity in our application responses.

evin|Ring f
ommunity Development Director
City of Chaska
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Safe Routes to School
Application 14045: Minneapolis

Green Central Safe Routes to School Improvements

Request:
Applicant requested re-evaluation of three measures:

e 1B: Completion of Safe Routes to School plan or local plan (100 points)
e 4A: Barriers overcome or gaps filled (100 points)
e 4B: Deficiencies corrected or safety problems addressed (150 points)

1B: Completion of Safe Routes to School (SRTS) plan or local plan (100 points)
Measure:
Confirm that the project is consistent with an adopted SRTS plan. 100 points are to be awarded when the
project is specifically named in an adopted SRTS plan and 75 points are to be awarded if the project is
consistent with such a plan. For meeting the latter, the application scored 75 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant is asking for the full 100 points because it was recently awarded funding to create a SRTS
plan.

Scoring Review:

The lens being applied in awarding of the full 100 points was that a SRTS plan informed the project. The
language states that 100 points is awarded if “the project is specifically named in an adopted Safe Routes
to School plan,” which is not the case. Therefore, the scorer recommends no change.

4A: Barriers overcome or gaps filled (100 points)
Measure:
Reference the “Project to RBTN Orientation” map generated at the beginning of the application process.
Discuss how the project will overcome barriers (i.e., bridge or tunnel), fill gaps, or connects system
segments in the pedestrian/bicycle network serving a K-12 school. The applicant should include a
description of barriers and gap improvements for the project in context with the existing bicycle or
pedestrian network serving the school(s). If the project is crossing or circumventing a barrier (e.g., river,
stream, railroad corridor, freeway, or multi-lane highway), the applicant should describe the magnitude of
the barrier (number of lanes, average daily traffic, posted speed, etc.) and how the proposed project will
improve travel across or around that barrier. The description should include distance to and condition of
the nearest parallel crossing of the barrier, including the presence or absence of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, number of lanes, average daily traffic, and posted speed limit. The application scored 40 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant generally felt that a better score was warranted, due to the high-traffic roadways with which
the proposed project interacts.

Scoring Review:

This project is not as far along in development as most of the other projects being applied for. While the
barriers are cited, information on how they will be overcome is lacking. The scorer does not feel that
anything was missed nor that any errors were made in the original review. Therefore, the scorer
recommends no change.
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4B: Deficiencies corrected or safety problems addressed (150 points)
Measure:
Discuss how the project will correct existing deficiencies or address an identified safety or security
problem on the facility or within the project site. Address how these improvements will make bicycling
and walking to the school a safer and appealing transportation alternative. Include any available project
site-related safety data (e.g. crash data, number of conflict points to be eliminated by the project by type
of conflict (bicyclist/pedestrian, bicyclist/vehicle, pedestrian/vehicle, and vehicle/vehicle)) to demonstrate
the magnitude of the existing safety problem. Where available, use of local crash data for the project
length is highly encouraged. Crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians should be reported for the latest
available10-year period. As part of the response, demonstrate that the project improvements will reduce
the crash potential and provide a safer environment (by referencing crash reduction factors or safety
studies) and/or correct a deficiency. Qualitative data from parent surveys, other internal survey data, or
stakeholder engagement supporting the safety/security improvements or deficiencies should also be
addressed. The application scored 100 points.

Applicant’s Challenge:
The applicant generally felt that a better score was warranted, focusing particularly on the project’s
location near equity populations.

Scoring Review:

This project is not as far along in development as most of the other projects. Points were difficult to award
here because while potential treatments are under consideration, the application does not point to planned
improvements as well as other applications. The scorer does not feel that anything was missed nor that
any errors were made in the original review. Therefore, the scorer recommends no change.
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Public Works
J 350 S. Fifth St. - Room 239

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Minneapolis

City of Lakes www.minneapolismn.gov

August 31, 2020

Elaine Koutsoukos

Transportation Advisory Board

390 Robert Street North

St. Paul, MN 55101

Email: elaine.koutsoukos@metc.state.mn.us

Dear Elaine Koutsoukos,

The City of Minneapolis is requesting that the Transportation Advisory Board re-evaluate the Green
Central Safe Route to School application (14045) for the following reasons:

=  Section 1B: In Spring 2020, Green Central Elementary School was awarded a MnDOT Safe Routes
to School Planning Grant. This is explained in our application in section 5A: “In spring 2020,
Minneapolis Public Schools was awarded a SRTS planning grant for Green Central Elementary.
Planning activities are anticipated to be complete in summer and fall 2020 and will include a
parent survey. The planning work to be completed as part of this grant will help inform the Green
Central SRTS infrastructure project and will help facilitate conversations with key stakeholders in
relation to this project.”

As a new scoring criterion within the Safe Routes to School application, this score does not
consider recently awarded planning grants that would allow the applicant to concurrently
complete a plan with a funded project. This further highlights the project’s ability to immediately
implement major components of an adopted plan that align with Safe Routes to School program
elements, leading to a more efficient planning process for this project.

= Section 4A: This project will address several major barriers for students along the project route,
such as high-volume streets and High Injury Streets — streets where crashes are more likely to
result in severe injury or death as identified by Minneapolis’ Vision Zero Action Plan. This project
route crosses four High Injury Streets, highlighted below. Safety improvements are planned at
each of these intersections as part of this project:

East Lake Street (A-Minor Augmentor; 17,100 AADT)
Portland Avenue (A-Minor Reliever; 9,000 AADT)
Park Avenue (A-Minor Reliever; 8,200 AADT)

East 31st Street (Major Collector; 7,100 AADT)

O O O O

This project also intersects three RBTN Tier 1 Alignments (see Appendix E) — Portland Avenue,
Park Avenue, and the Midtown Greenway which has approximately 3,000 people walking and
biking — in this area daily and provides a direct connection to the regional trail network. This
project will also connect to the Andersen Safe Routes to School project which continues the goals
of building out the City’s Walking Routes for Youth network and providing students with safe
routes to walk or bike to school, parks and navigate their neighborhoods.
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Section 4B: Equity is essential to our Minneapolis’ Vision Zero work, and this project specifically,
as traffic crashes disproportionately impact people in neighborhoods with lower incomes, Native
American residents, and people walking and bicycling. This project is rooted in our Vision Zero
work — aiming to address significant traffic safety barriers and working to provide more equitable
outcomes for communities that are disproportionately impacted by High Injury Streets, such as
Lake Street. Green Central Elementary School and this project route is located within a low-
income community with the majority of Phillips community being composed of Black, Indigenous,
or people of color (see Section 3A), a population who has historically been overrepresented in
severe injury and fatal crashes. In Minneapolis, Indigenous people are about 1% of the
Minneapolis population, but were 9% of fatal bicycle and pedestrian and 8% of fatal vehicle
crashes in the studied period. Everyone should be safe no matter their background, where they
live, or how they get around. We are working to address that as part of our Vision Zero work.

As outlined in the project description, this project is proposing traffic safety treatments to help
encourage safer travel speeds along the corridor, treatments to narrow the roadway at
intersections in order to decrease the crossing distance, improve pedestrian visibility, upgrading
traffic control devices to provide pedestrian crossing priority, including lighting to improve
visibility and security, and installing missing sidewalk and trail segments to close gaps in the
bicycle and pedestrian network. The goal of each of these treatments is to reduce the number of
crashes along this route, to provide a safe, low-stress route for students and community members
alike, and to ensure more equitable safety outcomes for this neighborhood which is bound by
High Injury Streets in all directions.

Thank you for re-evaluating our application and consideration.

Sincerely,

ﬁh? %W

Amy Morgan

Cc:

Jenifer Hager - Minneapolis, TAC Representative
Nathan Koster - Minneapolis, Funding and Programming Representative
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2. 2020-31: Program Year Extension Request — City of St. Paul Minnehaha Avenue Safety
Improvements

Barbeau said that the City of Saint Paul received $1,080,000 from the 2018 Highway Safety
Improvement Program (HSIP) solicitation to fund signal safety improvements on Minnehaha
Avenue East from Forest Street North to Ruth Street North. The city is requesting and extension
of the program year from 2022 to 2023 so that the project can remain consistent with the
construction of another project.

Randy Newton from the City of Saint Paul said that the extension request is meant to reflect its
connection to a MnDOT mill-and-overlay project that has been moved from 2022 to 2023.

Motion: It was moved by Brown and seconded by Pieper to recommend approval of the request.
The motion was approved unanimously via roll-call vote with Ellis having left the meeting

3. 2020-32: 220 Regional Solicitation — Arterial Bush Rapid Transit Project Selection Timeline
Revision

Peterson said that the Metro Transit is requesting extension of the project selection for the
arterial bus rapid transit (ABRT) project selection from December 2020 to April 2021. This would
be $25 million for the F-Line ABRT project.

Charles Carlson provided a presentation on “Network Next,” a 20-year vision for Metro Transit's
future, which includes bus rapid Transit (BRT) prioritization. He indicated that the delay enables
time for engagement.

Stinson pointed out that other Regional Salicitation applications are not able to complete
additional engagement before funding is awarded. Oehme asked that Carlson describe the
public engagement that is planned. Carlson replied that an online survey and direct outreach to
riders are planned; the plan for the latter is still being developed.

Koster asked how this effort aligns with the Blue Line and Riverview Corridors. Carlson replied
that Metro Transit will be connecting with stakeholders.

Bartling asked what would happen if the F-Line does not use the entire $25 million. Carlson said
that the entire amount will most likely be used. Peterson said that in such an event, over
programming could be reduced or the funding could be put toward another project.

MOTION: It was moved by Koster and seconded by Hiniker to allow a timeline extension of
project selection in the ABRT project funding category from December 2020 to April 2021 and to
include $25 million for the F-Line ABRT.

VI.  INFORMATION
1. Draft Regional Solicitation Scores

Barbeau shared the preliminary scores for each of the 11 competitive funding categories in the
2020 Regional Salicitation.

Stenson, who chaired the Roadway Reconstruction and Spot Mobility category suggested that
the truck tier corridor measure could be re-examined in the category, given the smaller size of
the projects being applied for. She said that negative numbers in the air quality scoring created
a challenge. She said that roundabouts were prevalent in the category and that they are
different from other project types. She added that cost effectiveness was more impactful than
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usual given the smaller cost of the applications being applied for. Barbeau said that the negative
air-quality projects have been a challenge because scoring committee meetings because
awarding negative points to the worst project can lead to positive points for neutral or even
negative projects.

Turner Bargen asked whether a separate bicycle/pedestrian bridge category had ever been
used or could be considered. Barbeau said that a separate category had never been used and
that it is something that could be considered. Hiniker added that there is a lot of flexibility for
categorizing pedestrian projects and there may need to be reconsideration. He also stated that
pedestrian needs are not a key part of the Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities category.

Hiniker pointed out that the top-scoring project in each of the two transit categories is a bus
rapid transit (BRT) project. The Regional Solicitation only allows for one BRT project to be
selected from these categories.

VII. OTHER BUSINESS
None.

VIll.  ADJOURNMENT
It was moved by Kosluchar and seconded by Auge to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously
via voice vote and the meeting was adjourned.

Joe Barbeau
Recording Secretary
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Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

Information Iltem

DATE: September 10, 2020

TO: TAC Funding and Programming Committee

PREPARED BY:  Steve Peterson, Manager of TAB/TAC Process (651-602-1819)
SUBJECT: Draft 2020 HSIP Solicitation Scores, Rankings, and Funding

BACKGROUND: The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is a core federal program
designed to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public
roads, including non-state-owned public roads and roads on tribal lands. HSIP requires a data-
driven, strategic approach to improving safety on all public roads that focuses on performance.
Project funding is not limited to highway projects and can include improvements for other
modes. In fact, changes were made to the application this funding cycle to emphasize
pedestrian safety, similar to the Regional Solicitation. In order to obligate HSIP funds, the state
must develop, implement, and update a Strategic Highway Safety Plan and produce a program
of projects.

During the summer of 2020, MnDOT conducted a solicitation and 49 project applications were
evaluated by a team of transportation professionals, representing city, county, regional, and
state agencies. Projects were given a score of between 0 and 1,000 points and are ranked from
the highest-scoring project to the lowest-scoring project. Projects were scored based on the
criteria outlined in the HSIP application.

The project scores, ranking, and 26 projects recommended for funding by the HSIP scoring
committee are in the attached tables and maps. Projects with specific pedestrian safety
improvements are highlighted in green in the attached project descriptions column of the table.
If approved, the projects will be included in the 2022-2025 TIP to be released for public
comment in June 2021. The proposed program shows a total budget of approximately $31.6
million.

With guidance and recommendation from its technical committees, the TAB’s role is to approve
the HSIP application materials and select projects in the 7-county metropolitan area to be
awarded HSIP funds. An action item on the HSIP project selection will be presented to the TAC
Funding & Programming Committee alongside the Regional Solicitation project funding at the
November 19, 2020, meeting.

390 North Robert St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1805 (651) 602-1000 Fax (651) 602-1739



2024 | 2025 HSIP Projects (Proactive)

9/1/2020

The projects down to red line are proposed to be funded: HSIP FUNDING POINTS
T+ L . Correctable Crash Ped and
5 Submitting . . L original HSIP | 5055 pys1p | 2023 HSIP | 2024 HsIP | 2025 Hsip | -0¢2 TOTAL | connection| Cost per | "L "5 Pl 10 i carion| P OF | e | TOTAL | 2
% Agency Roadway Location Project Description Amount § Awarded | $ Awarded | $ Awarded | $ Awarded Match PROJECT | to SHSP [exposure Crashes Factor a Plan Safety POINTS | &
& Requested (10%) COST (100) (300) (100) (200) (200) (100) (1,000) |
98th St at Xerxes Ave, Ped safety improvements, refuge island, bump
P2 Bloomington 3 locations Lyndale Ave at 96th St, outs, overhead mast arms, RRFB's, LED $331,200 $331,200 $36,800 | $368,000 100 300 14 171 200 100 885 (P2
Old Shakopee Road at 3rd Ave lighting, ADA upgrades
pp1| Washington 1 ~q)i15 | from CSAH 12 to 240th Street Install centerline rumble strips and wet $111,657 | $111,657 $12,406 | $124,063 | 100 300 74 20 | 200 | 75 | 769 [
County reflective striping
P20 MnDOT TH 212 from TH 62to TH 5 Install continuous lighting $450,000 | $450,000 $50,000 $500,000 75 199 34 152 200 50 710 (P20
p3 | carvercounty | COUW Multiple locations Install 56 miles (page 16) of enhanced $785,570 $785,570 $87,285 | $872,855 | 100 73 47 193 | 200 | 50 | 663 |Ps
Wide pavement markings
n . nstall cable median barrier , , , , P15
P15 MnDOT TH 13 from "y””I nA‘éZ\t/‘;ggco"et Ave Install cable median barri $425,250 $425,250 | $47,250 | $472,500 | 100 275 14 92 150 | 0 | 631
at Hazel Ave and 250th St Consruct left turn lane at Hazel Ave
P13 MnDOT TH 8 in Wyoming Twp Close 250th Street $544,500 $544,500 $60,500 $605,000 25 275 0 105 200 25 630 |P13
Shoulder widening, safety edge, mumble strips, wet
P5 Carver County CSAH 40 between TH 25 and CSAH 52 reflective ground in pavement markings $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,274,600|$4,274,600 75 1 100 145 200 75 596 |P5
CSAH 52 at 67th St :
P10 | Hennepin County | 3 locations CSAH 66 at Noble Ave Install FYA's, ped ramps, APS, countdown | ¢, 247 544 $1,737,000| $193,000 |$1,930,000| 50 189 7 79 200 | 50 | 575 |pwo
CSAH 66 at Hidden Lakes Pkwy timers
CSAH 18
P1 Andover (Crosstown at Nightingale Street Construct roundabout $1,902,600 $1,902,600| $211,400 [$2,114,000 50 59 0 193 200 50 552 |P1
Blvd)
. . 26th Street t Dupont Ave, 26th St, Ei A Ped ramp upgrades, traffic visibility
PL1|  Minneapolis | 20" 210! | L oupem i, oeman e o it morovements $1,620,000 $1,620,000 $180,000 |$1,800,000{ 50 91 0 163 180 | 40 | 524 |pu
at 142nd Street
P12 MnDOT TH 3 in Rosemount Construct roundabout $1,107,000 $1,107,000| $123,000 ($1,230,000 25 122 0 193 150 25 515 |P12
P24 Blaine 99th Ave at Baltimore Street Construct roundabout $1,530,000 | $1,530,000 $170,000 |%$1,700,000 25 58 7 193 200 25 508 |p24
P9 | Hennepin County | CSAH3 | from 22nd Ave to Snelling Ave Widen sidewalk, crossing improvements, | o 54 99 $2,000,000 $3,659,000|$5,659,000| 50 39 27 132 | 200 | 50 | 498 |po
signal upgrades, ADA, lane configuration
P4 | Carver County CSAH 10 at Waconia Parkway Construct a turbo roundabout $1,759,895 $1,759,895( $195,544 |$1,955,439 25 53 0 193 200 25 496 |Pa
P14 MnDOT TH 13 inal\t/l‘é\:]z‘:t‘geé :i;f]ts Construct roundabout $1,152,000 $1,152,000| $128,000 |$1,280,000| 25 89 0 193 | 150 | 25 | 482 |rus
The projects below are not proposed to be funded:
P8 | Hennepin County | CSAH 19 at 109th Ave (CR 117) Reconstruct intersection, raised medians for ped | ¢, 1 50 $1,390,000 [$3,390,000| 50 29 7 200 | 150 | 25 | 461 |rs
refuge, upgrad bike connections, ADA, lighting
P7 | Dakota County CSAH 54 at CSAH 68 Construct roundabout $1,395,000 $155,000 |$1,550,000 20 45 14 180 200 0 459 |p7
Construct RClI's at Old Rockford Road, Urbandale, 18th
P16 MnDOT TH 55 from g d Rofmrd Sogd 0| Ave, Larch Lane, Ives lane, Goldenrod Lane, Evergreen | $1,070,820 $118,980 |$1,189,800| 75 121 7 105 | 150 | 0 | 458 [P
eneral Mills Blv Lane
P17 MnDOT TH 65 from B”;g‘;t'h";\'jg Blvd to Install cable median barrier $2,000,000 $306,062 |$2,306,062| 75 116 20 92 150 | 0 | 453 |1
Washington
P22 County CSAH 19 80th Street Construct roundabout $2,000,000 $1,103,000($3,103,000 25 70 0 180 100 25 400 (P22
P6 | Carver County TH 25 at CSAH 20 Realign intersection to remove skew, widen | ) (174 74, $119,300 |$1,193,000| 40 29 0 84 200 | 0 353 |ps
shoulders, add turn lanes, improve sight lines
From Wes.tth TH5t0 Install cable median barrier. Construct RCI intersections
P19 MnDOT TH 212 N Norwgszt\j(c;uTnI; imerica at CSAH 131, Wells Ave, CSAH 31, and Railroad Street $1,216,329 $135,148 |$1,351,477 75 18 0 92 150 0 335 |P19
P18 MnDOT TH 95 at ?ngﬁlr(')‘:ﬂ(fgrl;t] Q}"e) Construct left turn lane $1,280,064 $142,229 |$1,422,293| 50 2 14 105 | 150 | 0 | 321 |eue
Washington
P23 County CSAH 19 at CSAH 10 Construct roundabout $2,000,000 $1,638,000 | $3,638,000 25 28 0 193 0 25 271 (P23
$31,492,585 $5051,200  $8,628,245 $12,536,504 $44,029,089




2024 | 2025 HSIP Projects (Reactive) 9/1/2020
The projects down to red line are proposed to be funded: HSIP FUNDING POINTS
1 . Meets Intent|Correctable Ped_and
5 | Submitting . . . Original HSIP| ) HsIP | 2023 HSIP | 2024 HSIP | 2025 Heip | -0¢2 TOTAL leic| ofuse | Fanda | eike |TOTAL| X
o Roadway Location Project Description Amount ded ded ded ded Match PROJECT |Points| Program | crashes | Safety |POINTS| &
g Agency Requested $ Awarded | $ Awarded |$ Awarded | $ Awarde (10%) cosT | © P(czjlorz)t)s Fggg)s P((ii)r:)t)s (1,000) | £
. TH 47 Enhanced lighting at ped crossings, lighting at bus stops,
R12 Fridley (University Ave) from 53rd Ave to 85th Ave concrete sidewalk at bus stop NE corner at Osborne Rd $1,947,240 $1,947,240 $216,360 | $2,163,600 | 600 [ 200 100 63 963 |R12
University at Simpson St, at Albert St, ,
R20 [ Ramsey County Ave at Syndicate St, at Arundel St Install RRFB's, APS, reconstruct ped ramps $504,000 $504,000 $56,000 | $560,000 [530( 184 4 70 788 |R20
. CSAH 52 from 10th Ave to 11th Ave Modifing intersections, reduce conflicting vehicle and
R13 | Hennepin County (Hennepin Ave) (over I-35W) ped speeds, traffic signal mods, ADA upgrades $1,368,000 $1,368,000 $152,000 | $1,520,000|400| 128 10 83 621 [Rri3
Lake St at 28th Ave Rebuild signals, add OH mast arms, ped count down timers, APS, yellow
R15 Minneapolis 3 locations | Franklin Ave btwn 13th and 14th Ave reflective back plates, upgrade 8" to 12" signal heads, convert to LED $1,080,000 |%$1,080,000 $120,000 | $1,200,000 | 370 112 16 a0 588 |R15
Cedar Ave at 6th Street lighting, video detection, curb ramps, curb extensions
. . LaSalle Ave at Grant St. at 15th St. at Groveland Ave Rebuild‘signals, add OH mast arms, ped cqunt down timers, APS, yellow
R16 Minneapolis Nicollet Ave |at Grant St. at 15th St. at 18th St reﬂectIVﬁgbhaﬁcnkg?I;ge;é 32?;35;83 blfanilggacl:iagxsteﬂ;ssrt oLED [ $1,800,000 $1,800,000 $200,000 | $2,000,000|339| 120 19 90 568 |R16
R23 Scott County CSAH 78 at CSAH/CR 69 Construct roundabout $1,595,700 $1,595,700 $177,300 | $1,773,000 | 234 176 10 a0 510 |R23
Rebuild signals, add OH mast arms, ped count down timers, APS, yellow
R17 Minneapolis Lyndale Ave at 18th Ave, 24th Ave, 29th Ave, reflective back plates, upgrade 8" to 12" signal heads, convert to LED $1,260,000 $1,260,000| $140,000 | $1,400,000 | 274 120 7 90 491 |R17
36th Ave lighting, video detection, curb ramps, curb extensions
R11| Dakota County (Thorgpfog Ave) at CSAH 73 (Oakdale Ave) Construct roundabout $1,395,000 $1,395,000 $155,000 | $1,550,000 | 245 144 4 87 480 |R11
R6 | Anoka County (\(zﬁnAgHBﬁi) at CSAH 7 (Rum River Road) Construct roundabout $1,350,000 $1,350,000 | $150,000 | $1,500,000 | 245 | 144 7 80 | 476 |re
i Rebuild signals, add OH mast arms, ped count down timers, APS, yellow
R14| Minneapolis | Sroddway | atWashington St Monroe St, | T il ol tl e, uparade 8 o 12" signal heads. convert o LED | $1,170,000 $1,170,000 $130,000 | $1,300,000 | 223 | 128 16 | 73 | 440 |rue
Street Filmore St, Buchannan St lighting, video detection, curb ramps, curb extensions
R18 MnDOT [-35W from TH 13 to I-35E Install continuous lighting $720,000 $720,000 $80,000 | $800,000 |229| 136 7 33 405 |Rris
The projects below are not proposed to be funded:
R21| Ramsey County | Dale Street Lrgnﬂlﬁ%m%’?;m"s Construct 4 lane to 3 lane conversion $2,000,000 $1,525,048| $3,525,048 [ 132 | 152 13 97 | 394 [|ra
R26 Woodbury Lake Road from \,i\ilgr?i?nsﬁesve 0 Reconstruct from 4 lane to 3 lane conversion $1,620,000 $180,000 | $1,800,000 | 141 144 13 93 391 |R26
R19 MnDOT 1-494 from Minnesota River to TH 3 Install continuous lighting $1,710,000 $190,000 | $1,900,000 | 163 144 16 33 356 |R19
R8 | Anoka County (gihAgrgjt) at CSAH 54 (20th Ave) Construct roundabout $1,170,000 $130,000 | $1,300,000 | 110 | 152 4 80 | 346 |rs
R9 | AnokaCounty | CSAHS2 at Cloud Drive Construct a Traffic Signal, widen side street $540,000 $60,000 | $600,000 |133| 128 0 77 | 338 |Ro
(Radisson Road) approaches to develop two lanes of approach.
iarli R Construct 4 roundabouts (at Vierling Dr, N 169 ramps,
R24|  Shakopee Maéf;‘é""” féosrgl\j "ig'?f%”/‘f/;‘; 5 169 ramps, 17th Av), andliindsgyvla rle'eSd/Like shared use pathsand | $2,000,000 $5,380,500| $7,380,500 | 39 | 168 7 | 100 | 314 |res
CSAH 6 Construct 4 to 3 lane conversion with mini roundabout at
R2 Anoka County (Mississibpi S from TH 65 to CSAH 35 CSAH 35 (Old Central Ave) $954,000 $106,000 | $1,060,000| 73 136 0 97 306 |[R2
R4 | Anoka County (SEHAQHBﬁi) at CR 66 (Cleary Road) Construct roundabout $1,440,000 $160,000 | $1,600,000 | 72 | 144 4 80 | 300 |re
CSAH 6 Construct 4 to 3 lane conversion with mini roundabouts at
R1 Anoka County (Mississippi SO from TH 47 to TH 65 7th St and Monroe intersections $1,922,400 $213,600 | $2,136,000 | 50 144 7 97 298 |RL
R25 Woodbury Lake Road from Blue Ridge Drive to Reconstruct from 4 lane to 3 lane conversion $2,000,000 $970,520 | $2,970,520 | 58 136 4 93 291 |R25
Cherry Lane
R7 | Anoka County (gihAgri’;) at CSAH 21 (Centerville Road) Construct roundabout $1,440,000 $160,000 | $1,600,000 | 68 | 128 4 80 | 280 |rr
CSAH Y
R3 | Anoka County (Lake George at 221st Ave Construct roundabout $1,350,000 $150,000 | $1,500,000 | 60 128 0 80 268 |R3
R5 | Anoka County (\(/’EQHBE?) at CSAH 5 (Nowthen Blvd) Construct roundabout $1,440,000 $160,000 | $1,600,000 | 53 | 120 4 80 | 257 |rs
R22 St. Paul 4 locations Cretigt{]S/t'.:CIair, Cretin_ / Randolph, East|Replace signals, full ma_lst arms, ADA, re_d light confirmation, $1.296,000 $144.000 | $1,440,000| 78 112 0 60 250 |re2
orest, Hamline / Thomas ped count down timers, ped ramp improvements
$33,125,100 $7,430,940 $2,610,000  $10,889,968 $44,015,068
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P1. Nightingale St NW & Crosstown Blvd NW Intersection
P2. Bloomington Pedestrian Crossing Safety

P3. Carver County Enhanced Pavement Marking Safety
P4. Highway 10/Waconia Parkway Intersection

P5. Carver County Rd 40 Safety Improvements

P9. Hi/Lake Interchange Safety Improvements

P10. Nicollet Ave & Golden Valley Rd Flashing Yellow Arrows
P11. 26th St & 28th St Signal & Pedestrian Safety

P12. Highway 3 & 142nd St W Roundabout

P13. U.S. Highway 8 at Hazel Ave & 250th St

P14. Highway 13 & Wachtler Ave Roundabout

P15. Hwy 13 Cable Median Barrier, Lynn to Nicollet Aves
P20. Highway 212 Continuous Lighting Project

P21. Manning Ave Rumble Strips

P24. 99th Ave & Baltimore St Roundabout

R6. Viking Blvd NW & Rum River Blvd Roundabout

R11. Thompson Ave & Oakdale Ave Roundabout

R12. University Ave Corridor Safety, 53rd Ave to 85th Ave
R13. Hennepin Ave at 10th & 11th Aves SE Intersections
R14. Broadway St NE Signal & Pedestrian Safety

R15. City/County Pedestrian Crossing Study Improvements
R16. Lasalle Ave & Nicollet Ave Signal & Pedestrian Safety
R17. Lyndale Ave N Signal & Pedestrian Safety

R18. I-35W Continuous Lighting

R20. University Ave W Pedestrian Safety

R23. 130th St W & Old Brick Yard Rd Roundabout

S

® Not Funded

P6. Highway 25 & Carver County Rd 20 Intersection

P7. Ravenna Trail & 200th St E Intersection

P8. Hennepin County Rd 19 & 109th Ave Intersection

P16. Hwy 55, Fernbrook Ln to General Mills Blvd

P17. Hwy 65 Cable Median Barrier, Bunker Lk Blvd to 237th
P18. Highway 95 at 392 St Left Turn Lane

P19. Hwy 212 Reduced Conflicts and Cable Median Barrier
P22. Keats Ave & 80th St S Roundabout

P23. 10th St & Keats Ave Roundabout

R1. Mississippi St Road Diet, Highway 47 to Highway 65
R2. Mississippi St Road Diet, Highway 65 to Old Central Ave
R3. Lake George Blvd & 221st Ave NW Roundabout

DAKOTA

P7 @

—J

R4.
R5.
R7.
R8.
R9.

Viking Blvd NW & Cleary Rd Roundabout

Viking Blvd NW & Nowthen Blvd NW Roundabout
Birch St & Centerville Rd Roundabout

Birch St & 20th Ave Roundabout

Radisson Rd & Cloud Dr NE Traffic Signal

R19. 1-494 Continuous Lighting

R21. Dale St from Como Ave to TH 36 Road Diet

R22. Saint Paul Signal Safety

R24. Marystown Road Corridor

R25. Lake Rd from Blue Ridge Dr to Cherry Ln Road Diet
R26. Lake Rd from Woodlane Dr to Pioneer Dr Road Diet

9/10/2020



	MEETING OF THE FUNDING & PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
	AGENDA

	III_Aug_Minutes.pdf
	Minutes of the REGULAR MEETING OF THE TAC FUNDING & PROGRAMING COMMITTEE
	I. CALL TO ORDER
	II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
	III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
	IV. TAB REPORT
	V. BUSINESS
	VI. INFORMATION
	VII. OTHER BUSINESS
	VIII. ADJOURNMENT


	2020-28 Challenges_FinalScores.pdf
	ACTION TRANSMITTAL No. 2020-28
	ROUTING

	Roadway Spot Mobility and Safety
	Application 14346: Carver County
	Highway 11 Intersection Improvement Project
	Request:
	Measure Summary:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Roadway Strategic Capacity
	Application 14347: Carver County
	Highway 5 Arboretum Area Mobility and Access Improvement
	Request:
	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Roadway Strategic Capacity
	Application 14345: Carver County
	Highway 41 and CSAH 10 Mobility and Access Improvement
	Request:
	3A: Socio-Economic Equity (50 points)

	Measure Summary:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:
	6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Roadway Strategic Capacity
	Application 14049: Carver County
	US 212 Freight Mobility and Safety Project from CSAH 51 to CSAH 36
	Request:
	Measure Summary:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Roadway Strategic Capacity
	Application 14015: Scott County
	TH 282, CSAH 9, TH 169 Grade Separation
	Request:
	6B: Proactive Pedestrian Crash Reduction (30 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:
	8: Risk Assessment (75 points)

	Measure Summary:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Roadway Reconstruction and Modernization
	Application 14396: City of Anoka
	TH 47 Corridor Improvements
	Request:
	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Transit Expansion
	Application 14340: Minnesota Valley Transit Authority
	Route 346 Expansion – Viking Lakes
	Request:
	1A: Connection to jobs and educational institutions (50 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:
	3B: Housing Performance Score / affordable housing connection (50 points)

	Measure Summary:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:
	5: Multimodal Elements and Existing Conditions (100 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Transit Modernization
	Application 14171: Minnesota Valley Transit Authority
	Burnsville Bus Garage Modernization
	Request:
	1A: Connection to jobs and educational institutions (50 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:
	4: Description of Emissions Reduced (50 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:
	6: Multimodal Elements and Existing Conditions (100 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
	Scoring Review:

	Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities
	Application 14026: City of Coon Rapids
	Coon Creek Regional Trail and Bridge Over Coon Rapids Boulevard
	Request:
	2B: Potential Usage (200 points)

	Measure:
	Applicant’s Challenge:
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